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THE CURRENT DEBATE ON CREATION 

AND EVOLUTION 
 

Since the time of Charles Darwin (1809–1882), a debate has raged within Christianity on 

whether or not total evolution is compatible with the historic biblical and theological teaching on 

origins. Two basic camps have emerged: theistic evolution and creationism. Within the second 

faction (creationists) , there are two major groups: old-earth creationists and young-earth 

creationists. (The former are often called progressive creationists, and the latter, fiat creationists.) 

Currently, in America, the young-earth creationists are led by the Institute for Creation Research 

(ICR), based on the work of Henry Morris. Progressive (old-earth) creationism is championed by 

Hugh Ross and his “Reasons to Believe” organization; another proponent of this view is Robert 

Newman at Biblical Seminary in Hatfield, Pennsylvania. 

Young-Earth Creationism 

The primary difference between young-and old-earth creationists is the speculated amount of 

time between God’s creative acts (see appendix 4). Young-earthers (fiat creationists) insist that it 

was all accomplished in 144 hours—six successive twenty-four-hour days—while old-earth 

(progressive) creationists allow for millions (or even billions) of years. This is usually done by 

(1) placing the long periods of time before Genesis 1:1 (making it a recent and local 

Creation); 

(2) placing the long periods of time between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2 (called “gap” views); 

(3) making the “days” of Genesis 1 long periods of time; 

(4) allowing long periods of time between literal twenty-four-hour days in Genesis 1 (called 

“alternate day-age” views); or 

(5) making the “days” of Genesis to be days of revelation of God to the writer, not days of 

Creation (called “revelatory day” views). 

There are several variations within these perspectives, making a total of more than a dozen 

different views held by evangelical theologians on the matter (see appendix 4). 

Old-Earth Creationism 

Old-earth (progressive) creationists are not to be confused with theistic evolutionists. Old-

earth creationists do not accept macroevolution (see the third area of agreement below) as a 

method by which God produced the originally created kinds of Genesis 1. Old-earth creationism 

was strong among nineteenth-century creationists, though the view dates from at least the fourth 

century (in Augustine). Again, prominent contemporary defenders include Hugh Ross and 

Robert Newman (see bibliography). 

Theistic Evolution 
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Broadly speaking, theistic evolution is the belief that God used evolution as His means of 

producing the various forms of physical life on this planet, including human life. All theistic 

evolutionists believe that God performed at least one supernatural act—the act of creating the 

physical universe from nothing. However, this may more properly be called deistic evolution, 

since there are no miracles involved after the first act of Creation (see Volume 1, chapters 2–3). 

Most theistic evolutionists hold to at least two acts of Creation: (1) the creation of matter out 

of nothing, and (2) the creation of first life. After that, allegedly, every other living thing, 

including human beings, emerged by natural processes that God had ordained from the 

beginning. Some theistic evolutionists do insist that (3) God directly created the first soul in the 

long-evolved primate to make it truly human and in His image. 

Roman Catholicism embraces theistic evolution, and Pierre Teilhard de Chardin (1881–1955) 

is a notable example, although his concept of God is more panentheistic (see Volume 1, chapter 

2). Among evangelical scientists, Howard Van Til (see PC and FD) is a champion of theistic 

evolution, as are many members of the American Scientific Association (see JASA). There is a 

movement among some contemporary scientists to combine theistic evolution with the anthropic 

principle, positing that the Creator fine-tuned the entire universe from the moment of the big 

bang so that everying, including all life forms, eventually emerged by natural processes from that 

point (see Barrow and Tipler, AP). 

Areas of Agreement Between Young- and Old-Earth Creationists 

Young- and old-earth creationists have much in common, at least among those who are 

evangelical. This includes several basic things. 

Direct Supernatural Creation of All Forms of Life 

Both young-and old-earthers believe that God supernaturally, directly, and immediately 

produced every kind of animal and human as separate and genetically distinct forms of life 

(Ross, FG). Both hold that every kind produced by God was directly created de nova (brand-

new) and did not come about by God’s using natural processes over a long period of time or 

tinkering with previous types of life in order to make higher forms (evolution). 

Opposition to Naturalism 

Both groups are also agreed in their opposition to naturalism, which they see as the 

philosophical presupposition of evolution. They correctly observe that without a naturalistic bias, 

evolution loses its credibility. Ruling out the possibility of supernatural intervention in the world 

begs the whole question in favor of evolution even before one begins. 

Opposition to Macroevolution 

Likewise, both are united in their opposition to macroevolution, either theistic or nontheistic; 

that is, they reject the theory of common ancestry. They both deny that all forms of life 

descended by completely natural processes without supernatural intervention from the outside. 

They deny that all living things are like a tree connected to a common trunk and root; rather, they 

affirm the separate ancestry of all the basic forms of life, a picture more like a forest of different 

trees. Microevolution, where small changes occur within the basic kinds of created things, is 

acknowledged, but no macro (large scale) evolution occurs between different kinds. For 

example, both old and young earth creationists agree that all dogs are related to an original 
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canine pair—part of the same tree. However, they deny that dogs, cats, cows, and other created 

kinds are related like branches from one original tree. 

The Historicity of the Genesis Account 

Further, both young and old earthers who are evangelical hold to the historicity of the 

Genesis account: They believe that Adam and Eve were literal people, the progenitors of the 

entire human race. While some may allow for poetic form and figure of speech in the narrative, 

all agree that it conveys historical and literal truth about origins. This is made clear by the New 

Testament references to Adam and Eve, their creation and fall, as literal (cf. Luke 3:38; Rom. 

5:12; 1 Tim. 2:13–14). 

Areas of Difference Between Young- and Old-Earth Creationists 

Of course, there are some differences between the two basic evangelical views on Creation. 

The primary ones include the following. 

The Age of the Earth 

A crucial variance between the two views, naturally, is the age of the earth (see Newman and 

Eckelmann, GOOE). Young earthers insist that both the Bible and science support a universe that 

is only thousands of years of age, while old earthers allow for billions of years. Young earthers 

connect their view to a literal interpretation of Genesis (and Ex. 20:11), but old earthers claim the 

same basic hermeneutic, which they believe can include millions, if not billions, of years since 

Creation. They too cite scientific evidence in their favor (see appendix 4). 

At a minimum, it would be wise if both sides could agree on the following: 

(1) The age of the earth is not a test for orthodoxy. 

(2) Neither view is proven with scientific finality, since there are unproven (if not 

unprovable) presuppositions associated with each. 

(3) The fact of Creation (vs. evolution) is more important than the time of Creation. 

(4) Their common enemy (naturalistic evolution) is a more significant focus than their 

intramural differences. 

The Nature of the Flood 

Most young-earth creationists are also flood geologists; that is, they believe that the apparent 

age of the earth represented in the sedimentary geological formations do not represent millions of 

years, but only one year of activity by a worldwide flood. A few comments are appropriate here: 

(1) Again, flood geology should not be used as a test of orthodoxy, as there are other ways to 

explain the data that are consistent with an evangelical interpretation of the Bible. 

(2) Flood geology should be explored as a scientific theory in its own right, as well as for its 

possible explanatory value of the biblical data. 

(3) One can be a young earther and still reject flood geology, as some do. Hence, the two are 

not inseparably tied. 

(4) Those who reject a universal flood (along with flood geology) do have a more difficult 

time explaining all the biblical data. If the flood was only local, then 

(a) why were two of each kind of animal taken into the ark? 
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(b) why is the language of Genesis so specifically and intensely universal (cf. 7:19–23)? 

(c) why are flood deposits universal? 

(d) why are flood stories universal? 

(e) why does Peter say the whole earth was under water? (2 Peter 3:5–7) 

(f) why does the Bible say only eight people were saved (2 Peter 2:5) if there were others 

who escaped also? 

(g) why were all the mountains covered? (Gen. 7:19) 

The Intelligent Design Movement 

A third group of creationists has emerged; its adherents attempt to avoid the internal debate 

between fiat and progressive creationists. The intelligent design movement was founded and 

championed by UC-Berkeley professor Phillip Johnson (see his DT And RB); other major leaders 

include Baylor professor William Dembski (see his MC) and Lehigh professor Michael Behe 

(see his DBB). By concentrating on the issue of intelligent design versus purely naturalistic 

evolution (and instead of focusing on issues such as the age of the earth and the extent of the 

flood), the intelligent-design movement hopes to accomplish the following: 

(1) Form a unifying “wedge” that can break the bulwark of naturalistic evolution around the 

academic community. 

(2) Strike at the Achilles heel of evolution by revealing its naturalistic philosophical 

commitment and thereby destroy its plausibility and privileged position in the academic 

community. 

(3) Provide a scientific alternative to naturalistic macroevolution that is free of the trappings 

of biblical and religious language. 

(4) Provide an umbrella under which young-and old-earth creationists can work against 

naturalistic evolution. 

CONCLUSION 

The doctrine of Creation is a cornerstone of the Christian faith. The essentials of this teaching 

have universal consent among orthodox theologians. They include the following: 

(1) There is a theistic God. 

(2) Creation of the universe was ex nihilo (out of nothing). 

(3) Every living thing was created by God. 

(4) Adam and Eve were a direct and special creation of God. 

(5) The Genesis account of creation is historical, not mythological. 

While there is lively debate about the time of Creation, all evangelicals agree on the fact of 

Creation. There is also agreement on the source of Creation (a theistic God) and the purpose of 

Creation (to glorify God). The exact method of Creation is still a moot question; however, 

increasingly, the scientific evidence supports a supernatural Creation of the universe, the direct 

creation of first life (see Thaxton, MLO), and the special creation of every basic life form. Hence, 

macroevolution, whether theistic or naturalistic, is unfounded both biblically and scientifically.
1
 

                                                           
1 Norman L. Geisler, Systematic Theology, Volume Two: God, Creation (Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House 

Publishers, 2003), 468-73. 
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THE AGE OF THE EARTH 

There seems to be no way to actually prove how old the universe really is, either from science 

or from the Bible, for there are known and possible gaps in the biblical genealogies (see below). 

In addition, there are unprovable presuppositions in most, if not all, the scientific arguments for 

an old earth (see below); that is, an earth of millions or billions of years is biblically possible but 

not absolutely provable. 

Gaps in the Biblical Record 

Bishop James Usher (1581–1656), whose chronology was used in the old Scofield Reference 

Bible, argued that Adam was created in 4,004 B.C. However, his calculations are based on the 

assumption that there are no gaps in the genealogical tables of Genesis 5 and 11, while we know 

this is false. For instance, the Bible says: “Arphaxad … became the father of Shelah” (Gen. 

11:12), but in Jesus’ genealogy in Luke 3:35–36, “Cainan” is listed between Arphaxad and 

Shelah. If there is one gap, there may be more—indeed, we know there are more. For example, 

Matthew 1:8 says: “Jehoram the father of Uzziah,” but the parallel listing in 1 Chronicles 3:11–

14 illustrates missing generations between Jehoram and Uzziah (Azariah), namely, Ahaziah, 

Joash, and Amaziah. Just how many gaps there are in biblical genealogies and how much time 

they represent is not known. Even so, gaps there are and, hence, complete chronologies cannot be 

made; only accurate genealogies (lines of descent) are given. 

Presuppositions in the Scientific Arguments 

There are many scientific arguments for an old universe, some of which one may find 

persuasive. However, none of these is foolproof, and all of them may be wrong. A few examples 

will illustrate the point of why we should not be dogmatic one way or the other. 

The Speed of Light Is Not Guaranteed 

In spite of the facts that Albert Einstein (1879–1955) considered it to be absolute and that 

modern science has held it to be unchanging, it has not been proven that the speed of light has 

never changed. The speed of light (about 186,000 miles per second) is an assumption for many 

arguments favoring an old earth. However, if the speed of light is constant, and if God did not 

also create the light rays when He created the stars, then it would appear that the universe is 

billions of years old, for it has apparently taken millions of years for that light to get to us. 

Nevertheless, these are big “ifs” that have not been proven, and they would actually appear to be 

unprovable. So while the arguments from the speed of light to an old universe may seem 

plausible, they fall short of being a demonstrable proof. 

Radioactive Dating 

It is well known that the elements U235 and U238 give off lead isotopes at a known rate per 

year. By measuring the amount of their deposit, one can calculate when the decay began. Many 

early rocks in the earth’s crust have been dated in billions of years by this method. But, again, as 
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plausible as this may be, it is not a proven fact, for one must assume at least two things that 

apparently cannot be proven in order to come to the conclusion that the world is billions of years 

old. 

First, it must be assumed that there were no lead deposits at the beginning. 

Second, it must be assumed that the rate of decay has been unchanged throughout its entire 

history. This has not been proven; hence, radioactive dating has not proved beyond all doubt that 

the world is billions of years old. 

The Amount of Salt in the Sea 

The same is apparently true of all arguments for an old earth. For example, the oceans have a 

known amount of salt and minerals in them, and these go into the ocean at a given rate every 

year. By simple mathematics, it can be determined how many years this has been going on. 

However, here also it must be assumed (1) that there were no salts and minerals in the ocean to 

begin with, and (2) that the rate has not changed over the years. A worldwide flood, such as the 

Bible describes, would certainly have changed the rate of deposits during that period. 

All of this is not to say that the universe is not billions of years old—it may be. However, this 

has not been proven beyond question, and the arguments given in favor of it all possess 

presuppositions that have not been or cannot be proven. Nonetheless, given the basics of modern 

physics, it seems plausible that the universe is billions of years old. And, as shown above, there 

is nothing in Scripture that contradicts this. With that in view, the following conclusions are 

appropriate: 

(1) There is no demonstrated conflict between Genesis 1–2 and scientific fact. 

(2) The real conflict is not between God’s revelation in the Bible and scientific fact; it is 

between some Christians’ interpretation of the Bible and many scientists’ theories about 

the age of the world. 

(3) Science has not proven that a six-successive-twenty-four-hour-day view is impossible. 

(4) A literal interpretation of Genesis is consistent with a universe that is billions of years 

old. 

(5) Since the Bible does not say exactly how old the universe is, the age of the earth should 

not be a test for orthodoxy. In fact, many orthodox scholars have held the universe to be 

millions of years old or more (such as Augustine, B. B. Warfield, C. I. Scofield, John 

Walvoord, Francis Schaeffer, Gleason Archer, Hugh Ross, and most of the leaders of the 

movement that produced the famous “Chicago Statement” [1978] on the inerrancy of the 

Bible [see Systematic Theology, Volume 1, chapters 14 and 27]).
2
 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2 Norman L. Geisler, Systematic Theology, Volume Two: God, Creation (Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House 

Publishers, 2003), 648-50. 



7 
 

The Relationship Between Scripture and the Findings of Modern Science 

At various times in history, Christians have found themselves dissenting from the accepted 

findings of contemporary science. In the vast majority of cases, sincere Christian faith and strong 

trust in the Bible have led scientists to the discovery of new facts about God’s universe, and 

these discoveries have changed scientific opinion for all of subsequent history. The lives of Isaac 

Newton, Galileo Galilei, Johannes Kepler, Blaise Pascal, Robert Boyle, Michael Faraday, James 

Clerk Maxwell, and many others are examples of this.
14

 

On the other hand, there have been times when accepted scientific opinion has been in 

conflict with people’s understanding of what the Bible said. For example, when the Italian 

astronomer Galileo (1564–1642) began to teach that the earth was not the center of the universe 

but that the earth and other planets revolved around the sun (thus following the theories of the 

Polish astronomer Copernicus [1472–1543]), he was criticized, and eventually his writings were 

condemned by the Roman Catholic Church. This was because many people thought that the 

Bible taught that the sun revolved about the earth. In fact, the Bible does not teach that at all, but 

it was Copernican astronomy that made people look again at Scripture to see if it really taught 

what they thought it taught. In fact, descriptions of the sun rising and setting (Eccl. 1:5; et al.) 

merely portray events as they appear from the perspective of the human observer, and, from that 

perspective, they give an accurate description. But they imply nothing about the relative motion 

of the earth and the sun, and nowhere does the Bible explain what makes the sun go “down” in 

the viewpoint of a human observer. Scripture says nothing at all about whether the earth or the 

sun or some other body is the “center” of the universe or the solar system—that is not a question 

Scripture addresses. Yet the lesson of Galileo, who was forced to recant his teachings and who 

had to live under house arrest for the last few years of his life, should remind us that careful 

observation of the natural world can cause us to go back to Scripture and reexamine whether 

Scripture actually teaches what we think it teaches. Sometimes, on closer examination of the 

text, we may find that our previous interpretations were incorrect. 

Scientific investigation has helped Christians reevaluate what earlier generations thought 

about the age of the earth, for example, so that no evangelical scholar today would hold that the 

world was created in 4004 B.C. Yet that date was once widely believed to be the date of the 

creation because of the writings of Irish Archbishop James Ussher (1581–1656), one of the great 

scholars of his day, who carefully added together the dates in the genealogies of the Bible to find 

when Adam was created. Today it is widely acknowledged that the Bible does not tell us the 

precise date of the creation of the earth or of the human race (see below). 

On the other hand, many people in the Christian community have steadfastly refused to agree 

with the dominant opinion of scientists today regarding evolution. On this matter, thousands of 

Christians have examined Scripture again and again in great detail, and many have concluded 

that Scripture is not silent on the process by which living organisms came into being. Moreover, 

careful observation of the facts of the created universe has produced widespread disagreement 

regarding theories of evolution (both from scientists who are Christians and from a number of 

                                                           
14 See August J. Kling, “Men of Science/ Men of Faith,” HIS May 1976, pp. 26–31, for a brief survey of the 

life and work of several of these scientists. 



8 
 

non-Christian scientists as well).
15

 So on both biblical and scientific grounds, theories of 

evolution have been challenged by Christians. 

We should also remember that the question of the creation of the universe is unlike many 

other scientific questions because creation is not something that can be repeated in a laboratory 

experiment, nor were there any human observers of it. Therefore pronouncements by scientists 

about creation and the early history of the earth are at best educated speculation. If we are 

convinced, however, that the only observer of these events (God himself) has told us about them 

in the reliable words of the Bible, then we should pay careful attention to the biblical account. 

In the following section, we have listed some principles by which the relationship between 

creation and the findings of modern science can be approached. 

 

1. When All the Facts Are Rightly Understood, There Will Be “No Final Conflict” Between 

Scripture and Natural Science. The phrase “no final conflict” is taken from a very helpful book 

by Francis Schaeffer, No Final Conflict.
16

 Regarding questions about the creation of the 

universe, Schaeffer lists several areas where, in his judgment, there is room for disagreement 

among Christians who believe in the total truthfulness of Scripture: 

1. There is a possibility that God created a “grown-up” universe. 

2. There is a possibility of a break between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2 or between 1:2 and 1:3. 

3. There is a possibility of a long day in Genesis 1. 

4. There is a possibility that the flood affected the geological data. 

5. The use of the word “kinds” in Genesis 1 may be quite broad. 

6. There is a possibility of the death of animals before the fall. 

7. Where the Hebrew word א רָּ  H1343, is not used there is the possibility of sequence ,בָּ

from previously existing things.
17

 

Schaeffer makes clear that he is not saying that any of those positions is his own; only that 

they are theoretically possible. Schaeffer’s major point is that in both our understanding of the 

natural world and our understanding of Scripture, our knowledge is not perfect. But we can 

approach both scientific and biblical study with the confidence that when all the facts are 

correctly understood, and when we have understood Scripture rightly, our findings will never be 

in conflict with each other: there will be “no final conflict.” This is because God, who speaks in 

Scripture, knows all facts, and he has not spoken in a way that would contradict any true fact in 

the universe. 

This is a very helpful perspective with which the Christian should begin any study of creation 

and modern science. We should not fear to investigate scientifically the facts of the created world 

                                                           
15 For analysis of the increasingly large body of scientific evidence against evolution, see especially the 

books by Michael Denton and Philp E. Johnson cited in the bibliography to this chapter and discussed on 

pp. 280–84 below. 

16 Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1975. 

17 Ibid., pp. 25–33. 
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but should do so eagerly and with complete honesty, confident that when facts are rightly 

understood, they will always turn out to be consistent with God’s inerrant words in Scripture. 

Similarly, we should approach the study of Scripture eagerly and with confidence that, when 

rightly understood, Scripture will never contradict facts in the natural world.
18

 

Someone may object that this whole discussion is inappropriate, for the Bible is given to us 

to teach religious and ethical matters; it is not intended to teach “science.” However, as we noted 

in chapter 5 above, Scripture itself places no such restriction on the subjects to which it can 

speak. Although the Bible is of course not a “textbook” of science in a formal sense, it does 

nonetheless contain many affirmations about the natural world—its origin, its purposes, its 

ultimate destiny—and many statements about how it functions from day to day. If we take 

seriously the idea that it is God himself (as well as the human authors) who speaks all the words 

of Scripture, then we must take these statements seriously and believe them as well. Indeed, 

Scripture says that our understanding of some “scientific” facts is a matter of our faith! Hebrews 

11:3 tells us, “By faith we understand that the worlds were prepared by the word of God, so that 

what is seen was not made out of things which are visible” (NASB). 

 

2. Some Theories About Creation Seem Clearly Inconsistent With the Teachings of 

Scripture. In this section we will examine three types of explanation of the origin of the 

universe that seem clearly inconsistent with Scripture. 

 

a. Secular Theories: For the sake of completeness we mention here only briefly that any purely 

secular theories of the origin of the universe would be unacceptable for those who believe in 

Scripture. A “secular” theory is any theory of the origin of the universe that does not see an 

infinite-personal God as responsible for creating the universe by intelligent design. Thus, the 

“big bang” theory (in a secular form in which God is excluded), or any theories that hold that 

matter has always existed, would be inconsistent with the teaching of Scripture that God created 

the universe out of nothing, and that he did so for his own glory. (When Darwinian evolution is 

thought of in a totally materialistic sense, as it most often is, it would belong in this category 

also.)
19

 

 

b. Theistic Evolution: Ever since the publication of Charles Darwin’s book Origin of Species by 

Means of Natural Selection (1859), some Christians have proposed that living organisms came 

about by the process of evolution that Darwin proposed, but that God guided that process so that 

the result was just what he wanted it to be. This view is called theistic evolution because it 

advocates belief in God (it is “theistic”) and in evolution too. Many who hold to theistic 

evolution would propose that God intervened in the process at some crucial points, usually (1) 

the creation of matter at the beginning, (2) the creation of the simplest life form, and (3) the 

creation of man. But, with the possible exception of those points of intervention, theistic 

evolutionists hold that evolution proceeded in the ways now discovered by natural scientists, and 

                                                           
18 See the discussion in chapter 4, pp. 83–84, on the relationship between Scripture and natural 

revelation. 

NASB NASB—New American Standard Bible 

19 See pp. 279–87 below, for a discussion of Darwinian evolution. 
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that it was the process that God decided to use in allowing all of the other forms of life on earth 

to develop. They believe that the random mutation of living things led to the evolution of higher 

life forms through the fact that those that had an “adaptive advantage” (a mutation that allowed 

them to be better fitted to survive in their environment) lived when others did not. 

Theistic evolutionists are quite prepared to change their views of the way evolution came 

about, because, according to their standpoint, the Bible does not specify how it happened. It is 

therefore up to us to discover this through ordinary scientific investigation. They would argue 

that as we learn more and more about the way in which evolution came about, we are simply 

learning more and more about the process that God used to bring about the development of life 

forms. 

The objections to theistic evolution are as follows: 

1. The clear teaching of Scripture that there is purposefulness in God’s work of creation 

seems incompatible with the randomness demanded by evolutionary theory. When Scripture 

reports that God said, “Let the earth bring forth living creatures according to their kinds: cattle 

and creeping things and beasts of the earth according to their kinds” (Gen. 1:24), it pictures God 

as doing things intentionally and with a purpose for each thing he does. But this is the opposite 

of allowing mutations to proceed entirely randomly with no purpose for the millions of mutations 

that would have to come about, under evolutionary theory, before a new species could emerge. 

The fundamental difference between a biblical view of creation and theistic evolution lies 

here: the driving force that brings about change and the development of new species in all 

evolutionary schemes is randomness. Without the random mutation of organisms you do not 

have evolution in the modern scientific sense at all. Random mutation is the underlying force that 

brings about eventual development from the simplest to the most complex life forms. But the 

driving force in the development of new organisms according to Scripture is God’s intelligent 

design. God created “the great creatures of the sea and every living and moving thing with which 

the water teems, according to their kinds, and every winged bird according to its kind” (Gen. 

1:21 NIV). “God made the wild animals according to their kinds, the livestock according to their 

kinds, and all the creatures that move along the ground according to their kinds. And God saw 

that it was good” (Gen. 1:25 NIV). These statements seem inconsistent with the idea of God 

creating or directing or observing millions of random mutations, none of which were “very 

good” in the way he intended, none of which really were the kinds of plants or animals he 

wanted to have on the earth. Instead of the straightforward biblical account of God’s creation, the 

theistic evolution view has to understand events to have occurred something like this: 

And God said, “Let the earth bring forth living creatures according to their kinds.” And 

after three hundred eighty-seven million four hundred ninety-two thousand eight hundred 

seventy-one attempts, God finally made a mouse that worked. 

That may seem a strange explanation, but it is precisely what the theistic evolutionist must 

postulate for each of the hundreds of thousands of different kinds of plants and animals on the 

earth: they all developed through a process of random mutation over millions of years, gradually 

increasing in complexity as occasional mutations turned out to be advantageous to the creature. 

                                                           
NIV NIV—New International Version 

NIV NIV—New International Version 
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A theistic evolutionist may object that God intervened in the process and guided it at many 

points in the direction he wanted it to go. But once this is allowed then there is purpose and 

intelligent design in the process—we no longer have evolution at all, because there is no longer 

random mutation (at the points of divine interaction). No secular evolutionist would accept such 

intervention by an intelligent, purposeful Creator. But once a Christian agrees to some active, 

purposeful design by God, then there is no longer any need for randomness or any development 

emerging from random mutation. Thus we may as well have God immediately creating each 

distinct creature without thousands of attempts that fail. 

2. Scripture pictures God’s creative word as bringing immediate response. When the Bible 

talks about God’s creative word it emphasizes the power of his word and its ability to accomplish 

his purpose. 

By the word of the LORD the heavens were made, 

and all their host by the breath of his mouth. 

… For he spoke, and it came to be; 

he commanded, and it stood forth. (Ps. 33:6, 9) 

This kind of statement seems incompatible with the idea that God spoke and after millions of 

years and millions of random mutations in living things his power brought about the result that 

he had called for. Rather, as soon as God says, “Let the earth put forth vegetation,” the very next 

sentence tells us, “And it was so” (Gen. 1:11). 

3. When Scripture tells us that God made plants and animals to reproduce “according to their 

kinds” (Gen. 1:11, 24), it suggests that God created many different types of plants and animals 

and that, though there would be some differentiation among them (note many different sizes, 

races, and personal characteristics among human beings!), nonetheless there would be some 

narrow limits to the kind of change that could come about through genetic mutations.
20

 

4. God’s present active role in creating or forming every living thing that now comes into 

being is hard to reconcile with the distant “hands off” kind of oversight of evolution that is 

proposed by theistic evolution. David is able to confess, “You formed my inward parts, you knit 

                                                           
20 We do not need to insist that the Hebrew word מִין (H4786, “kind”) corresponds exactly with the 

biological category “species,” for that is simply a modern means of classifying different living things. But 

the Hebrew word does seem to indicate a narrow specification of various types of living things. It is 

used, for example, to speak of several very specific types of animals that bear young and are 

distinguished according to their “kind.” Scripture speaks of “the falcon according to its kind,” “every 

raven according to its kind,” “the hawk according to its kind,” “the heron according to its kind,” and “the 

locust according to its kind” (Lev. 11:14, 15, 16, 19, 22). Other animals that exist according to an 

individual “kind” are the cricket, grasshopper, great lizard, buzzard, kite, sea gull, and stork (Lev. 11:22, 

29; Deut. 14:13, 14, 15, 18). These are very specific kinds of animals, and God created them so that they 

would reproduce only according to their own “kinds.” It seems that this would allow only for 

diversification within each of these types of animals (larger or smaller hawks, hawks of different color 

and with different shapes of beaks, etc.), but certainly not any “macroevolutionary” change into entirely 

different kinds of birds. (Frair and Davis, A Case for Creation p. 129, think that “kind” may correspond to 

family or order today, or else to no precise twentieth-century equivalent.) 
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me together in my mother’s womb” (Ps. 139:13). And God said to Moses, “Who has made man’s 

mouth? Who makes him dumb, or deaf, or seeing, or blind? Is it not I, the LORD?” (Ex. 4:11). 

God makes the grass grow (Ps. 104:14; Matt. 6:30) and feeds the birds (Matt. 6:26) and the other 

creatures of the forest (Ps. 104:21, 27–30). If God is so involved in causing the growth and 

development of every step of every living thing even now, does it seem consistent with Scripture 

to say that these life forms were originally brought about by an evolutionary process directed by 

random mutation rather than by God’s direct, purposeful creation, and that only after they had 

been created did he begin his active involvement in directing them each moment? 

5. The special creation of Adam, and Eve from him, is a strong reason to break with theistic 

evolution. Those theistic evolutionists who argue for a special creation of Adam and Eve because 

of the statements in Genesis 1–2 have really broken with evolutionary theory at the point that is 

of most concern to human beings anyway. But if, on the basis of Scripture, we insist upon God’s 

special intervention at the point of the creation of Adam and Eve, then what is to prevent our 

allowing that God intervened, in a similar way, in the creation of living organisms? 

We must realize that the special creation of Adam and Eve as recorded in Scripture shows 

them to be far different from the nearly animal, just barely human creatures that evolutionists 

would say were the first humans, creatures who descended from ancestors that were highly 

developed nonhuman apelike creatures. Scripture pictures the first man and woman, Adam and 

Eve, as possessing highly developed linguistic, moral, and spiritual abilities from the moment 

they were created. They can talk with each other. They can even talk with God. They are very 

different from the nearly animal first humans, descended from nonhuman apelike creatures, of 

evolutionary theory. 

Some may object that Genesis 1–2 does not intend to portray Adam and Eve as literal 

individuals, but (a) the historical narrative in Genesis continues without a break into the 

obviously historical material about Abraham (Gen. 12), showing that the author intended the 

entire section to be historical,
21

 and (b) in Romans 5:12–21 and 1 Corinthians 15:21–22, 45–49, 

Paul affirms the existence of the “one man” Adam through whom sin came into the world, and 

bases his discussion of Christ’s representative work of earning salvation on the previous 

historical pattern of Adam being a representative for mankind as well. Moreover, the New 

Testament elsewhere clearly understands Adam and Eve to be historical figures (cf. Luke 3:38; 

Acts 17:26; 1 Cor. 11:8–9; 2 Cor. 11:3; 1 Tim. 2:13–14). The New Testament also assumes the 

historicity of the sons of Adam and Eve, Cain (Heb. 11:4; 1 John 3:12; Jude 11) and Abel (Matt. 

23:35; Luke 11:51; Heb. 11:4; 12:24). 

                                                           
21 Note the phrase “These are the generations of “introducing successive sections in the Genesis 

narrative at Gen. 2:4 (heavens and the earth); 5:1 (Adam); 6:9 (Noah); 10:1 (the sons of Noah); 11:10 

(Shem); 11:27 (Terah, the father of Abraham); 25:12 (Ishmael); 25:19 (Isaac); 36:1 (Esau); and 37:2 

(Jacob). The translation of the phrase may differ in various English versions, but the Hebrew expression 

is the same and literally says, “These are the generations of …” By this literary device the author has 

introduced various sections of his historical narrative, tying it all together in a unified whole, and 

indicating that it is to be understood as history-writing of the same sort throughout. If the author 

intends us to understand Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as historical figures, then he also intends us to 

understand Adam and Eve as historical figures. 

cf cf.—compare 
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6. There are many scientific problems with evolutionary theory (see the following section). 

The increasing number of questions about the validity of the theory of evolution being raised 

even by non-Christians in various scientific disciplines indicates that anyone who claims to be 

forced to believe in evolution because the “scientific facts” leave no other option has simply not 

considered all the evidence on the other side. The scientific data do not force one to accept 

evolution, and if the scriptural record argues convincingly against it as well, it does not seem to 

be a valid theory for a Christian to adopt. 

It seems most appropriate to conclude in the words of geologist Davis A. Young, “The 

position of theistic evolutionism as expressed by some of its proponents is not a consistently 

Christian position. It is not a truly biblical position, for it is based in part on principles that are 

imported into Christianity.”
22

 According to Louis Berkhof “theistic evolution is really a child of 

embarrassment, which calls God in at periodic intervals to help nature over the chasms that yawn 

at her feet. It is neither the biblical doctrine of creation, nor a consistent theory of evolution.”
23

 

 

c. Notes on the Darwinian Theory of Evolution: The word evolution can be used in different 

ways. Sometimes it is used to refer to “micro-evolution—small developments within one species, 

so that we see flies or mosquitoes becoming immune to insecticides, or human beings growing 

taller, or different colors and varieties of roses being developed. Innumerable examples of such 

“micro-evolution” are evident today, and no one denies that they exist.
24

 But that is not the sense 

in which the word evolution is usually used when discussing theories of creation and evolution. 

The term evolution is more commonly used to refer to “macro-evolution”—that is, the 

“general theory of evolution” or the view that “nonliving substance gave rise to the first living 

material, which subsequently reproduced and diversified to produce all extinct and extant 

organisms.”
25

 In this chapter, when we use the word evolution it is used to refer to macro-

evolution or the general theory of evolution. 

                                                           
22 Davis A. Young, Creation and the Flood: An Alternative to Flood Geology and Theistic Evolution (Grand 

Rapids: Baker, 1977), p. 38. Young includes a discussion of the views of Richard H. Bube, one of the 

leading proponents of theistic evolution today (pp. 33–35). 

23 Berkhof, Systematic Theology pp. 139–40. 

24 Philp E. Johnson, Darwin on Trial (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1991), points out that some 

studies frequently claimed as evidence of evolution are really just temporary population differences 

with no genetic change. For example, he mentions Kettlewell’s observation of “industrial melanism” in 

the peppered moth, whereby the prevailing color of the moths changed from white to black and back to 

white again when leaves on trees were light colored, then covered with soot from pollution, then again 

light colored when the pollution ended. But at every stage, both black and white moths were present, 

even though in differing proportions (moths that did not match the leaf color were more easily seen and 

eaten by predators). No evolutionary change occurred at all, for both black and white moths were still 

industrial moths, just as black and white horses are both still horses. In fact, the moth functioned to 

preserve its genetic identity in differing circumstances, rather than evolving or becoming extinct (see pp. 

26–28, 160–61). 

25 Wayne Frair and Percival Davis, A Case for Creation (Norcross, Ga.: CRS Books, 1983), p. 25. 
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(1) Current Challenges to Evolution: 

Since Charles Darwin first published his Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection in 

1859, there have been challenges to his theory by Christians and non-Christians alike. Current 

neo-Darwinian theory is still foundationally similar to Darwin’s original position, but with 

refinements and modifications due to over a hundred years of research. In modern Darwinian 

evolutionary theory, the history of the development of life began when a mix of chemicals 

present on the earth spontaneously produced a very simple, probably one-celled life form. This 

living cell reproduced itself, and eventually there were some mutations or differences in the new 

cells produced. These mutations led to the development of more complex life forms. A hostile 

environment meant that many of them would perish, but those that were better suited to their 

environment would survive and multiply. Thus, nature exercised a process of “natural selection” 

in which the differing organisms most fitted to the environment survived. More and more 

mutations eventually developed into more and more varieties of living things, so that from the 

very simplest organism all the complex life forms on earth eventually developed through this 

process of mutation and natural selection. 

The most recent, and perhaps most devastating, critique of current Darwinian theory comes 

from Philp E. Johnson, a law professor who specializes in analyzing the logic of arguments. In 

his book Darwin on Trial
26

 he quotes extensively from current evolutionary theorists to 

demonstrate that: 

1. After more than one hundred years of experimental breeding of various kinds of animals 

and plants, the amount of variation that can be produced (even with intentional, not random, 

breeding) is extremely limited, due to the limited range of genetic variation in each type of living 

thing: dogs who are selectively bred for generations are still dogs, fruit flies are still fruit flies, 

etc. And when allowed to return to the wild state, “the most highly specialized breeds quickly 

perish and the survivors revert to the original wild type.” He concludes that “natural selection,” 

claimed by Darwinists to account for the survival of new organisms, is really a conservative 

force that works to preserve the genetic fitness of a population, not to change its characteristics.
27

 

2. In current evolutionary arguments, the idea of “survival of the fittest” (or “natural 

selection”) is popularly thought to mean that those animals whose different characteristics give 

them a comparative advantage will survive, and others will die out. But in actual practice almost 

any characteristic can be argued to be either an advantage or a disadvantage.
28

 So how do 

                                                           
26 Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1991. 

27 Johnson, pp. 15–20 (quotation from p. 18). Johnson notes that in a few cases new “species” have been 

produced, in the sense of a part of a population that is incapable of interbreeding with another part: this 

has happened with fruit flies and with some plant hybrids (p. 19). But even though incapable of 

interbreeding with some other fruit flies, the new fruit flies still are fruit flies, not some other kind of 

creature: the amount of variation the fruit fly is capable of is inherently limited by the range of 

variability in its gene pool. 

28 Johnson notes (pp. 29–30) that Darwinists have even accounted for obviously disadvantageous 

characteristics by invoking pleiotropy, the idea that several genetic changes may occur all at once, so 

that the negative ones come along with the positive ones. On this basis no existing characteristic in any 
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Darwinists know which characteristics have given an advantage in survival to certain animals? 

By observing which kinds survive. But this means that natural selection is often at bottom not a 

powerful new insight into what happens in nature but simply a tautology (a meaningless 

repetition of the same idea), since it boils down to saying that the “fittest” animals are those who 

have the most offspring. In this sense, natural selection means: animals who have the most 

offspring have the most offspring.
29

 But this proves nothing about any supposed mutations to 

produce different, more fit offspring over the course of many generations. 

3. The vast and complex mutations required to produce complex organs such as an eye or a 

bird’s wing (or hundreds of other organs) could not have occurred in tiny mutations 

accumulating over thousands of generations, because the individual parts of the organ are useless 

(and give no “advantage”) unless the entire organ is functioning. But the mathematical 

probability of such random mutations happening together in one generation is effectively zero. 

Darwinists are left saying that it must have happened because it happened.
30

 

An amusing example of the need for all the parts of a complex organic system to be put in 

place at once is pointed out by Robert Kofahl and Kelly Segraves in their book, The Creation 

Explanation: A Scientific Alternative to Evolution.
31

 They describe the “Bombardier beetle,” 

which repels enemies by firing a hot charge of chemicals from two swivel tubes in its tail. The 

chemicals fired by this beetle will spontaneously explode when mixed together in a laboratory, 

but apparently the beetle has an inhibitor substance that blocks the explosive reaction until the 

beetle squirts some of the liquid into its “combustion chambers,” where an enzyme is added to 

catalyze the reaction. An explosion takes place and the chemical repellent is fired at a 

temperature of 212 degree F at the beetle’s enemies. Kofahl and Segraves rightly ask whether 

any evolutionary explanation can account for this amazing mechanism: 

Note that a rational evolutionary explanation for the development of this creature must 

assign some kind of adaptive advantage to each of the millions of hypothetical 

intermediate stages in the construction process. But would the stages of one-fourth, one-

half, or two-thirds completion, for example, have conferred any advantage? After all, a 

rifle is useless without all of its parts functioning … Before this defensive mechanism 

could afford any protection to the beetle, all of its parts, together with the proper 

explosive mixture of chemicals, plus the instinctive behavior required for its use, would 

have to be assembled in the insect. The partially developed set of organs would be 

useless. Therefore, according to the principles of evolutionary theory, there would be no 

selective pressure to cause the system to evolve from a partially completed stage toward 

the final completed system … If a theory fails to explain the data in any science, that 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
animal could be cited to disprove the claim that the fittest survive, for it really becomes a claim that 

those that have survived have survived. But then how do we really know that survival of the fittest has 

been the mechanism that has led to current diversity of life forms? 

29 Johnson does not say that all evolutionists argue this way, but he quotes several who do (pp. 20–23). 

30 Johnson, pp. 32–44. 

31 Robert E. Kofahl and Kelly L. Segraves, The Creation Explanation: A Scientific Alternative to Evolution 

(Wheaton, Ill.: Harold Shaw, 1975). This book is a fascinating collection of scientific evidence favoring 

creation by intelligent design. 
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theory should be either revised or replaced with a theory that is in agreement with the 

data.
32 

In this case, of course, the amusing question is, What would happen if the explosive chemical 

mixture developed in the beetle without the chemical inhibitor? 

4. The fossil record was Darwin’s greatest problem in 1859, and it has simply become a 

greater problem since then. In Darwin’s time, hundreds of fossils were available showing the 

existence of many distinct kinds of animals and plants in the distant past. But Darwin was unable 

to find any fossils from “intermediate types” to fill in the gaps between distinct kinds of 

animals—fossils showing some characteristics of one animal and a few characteristics of the 

next developmental type, for example. In fact, many ancient fossils exactly resembled present-

day animals—showing that (according to the chronological assumptions of his view) numerous 

animals have persisted for millions of years essentially unchanged. Darwin realized that the 

absence of “transitional types” in the fossil record weakened his theory, but he thought it was 

due to the fact that not enough fossils had been discovered, and was confident that further 

discoveries would unearth many transitional types of animals. However, the subsequent 130 

years of intensive archaeological activity has still failed to produce one convincing example of a 

needed transitional type.
33

 

Johnson quotes noted evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould of Harvard as saying that there are two 

characteristics of the fossil record that are inconsistent with the idea of gradual change through 

generations: 

1. Stasis. Most species exhibit no directional change during their tenure on earth. They 

appear in the fossil record looking pretty much the same as when they disappear; 

morphological change is usually limited and directionless. 

2. Sudden appearance. In any local area, a species does not arise gradually by the steady 

transformation of its ancestors; it appears all at once and “fully formed.”
34

 

                                                           
32 Kofahl and Segraves, The Creation Explanation pp. 2–3. They give many other similar examples. 

33 Johnson, pp. 73–85, discusses the two examples sometimes claimed out of perhaps 100 million fossils 

that have been discovered, Archaeopteryx (a bird with some characteristics that resemble reptiles), and 

some ape-like examples thought to be prehuman hominids. Archaeopteryx is still very much a bird, not a 

near-reptile, and studies of the characteristics of the supposedly prehuman fossils include large amounts 

of subjective speculation, resulting in strong differences among experts who have examined them. 

A helpful discussion of the gaps that remain in the fossil record is found in Frair and Davis, A Case for 

Creation pp. 55–65. They note that the continued discovery and classification of fossils since Darwin’s 

time has resulted in the fact that “on the whole, the discontinuities have been emphasized with 

increased collecting. There appears to be little question that the gaps are real, and it seems increasingly 

less likely that they will be filled” (p. 57). 

34 Johnson, p. 50, apparently quoting a paper by Gould and Niles Eldredge, “Punctuated Equilibria, an 

Alternative to Phyletic Gradualism,” printed as a appendix to Eldredge’s book, Time Frames (Johnson, p. 

167). 
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So difficult is this problem for Darwinian evolution that many evolutionary scientists today 

propose that evolution came about in sudden jumps to new life forms—so that each of the thirty-

two known orders of mammals, for example, appeared quite suddenly in the history of Europe.
35

 

But how could hundreds or thousands of genetic changes come about all at once? No 

explanation has been given other than to say that it must have happened, because it happened. (A 

glance at the dotted lines in any current biology textbook, showing the supposed transitions from 

one kind of animal to another, will indicate the nature of the gaps still unfilled after 130 years of 

investigation.) The significance of this problem is demonstrated forcefully in a recent book by a 

non-Christian writer, Michael Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis.
36

 Denton himself proposes 

no alternative explanation for the emergence of life in its present form upon the earth, but he 

notes that since Darwin’s time, 

neither of the two fundamental axioms of Darwin’s macroevolutionary theory—the 

concept of the continuity of nature, that is the idea of a functional continuum of all life 

forms linking all species together and ultimately leading back to a primeval cell, and the 

belief that all the adaptive design of life has resulted from a blind random process—have 

been validated by one single empirical discovery or scientific advance since 1859.
37 

5. The molecular structures of living organisms do show relationships, but Darwinists simply 

assume that relationships imply common ancestry, a claim that certainly has not been proven. 

Moreover, there are amazing molecular differences between living things, and no satisfactory 

explanation for the origin of those differences has been given.
38

 

Of course, similarity of design at any level (including levels above the molecular level) has 

often been used as a argument for evolution. The assumption of evolutionists is that similarity of 

design between two species implies that the “lower” species evolved into the “higher” species, 

but the proof for that assumption has never been given. Gleason Archer illustrates this well by 

supposing that one visits a museum of science and industry and finds a display of how human 

beings evolved from earlier apelike creatures into progressively more human-looking beings and 

finally into modern man. But he rightly notes that 

a continuity of basic design furnishes no evidence whatever that any “lower” species 

phased into the next “higher” species by any sort of internal dynamic, as evolution 

demands. For if the museum visitor were to go to another part of that museum of science 

and industry, he would find a completely analogous series of automobiles, commencing 

with 1900 and extending up until the present decade. Stage by stage, phase by phase, he 

                                                           
35 This view is called “punctuated equilibrium,” meaning that the ordinary equilibrium of the natural 

world was occasionally interrupted (punctuated) by the sudden appearance of new life forms. 

36 Bethesda, Md.: Adler and Adler, 1986. 

37 Denton, p. 345. An earlier analysis of evolution by a respected British biologist who is himself an 

evolutionist is G.A. Kerkut, Implications of Evolution (New York: Pergamon, 1960). This is a very technical 

study pointing out numerous remaining difficulties in the theory of evolution. 

38 Johnson, pp. 86–99. 
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could trace the development of the Ford from its earliest Model-T prototype to the large 

and luxurious LTD of the 1970s.
39 

Of course, a much better explanation for the similarities in various models of Ford automobiles is 

the fact that an intelligent designer (or group of designers) used similar structures in successively 

more complex automobiles—if a steering mechanism works well in one model, there is no need 

to invent a different kind of steering mechanism for another model. In the same way, similarities 

in design among all living things can equally well be taken as evidence of the work of an 

intelligent master craftsman, the Creator himself. 

6. Probably the greatest difficulty of all for evolutionary theory is explaining how any life 

could have begun in the first place. The spontaneous generation of even the simplest living 

organism capable of independent life (the prokaryote bacterial cell) from inorganic materials on 

the earth could not happen by random mixing of chemicals: it requires intelligent design and 

craftsmanship so complex that no advanced scientific laboratory in the world has been able to do 

it. Johnson quotes a now-famous metaphor: “That a living organism emerged by chance from a 

pre-biotic soup is about as likely as that “a tornado sweeping through a junkyard might assemble 

a Boeing 747 from the materials therein.’ Chance assembly is just a naturalistic way of saying 

“miracle.” ’
40

 

At a common-sense level, a simple illustration will show this. If I were to take my digital 

watch, hand it to someone, and say that I found it near an iron mine in northern Minnesota, and 

that it was my belief that the watch had come together by itself simply through the operation of 

random movement and environmental forces (plus some energy from a few bolts of lightning, 

perhaps), I would quickly be written off as mad. Yet any one living cell on the leaf of any tree, or 

any one cell in the human body, is thousands of times more complex than my digital watch. Even 

given 4.5 billion years the “chance” of even one living cell arising spontaneously is, for all 

practical purposes, zero. 

In fact, some attempts have been made to calculate the probability of life arising 

spontaneously in this way. Kofahl and Segraves give a statistical model in which they begin with 

a very generous assumption: that every square foot of the earth’s surface was somehow covered 

with 95 pounds of protein molecules that could mix freely, and that are all replaced with fresh 

protein every year for one billion years. They then estimate the probability that even one enzyme 

molecule would develop in each one billion years of the earth’s history. The probability is 1.2 

times 10
-11

 or one chance in 80 billion. They note, however, that even with the generous 

assumptions and starting with fresh protein every year for a billion years, finding one enzyme 

molecule—for all practical purposes an impossible task—would not solve the problem at all: 

The probability of finding two of the active molecules would be about 10 to the 22nd 

power, and the probability that they would be identical would be 10 to the 70th power. 

And could life start with just a single enzyme molecule? Furthermore, what is the 

possibility that an active enzyme molecule, once formed, could find its way through 

thousands of miles and millions of years to that randomly formed RNA or DNA molecule 

                                                           
39 Gleason L. Archer, Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties p. 57. 

40 Johnson, p. 104, quoting Fred Hoyle. In fact, one could argue that the 747 is more likely to occur 

accidentally, because intelligent human designers have been able to make a 747, but they have not been 

able to make one living cell. 
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which contains the code for that particular enzyme molecule’s amino acid sequence, so 

that new copies of itself could be produced? Zero for all practical purposes.
41 

Kofahl and Segraves report a study by an evolutionary scientist who formulates a model to 

calculate the probability for the formation, not just of one enzyme molecule but the smallest 

likely living organism by random processes. He comes up with a probability of one chance in 10 

to the 340,000,000th power—that is, one chance in 10 with 340 million zeros after it! But Kofahl 

and Segraves note, “Yet Dr. Morowitz and his fellow evolutionary scientists still believe that it 

happened!”
42

 

If someone were to ask me to entrust my life to ride on an airplane, and then explained that 

the airline company completed its flights safely once in every 10 to the 340,000,000th power 

times—or even one in every 80 billion flights—I certainly would not get on board, nor would 

anyone else in his or her right mind. Yet it is tragic that the common opinion, perpetuated in 

many science textbooks today, that evolution is an established “fact,” has continued to persuade 

many people that they should not consider the total truthfulness of the Bible to be an 

intellectually acceptable viewpoint for responsible, thinking individuals to hold today. The myth 

that “evolution has disproved the Bible” persists and keeps many from considering Christianity 

as a valid option. 

But what if some day life were actually “created” in the laboratory by scientists? Here it is 

important to understand what is meant. First, this would not be “creation” in the pure sense of the 

word, since all laboratory experiments begin with some kinds of previously existing matter. It 

would not give an explanation of the origin of matter itself, nor would it be the kind of creating 

that the Bible says God did. Second, most contemporary attempts to “create life” are really just 

very small steps in the gigantic process of moving from nonliving materials to an independently 

living organism, even one consisting of only one cell. The construction of a protein molecule or 

an amino acid nowhere approaches the complexity of a single living cell. But most importantly, 

what would it demonstrate if the collective work of thousands of the most intelligent scientists in 

the world, with the most expensive and complex laboratory equipment available, working over 

the course of several decades, actually did produce a living organism? Would that “prove” that 

God did not create life? Quite the opposite: it would demonstrate that life simply does not come 

about by chance but must be intentionally created by an intelligent designer. In theory at least, it 

is not impossible that human beings, created in the image of God and using their God-given 

intelligence could someday create a living organism out of nonliving substances (though the 

complexity of the task far surpasses any technology that exists today). But that would only show 

that God made us to be “God-like—that in biological research as in many other areas of life we 

in a very small way can imitate God’s activity. All such scientific research in this direction really 

                                                           
41 Kofahl and Segraves, The Creation Explanation pp. 99–100. 

42 Ibid., p. 101, quoting Harold J. Morowitz, Energy Flow in Biology (New York: Academic Press, 1968), p. 

99. The classic study of the mathematical improbability of evolution is P.S. Moorehead and M.M. Kaplan, 

eds., Mathematical Challenges to the Neo-Darwinian Interpretation of Evolution (Philadelphia: The 

Wistar Institute Symposium Monograph, no. 5, 1967). See also the article “Heresy in the Halls of Biology: 

Mathematicians Question Darwinism,” Scientific Research (November 1987), pp. 59–66, and I.L. Cohen, 

Darwin Was Wrong—A Study in Probabilities (Greenvale, N.Y.: New Research Publications, 1984). 
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ought to be done out of reverence for God and with gratitude for the scientific capability with 

which he has endowed us. 

Many unbelieving scientists have been so influenced by the cumulative force of the 

objections brought against evolution that they have openly advocated novel positions for one part 

or another of the proposed evolutionary development of living things. Francis Crick, who won 

the Nobel Prize for helping to discover the structure of DNA molecules, proposed in 1973 that 

life may have been sent here by a spaceship from a distant planet, a theory that Crick calls 

“Directed Panspermia.”
43

 To the present author, it seems ironic that brilliant scientists could 

advocate so fantastic a theory without one shred of evidence in its favor, all the while rejecting 

the straightforward explanation given by the one book in the history of the world that has never 

been proven wrong, that has changed the lives of millions of people, that has been believed 

completely by many of the most intelligent scholars of every generation, and that has been a 

greater force for good than any other book in the history of the world. Why will otherwise 

intelligent people commit themselves to beliefs that seem so irrational? It seems as though they 

will believe in anything, so long as it is not belief in the personal God of Scripture, who calls us 

to forsake our pride, humble ourselves before him, ask his forgiveness for failure to obey his 

moral standards, and submit ourselves to his moral commands for the rest of our lives. To refuse 

to do this is irrational, but, as we shall see in the chapter on sin, all sin is ultimately irrational at 

its root. 

Other challenges to the theory of evolution have been published in the last twenty or thirty 

years, and no doubt many more will be forthcoming. One only hopes it will not be too long 

before the scientific community publicly acknowledges the implausibility of evolutionary theory, 

and textbooks written for high school and college students openly acknowledge that evolution 

simply is not a satisfactory explanation for the origin of life on the earth. 

 
(2) The Destructive Influences of Evolutionary Theory in Modern Thought: 

It is important to understand the incredibly destructive influences that evolutionary theory 

has had on modern thinking. If in fact life was not created by God, and if human beings in 

particular are not created by God or responsible to him, but are simply the result of random 

occurrences in the universe, then of what significance is human life? We are merely the product 

of matter plus time plus chance, and so to think that we have any eternal importance, or really 

any importance at all in the face of an immense universe, is simply to delude ourselves. Honest 

reflection on this notion should lead people to a profound sense of despair. 

Moreover, if all of life can be explained by evolutionary theory apart from God, and if there 

is no God who created us (or at least if we cannot know anything about him with certainty), then 

there is no supreme Judge to hold us morally accountable. Therefore there are no moral absolutes 

in human life, and people’s moral ideas are only subjective preferences, good for them perhaps 

but not to be imposed on others. In fact, in such a case the only thing forbidden is to say that one 

knows that certain things are right and certain things are wrong. 

There is another ominous consequence of evolutionary theory: If the inevitable processes of 

natural selection continue to bring about improvement in life forms on earth through the survival 

of the fittest, then why should we hinder this process by caring for those who are weak or less 

                                                           
43 Time September 10, 1973, p. 53, summarizing the article “Directed Panspermia,” by F.H.C. Crick and 

L.E. Orgel in Icarus 19 (1973): 341–46. 



21 
 

able to defend themselves? Should we not rather allow them to die without reproducing so that 

we might move toward a new, higher form of humanity, even a “master race”? In fact, Marx, 

Nietzsche, and Hitler all justified war on these grounds.
44

 

Moreover, if human beings are continually evolving for the better, then the wisdom of earlier 

generations (and particularly of earlier religious beliefs) is not likely to be as valuable as modern 

thought. In addition, the effect of Darwinian evolution on the people’s opinions of the 

trustworthiness of Scripture has been a very negative one. 

Contemporary sociological and psychological theories that see human beings as simply 

higher forms of animals are another outcome of evolutionary thought. And the extremes of the 

modern “animal rights” movement that oppose all killing of animals (for food, or for leather 

coats, or for medical research, for example) also flow naturally out of evolutionary thought. 

 

d. The Theory of a “Gap” Between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2: Some evangelicals have proposed 

that there is a gap of millions of years between Genesis 1:1 (“In the beginning God created the 

heavens and the earth”) and Genesis 1:2 (“The earth was without form and void, and darkness 

was upon the face of the deep”). According to this theory, God made an earlier creation, but 

there was eventually a rebellion against God (probably in connection with Satan’s own 

rebellion), and God judged the earth so that “it became without form and void” (an alternative, 

but doubtful, translation proposed for Gen. 1:2).
45

 What we read of in Genesis 1:3–2:3 is really 

the second creation of God, in six literal twenty-four-hour days, which occurred only recently 

(perhaps 10,000 to 20,000 years ago). The ancient fossils found on the earth, many of which are 

said to be millions of years old, stem from the first creation (4,500,000,000 years ago), which is 

mentioned only in Genesis 1:1. 

The primary biblical argument for this theory is that the words “without form and void” and 

“darkness” in Genesis 1:2 picture an earth that has suffered the effects of judgment by God: 

                                                           
44 See NIDCC p. 283. 

45 This “gap theory” is given as one possible interpretation of Gen. 1:1–2 in The New Scofield Reference 

Bible (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1967), in notes to Gen. 1:2 and Isa. 45:18. It also remains 

commonplace in much popular Bible teaching. An extensive defense of this theory is found in Arthur C. 

Custance, Without Form and Void: A Study of the Meaning of Genesis 1:2 (Brockville, Ontario: Doorway 

Papers, 1970). An extensive critique is in Weston W. Fields, Unformed and Unfilled (Nutley, N.J.: 

Presbyterian and Reformed, 1976). A substantial critique of the lexical and grammatical arguments used 

in the gap theory is also found in Oswald T. Allis, God Spake by Moses (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and 

Reformed, 1951), pp. 153–59. 

Some readers may wonder why I have classified this view along with secular views and theistic 

evolution as a theory that seems “clearly inconsistent with the teachings of Scripture.” I should note 

here that I am doing this only because the arguments for this position seem to me to be based on highly 

unlikely interpretations of the biblical text, and I do not wish to imply that those who hold to the gap 

theory are unbelievers, or that they are like many theistic evolutionists who think the Bible cannot teach 

us about science. On the contrary, advocates of the gap theory have uniformly been believers in the 

total truthfulness of Scripture on whatever subject it speaks to. 
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darkness elsewhere in the Old Testament is frequently a sign of God’s judgment, and the Hebrew 

words ּתֹּהו, H9332 (“without form”) and ּבֹּהו, H983 (“void, empty”) in verses such as Isaiah 

34:11 and Jeremiah 4:23 refer to places such as deserts that have suffered the desolating 

consequences of God’s judgment. 

But these arguments do not seem strong enough to persuade us that Genesis 1:2 pictures the 

earth as desolate after God’s judgment. If God first forms the earth (v. 1) and then later creates 

light (v. 3), there would have to be darkness over the earth in verse 2—this indicates that creation 

is in progress, not that any evil is present. In addition, each day there is an “evening,” and there 

is “darkness” present during the six days of creation (vv. 5, 8, 13, 18–19, et al.), with no 

suggestion of evil or of God’s disapproval (cf. Ps. 104:20). As far as the phrase “without form 

and void,” the sense is just that it is not yet fit for habitation: God’s preparatory work has not yet 

been done. Of course, when God curses a desert, it does become unfit for habitation, but we 

should not read the cause of that unfitness in one case (God’s curse on a desert) into another 

case, the creation, where the cause of unfitness for habitation is simply that God’s work is still in 

progress; the preparation for man is not yet complete.
46

 (It is not proper to read the circumstances 

that surround a word in one place into the use of that word in another place when the meaning of 

the word and its use in the second context do not require those same circumstances.) 

In addition to the fact that Genesis 1:2 does not give support to this view, there are some 

other arguments that weigh strongly against the gap theory: 

1. There is no verse in Scripture that explicitly talks about an earlier creation. So this theory 

is lacking even one verse of Scripture to give it explicit support. 

2. In Genesis 1:31, when God finished his work of creation, we read, “And God saw 

everything that he had made, and behold, it was very good.” But according to the gap theory, 

God would be looking at an earth full of the results of rebellion, conflict, and terrible divine 

judgment. He would also be looking at all the demonic beings, the hosts of Satan who had 

rebelled against him, and yet be calling everything “very good.” It is difficult to believe that 

there was so much evil and so many evidences of rebellion and judgment on the earth, and that 

God could still say that creation was very good. 

                                                           
cf cf.—compare 

46 The second word, ּבֹּהו, H983, “void,” only occurs two other times in Scripture (Isa. 34:11; Jer. 4:23), 

both picturing desolate lands that have experienced God’s judgment. But the first word, ּתֹּהו, H9332, 

which can mean “formlessness, confusion, unreality, emptiness” (BDB p. 1062), occurs nineteen other 

times, sometimes to refer to a desolate place resulting from judgment (Isa. 34:11 and Jer. 4:23, both 

with ּבֹּהו, H983), and sometimes just to refer to an empty place, with no sense of evil or judgment 

implied (Job 26:7, of “space” over which God stretches the north, parallel to the “nothingness” in which 

he hangs the earth; also Deut. 32:10; Job 12:24; Ps. 107:40). The sense “uninhabitable” is especially 

appropriate in Isa. 45:18, speaking of God’s creation of the earth: “He did not create it to be empty 

 but formed it to be inhabited” (NIV). (The fact that God did not create the earth to be ,[H9332 ,תֹּהוּ]

“empty” but “formed it to be inhabited” [Isa. 45:18] speaks of God’s completed work of creation and 

does not deny that it was “without form and void” at the earliest stage of creation.) 
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Moreover, Genesis 2:1 says, in an apparent summary of all that has happened in Genesis 1, 

“Thus the heavens and the earth were finished, and all the host of them.” Here it is not just God’s 

work on the earth, but all that he made in the heavens, that is said to have been completed in the 

narrative in Genesis 1. This would not allow for large parts of heaven and earth to have been 

finished long before the six creation days. 

3. In a later description of God’s work of creation found in the Ten Commandments, we read, 

“for in six days the LORD made heaven and earth the sea, and all that is in them and rested the 

seventh day; therefore the LORD blessed the sabbath day and hallowed it” (Ex. 20:11). Here the 

creation of both the heaven and the earth, and the making of “all that is in them,” is attributed to 

God’s work in the six days of creation. Whether we take these to be twenty-four-hour days or 

longer periods of time, on either view the making of the entire heavens and earth and everything 

in them is put within these six days. But the proponents of the gap theory would have to say that 

there are many things in the earth (such as fossil remains of dead animals, and the earth itself) 

and in the heavens (such as the stars) that God did not make in the six days specified in Exodus 

20:11, a view that seems exactly contrary to what is affirmed in the verse. 

Moreover, while some passages of Scripture do speak of God’s judgment on rebellious 

angels or his judgment on the earth at various times (see Isa. 24:1; Jer. 4:23–26; 2 Peter 2:4), 

none of the passages places this judgment at a time before the creation narrative in Genesis 1:2–

31. 

4. This theory must assume that all of the fossils of animals from millions of years ago that 

resemble very closely animals from today indicate that God’s first creation of the animal and 

plant kingdom resulted in a failure. These animals and plants did not fulfill God’s original 

purpose, so he destroyed them, but in the second creation he made others that were exactly like 

them. Moreover, since Adam and Eve were the first man and woman, this theory must assume 

that there was a prior creation of God that existed for millions of years but lacked the highest 

aspect of God’s creative work, namely, man himself. But both the failure of God to accomplish 

his purposes with the original plant and animal kingdoms, and the failure of God to crown 

creation with his highest creature, man, seem inconsistent with the biblical picture of God as one 

who always accomplishes his purposes in whatever he does. So the gap theory does not seem an 

acceptable alternative for evangelical Christians today. 

 

3. The Age of the Earth: Some Preliminary Considerations. Up to this point, the discussions 

in this chapter have advocated conclusions that we hope will find broad assent among 

evangelical Christians. But now at last we come to a perplexing question about which Bible-

believing Christians have differed for many years, sometimes very sharply. The question is 

simply this: How old is the earth? 

It is appropriate to treat this question after all the earlier matters, because it is really much 

less important than the doctrines considered above. These earlier matters may be summarized as 

follows: (1) God created the universe out of nothing; (2) creation is distinct from God, yet 

always dependent on God; (3) God created the universe to show his glory; (4) the universe God 

created was very good; (5) there will be no final conflict between Scripture and science; (6) 

secular theories that deny God as Creator, including Darwinian evolution, are clearly 

incompatible with belief in the Bible. 

The question of the age of the earth is also less important than matters to be treated in 

subsequent chapters, that is (7) the creation of the angelic world and (8) the creation of man in 

the image of God (chapters 19, 21, and 22). It is important to keep these things in mind, because 
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there is a danger that Christians will spend too much time arguing over the age of the earth and 

neglect to focus on much more important and much clearer aspects of the overall teaching of the 

Bible on creation. 

The two options to choose from for a date of the earth are the “old earth” position, which 

agrees with the consensus of modern science that the earth is 4,500,000,000 years old, and the 

“young earth” position, which says that the earth is 10,000 to 20,000 years old, and that secular 

scientific dating schemes are incorrect. The difference between these two views is enormous: 

4,499,980,000 years! 

Before considering the specific arguments for both positions, we will examine some 

preliminary questions about the genealogies in the Bible, current estimates for the age of the 

human race, differing views on the date of dinosaurs, and the length of the six creation days in 

Genesis 1. 

 

a. There Are Gaps in the Genealogies of the Bible: When one reads the list of names in 

Scripture together with their ages, it might seem as though we could add together the ages of all 

the people in the history of redemption from Adam to Christ and come up with an approximate 

date for the creation of the earth. Certainly this would give a very recent date for creation (such 

as Archbishop Ussher’s date of 4004 B.C.). But closer inspection of the parallel lists of names in 

Scripture will show that Scripture itself indicates the fact that the genealogies list only those 

names the biblical writers thought it important to record for their purposes. In fact, some 

genealogies include names that are left out by other genealogies in Scripture itself. 

For instance, Matthew 1:8–9 tells us that Asa was “the father of Jehoshaphat, and 

Jehoshaphat the father of Joram, and Joram the father of Uzziah, and Uzziah the father of 

Jotham, and Jotham the father of Ahaz.” But from 1 Chronicles 3:10–12 (which uses the 

alternate name Ahaziah for Uzziah), we learn that three generations have been omitted by 

Matthew: Joash, Amaziah, and Azariah. So these texts can be compared in the following table: 

Example of gaps in genealogies 
 

1 Chronicles 3:10–12 
 

Matthew 1:8–9 
 

Asa 
 

Asa 
 

Jehoshaphat 
 

Jehoshaphat 
 

Joram 
 

Joram 
 

Ahaziah (Uzziah) 
 

Uzziah 
 

Joash 
 

 

 
Amaziah 
 

 

 
Azariah 
 

 

 
Jotham 
 

Jotham 
 



25 
 

Ahaz 
 

Ahaz 
 

Hezekiah 
 

Hezekiah 
 

(etc.) 
 

(etc.) 
 

Therefore, when Matthew says that Uzziah was “the father of Jotham,” it can mean that he 

was the father of someone who led to Jotham. Matthew has selected those names that he wants to 

emphasize for his own purposes.
47

 A similar phenomenon is evident in Matthew 1:20 where the 

angel of the Lord speaks to Joseph and calls him, “Joseph, son of David.” Now Joseph is not 

directly the son of David (for David lived around 1000 B.C.), but Joseph is the descendant of 

David and is therefore called his “son.” 

Another example is found in 1 Chronicles 26:24 in a list of officers appointed by King David 

near the end of his life. We read that “Shebuel the son of Gershom, son of Moses, was chief 

officer in charge of the treasuries” (1 Chron. 26:24). Now we know from Exodus 2:22 that 

Gershom was the son born to Moses before the Exodus, sometime around 1480 B.C. (or, on a late 

date for the exodus, around 1330 B.C.). But these officials mentioned in 1 Chronicles 26 were 

appointed at the time that David made Solomon king over Israel, around 970 B.C. (see 1 Chron. 

23:1). That means that in 1 Chronicles 26:24 Shebuel is said to be “the son of Gershom,” who 

was born 510 (or at least 360) years earlier. Ten or more generations have been omitted in this 

designation “son of.”
48

 

It seems only fair to conclude that the genealogies of Scripture have some gaps in them, and 

that God only caused to be recorded those names that were important for his purposes. How 

many gaps there are and how many generations are missing from the Genesis narratives, we do 

not know. The life of Abraham may be placed at approximately 2000 B.C., because the kings and 

places listed in the stories of Abraham’s life (Gen. 12ff.) can be correlated with archaeological 

data that can be dated quite reliably,
49

 but prior to Abraham the setting of dates is very uncertain. 

In view of the exceptionally long life spans reported for people prior to the flood, it would not 

seem unreasonable to think that a few thousand years have been passed over in the narrative. 

This gives us some flexibility in our thinking about the date that man first appeared on the earth. 

(It would seem to be quite another thing, however, and quite foreign to the sense of continuity in 

the narrative, to think that millions of years have been omitted, but that names and details of the 

lives of key persons have been remembered and passed down over such a long period of time.) 

 

                                                           
47 See a fuller discussion of the gaps in genealogies in Francis Schaeffer, No Final Conflict pp. 37–43. 

48 The NIV translates the verse, “Shubael, a descendant of Gershom,” but this is simply an interpretation, 

for the Hebrew text simply has the word בֵּן, H1201, “son.” It should not be objected that Gershom may 

have lived over 500 years, for such long life spans are not found after the flood (note Gen. 6:3); in fact, 

Abraham was miraculously given a son when he was almost 100 (cf. Rom. 4:19; Heb. 11:12); and Moses, 

long before David or Solomon, counted man’s life as 70 or 80 years: “The years of our life are threescore 

and ten, or even by reason of strength fourscore” (Ps. 90:10). 

49 See “Chronology of the Old Testament” in IBD esp. pp. 268–70. 
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b. The Age of the Human Race: While current scientific estimates say that man first appeared 

on the earth about 2.5 million years ago, it is important to recognize what kind of “man” this is 

claimed to be. The following table is a rough guide to current scientific opinion:
50

 

homo habilis (“skillful man”) 

stone tools 
 

2–3.5 million years B.C. 
 

homo erectus 

variety of stone tools, used fire by 500,000 

B.C., hunted large animals 
 

1.5 million years B.C. 
 

homo sapiens (“wise man” or “thinking man”) 

buried their dead 

(example: Neanderthal man) 
 

40,000–150,000 B.C. (or perhaps 300,000 B.C.) 
 

homo sapiens sapiens 

(“wise, wise man”) 
 

90,000 B.C. 
 

(example: Cro-Magnon man) 

cave paintings 
 

18,000–35,000 B.C. 
 

(example: Neolithic man) 

cattle raising, agriculture, metalwork 
 

19,000 B.C. 
 

Whether Christians hold to a young earth or old earth view, they will agree that man is 

certainly on the earth by the time of the cave paintings by Cro-Magnon man, paintings which 

date from about 10,000 B.C. There is some variation in the date of Cro-Magnon man, however, 

since the dating of a Cro-Magnon burial site in Siberia is approximately 20,000 to 35,000 B.C. 

according to the geological evidence found there, but the Carbon-14 dating method gives a date 

of only 9,000 B.C., or 11,000 years ago.
51

 Earlier than the paintings by Cro-Magnon man, there is 

disagreement. Was Neanderthal man really a man, or just a human-like creature?
52

 How human 

were earlier man-like creatures? (Higher forms of animals, such as chimpanzees, can use tools, 

and burial of one’s dead is not necessarily a uniquely human trait.) Moreover, dating methods 

used for earlier periods are very approximate with results that often conflict.
53

 

                                                           
50 This table was adapted from Frair and Davis, A Case for Creation pp. 122–26, and Karl W. Butzer, 

“Prehistoric People,” in World Book Encyclopedia (Chicago: World Book, 1974), 15:666–74. 

51 Kofahl and Segraves, The Creation Explanation p. 207. 

52 Two helpful discussions of the various proposed human ancestors are found in Frair and Davis, A Case 

for Creation pp. 122–26, and Davis A. Young, Creation and the Flood pp. 146–55. Frair and Davis think 

that Neanderthal man was “entirely human” although “racially distinct” (p. 125). 

53 Philip Johnson notes that a recent theory that has received support from several molecular biologists 

is that all humans descended from a “mitochondrial Eve” who lived in Africa less than 200,000 years ago 

(Darwin on Trial pp. 83, 177–78). 
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So how long ago did man first appear on the earth? Certainly by 10,000 B.C., if the Cro-

Magnon cave paintings have been dated correctly. But before that it is difficult to say. 

 

c. Did Animals Die Before the Fall? For young earth advocates, there is no need to ask whether 

animals died before the fall, because animals and man were both created on the sixth day, and 

there may have been only a short time before Adam and Eve sinned. This could have introduced 

death into the animal kingdom as well, as part of the curse of the fall (Gen. 3:17–19; Rom. 8:20–

23). 

But for old earth advocates, this is an important question. There are millions of apparently 

ancient fossils in the earth. Might they have come from animals who lived and died for long ages 

before Adam and Eve were created? Might God have created an animal kingdom that was 

subject to death from the moment of creation? This is quite possible. There was no doubt death 

in the plant world, if Adam and Eve were to eat plants; and if God had made an original creation 

in which animals would reproduce and also live forever, the earth would soon be overcrowded 

with no hope of relief. The warning to Adam in Genesis 2:17 was only that he would die if he ate 

of the forbidden fruit, not that animals would also begin to die. When Paul says, “Sin came into 

the world through one man and death through sin” (Rom. 5:12a), the following phrase makes 

clear that he is talking about death for human beings, not for plants and animals, for he 

immediately adds, “and so death spread to all men because all men sinned” (Rom. 5:12b). 

From the information we have in Scripture, we cannot now know whether God created 

animals subject to aging and death from the beginning, but it remains a real possibility. 

 

d. What About Dinosaurs?: Current scientific opinion holds that dinosaurs became extinct 

about 65 million years ago, millions of years before human beings appeared on the earth. But 

those who hold to six twenty-four-hour days of creation and a young earth would say that 

dinosaurs were among the creatures created by God on the same day he created man (the sixth 

day). They would therefore say that dinosaurs and human beings lived on the earth at the same 

time and that dinosaurs subsequently became extinct (perhaps in the flood). Young earth 

advocates of course would differ with the methods used to arrive at such ancient dates for 

dinosaurs. 

Among those who hold to an old earth view, some would want to say that dinosaurs were 

among the creatures that Adam named in Genesis 2:19–20, and that they subsequently perished 

(perhaps in the flood). They would admit that dinosaurs may have existed earlier, but would say 

that they did not become extinct until after the time of Adam and Eve. Others would say that the 

sixth day of creation was millions of years long, and that dinosaurs had already become extinct 

by the time Adam was created and named the animals. In this case, Adam did not name 

dinosaurs (the Bible does not say that he did), but he only named all the creatures that were 

living at the time God brought him all the animals to name (Gen. 2:19–20; see NIV). Of course, 

this view would require that there was death in the animal world before there was sin (see 

previous section). 

 

e. Are the Six Days of Creation Twenty-four-Hour Days?: Much of the dispute between 

“young earth” and “old earth” advocates hinges on the interpretation of the length of “days” in 

Genesis 1. Old earth supporters propose that the six “days” of Genesis 1 refer not to periods of 

                                                           
NIV NIV—New International Version 
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twenty-four hours, but rather to long periods of time, millions of years, during which God carried 

out the creative activities described in Genesis 1. This proposal has led to a heated debate with 

other evangelicals, which is far from being settled decisively one way or another. 

In favor of viewing the six days as long periods of time is the fact that the Hebrew word יׄום, 
H3427, “day,” is sometimes used to refer not to a twenty-four-hour literal day, but to a longer 

period of time. We see this when the word is used in Genesis 2:4, for example: “In the day that 

the LORD God made the earth and the heavens,” a phrase that refers to the entire creative work of 

the six days of creation. Other examples of the word day to mean a period of time are Job 20:28 

(“the day of God’s wrath”); Psalm 20:1 (“The LORD answer you in the day of trouble!”); 

Proverbs 11:4 (“Riches do not profit in the day of wrath”); 21:31 (“The horse is made ready for 

the day of battle”); 24:10 (“If you faint in the day of adversity, your strength is small”); 25:13 

(“the time [יׄום] of harvest”); Ecclesiastes 7:14 (“In the day of prosperity be joyful, and in the 

day of adversity consider; God has made the one as well as the other”); many passages referring 

to “the day of the LORD” (such as Isa. 2:12; 13:6, 9; Joel 1:15; 2:1; Zeph. 1:14); and many other 

Old Testament passages predicting times of judgment or blessing. A concordance will show that 

this is a frequent sense for the word day in the Old Testament. 

An additional argument for a long period of time in these “days” is the fact that the sixth day 

includes so many events that it must have been longer than twenty-four hours. The sixth day of 

creation (Gen. 1:24–31) includes the creation of animals and the creation of man and woman 

both (“male and female he created them,” Gen. 1:27). It was also on the sixth day that God 

blessed Adam and Eve and said to them, “Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth and subdue 

it; and have dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the air and over every living 

thing that moves upon the earth” (Gen. 1:28). But that means that the sixth day included God’s 

creation of Adam, God’s putting Adam in the Garden of Eden to till it and keep it, and giving 

Adam directions regarding the tree of the knowledge of good and evil (Gen. 2:15–17), his 

bringing all the animals to man for them to be named (Gen. 2:18–20), finding no helper fit for 

Adam (Gen. 2:20), and then causing a deep sleep to fall upon Adam and creating Eve from his 

rib (Gen. 2:21–25). The finite nature of man and the incredibly large number of animals created 

by God would by itself seem to require that a much longer period of time than part of one day 

would be needed to include so many events—at least that would be an “ordinary” understanding 

of the passage for an original reader, a consideration that is not unimportant in a debate that often 

emphasizes what an ordinary reading of the text by the original readers would lead them to 

conclude.
54

 If the sixth day is shown by contextual considerations to be considerably longer than 

an ordinary twenty-four-hour day, then does not the context itself favor the sense of day as 

simply a “period of time” of unspecified length? 

Related to this is one more consideration. The seventh day, it should be noted, is not 

concluded with the phrase “and there was evening and there was morning, a seventh day.” The 

text just says that God “rested on the seventh day from all his work which he had done” and that 

“God blessed the seventh day and hallowed it” (Gen. 2:2–3). The possibility, if not the 

                                                           
54 Advocates of a twenty-four-hour day can give scenarios whereby Adam only named representative 

types of animals or named them rapidly without any observation of their activities or abilities, but both 

suggestions are much less likely interpretations in view of the importance attached to naming in the Old 

Testament. 



29 
 

implication, suggested by this is that the seventh day is still continuing. It never ended but is also 

a “day” that is really a long period of time (cf. John 5:17; Heb. 4:4, 9–10). 

Some have objected that whenever the word day refers to a period of time other than a 

twenty-four-hour day in the Old Testament the context makes it clear that this is the case, but 

since the context does not make this clear in Genesis 1 we must assume that normal days are 

meant. But to this we may answer that whenever the word day means a twenty-four-hour day, the 

context makes this clear as well. Otherwise, we could not know that a twenty-four-hour day is 

meant in that context. So this is not a persuasive objection. It simply affirms what everyone 

agrees to, namely, that the context enables us to determine which sense a word will take when it 

has various possible meanings. 

Another objection is that the Bible could have used other words if a period longer than a 

twenty-four-hour day was intended. However, if (as is clearly the case) the original readers knew 

that the word day could mean a long period of time, then there was no need to use some other 

word, for the word יׄום, H3427, conveyed the intended meaning quite well. Furthermore, it was a 

very appropriate word to use when describing six successive periods of work plus a period of rest 

that would set the pattern for the seven days of the week in which people would live. 

That brings us back to the original question, namely, what does the word day mean in the 

context of Genesis 1? The fact that the word must refer to a longer period of time just a few 

verses later in the same narrative (Gen. 2:4) should caution us against making dogmatic 

statements that the original readers would have certainly known that the author was talking about 

twenty-four-hour days. In fact, both senses were commonly known meanings in the minds of the 

original readers of this narrative.
55

 

It is important to realize that those who advocate long periods of time for the six “days” of 

creation are not saying that the context requires that these be understood as periods of time. They 

are simply saying that the context does not clearly specify for us one meaning of day or another, 

and if convincing scientific data about the age of the earth, drawn from many different 

disciplines and giving similar answers, convinces us that the earth is billions of years old, then 

this possible interpretation of day as a long period of time may be the best interpretation to adopt. 

In this way, the situation is something like that faced by those who first held that the earth rotates 

on its axis and revolves about the sun. They would not say that the passages about the sun 

“rising” or “going down” require us, in their contexts, to believe in a heliocentric (sun-centered) 

solar system, but that this is a possible understanding of the texts, seeing them as only speaking 

from the standpoint of the observer. Observational evidence taken from science informs us that 

this is in fact the correct way to interpret those texts. 

On the other side of this question are the arguments in favor of understanding “day” as a 

twenty-four-hour day in Genesis 1: 

1. It is significant that each of the days of Genesis 1 ends with an expression such as, “And 

there was evening, and there was morning—the first day” (Gen. 1:5 NIV). The phrase “And 
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55 I am assuming here that Moses wrote both Genesis and Exodus, and that the original readers were the 

people of Israel in the wilderness around 1440 B.C. 

NIV NIV—New International Version 
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there was evening, and there was morning” is repeated in verses 8, 13, 19, 23, and 31. This 

seems to imply the sequence of events marking a literal twenty-four-hour day and suggests that 

the readers should understand it in that way. 

This is a strong argument from context, and many have found it persuasive. Yet those who 

hold to a long period of time for these “days” could respond (a) that even evening and morning 

do not constitute an entire day, but only the end of one day and the beginning of another, so the 

expression itself may be simply part of the author’s way of telling us that the end of the first 

creative day (that is, long period of time) occurred, and the beginning of the next creative “day” 

had come;
56

 and also (b) that the first three creative “days” could not have been marked by 

evening and morning as caused by the sun shining on the earth, for the sun was not created until 

the fourth day (Gen. 1:14–19); thus, the very context shows that “evening and morning” in this 

chapter does not refer to the ordinary evening and morning of days as we know them now. So the 

argument from “evening and morning,” though it may give some weight to the twenty-four-hour 

view, does not seem to tip the balance decisively in its favor. 

2. The third day of creation cannot be very long, because the sun does not come into being 

until the fourth day, and plants cannot live long without light. In response to this, it might be said 

that the light that God created on the first day energized the plants for millions of years. But that 

would suppose God to have created a light that is almost exactly like sunlight in brightness and 

power, but still not sunlight—an unusual suggestion. 

3. It is hard to avoid the conclusion that in the Ten Commandments the word day is used to 

mean a twenty-four-hour day: 

Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy. Six days you shall labor, and do all your 

work; but the seventh day is a sabbath to the LORD your God; … for in six days the LORD 

made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested the seventh day; 

therefore the LORD blessed the sabbath day and hallowed it.” (Ex. 20:8–11) 

Certainly in that text the sabbath “day” is a twenty-four-hour day. And must we not say that 

verse 11, which in the same sentence says that the Lord made heaven and earth in “six days,” 

uses “day” in the same sense? This is again a weighty argument, and on balance it gives 

additional persuasiveness to the twenty-four-hour day position. But once again it is not quite 

conclusive in itself, for one could respond that the readers were aware (from a careful reading of 

Gen. 1–2) that the days there were unspecified periods of time, and that the sabbath 

commandment merely told God’s people that, just as he followed a six-plus-one pattern in 

creation (six periods of work followed by a period of rest), so they were to follow a six-plus-one 

pattern in their lives (six days of work followed by a day of rest; also six years of work followed 

by a sabbath year of rest, as in Ex. 23:10–11). In fact, in the very next sentence of the Ten 

Commandments, “day” means “a period of time”: “Honor your father and your mother, that your 

days may be long in the land which the LORD your God gives you” (Ex. 20:12). Certainly here 

the promise is not for “long” literal days (such as twenty-five- or twenty-six-hour days!), but 

rather that the period of one’s life may be lengthened upon the earth.
57

 

                                                           
56 In fact, the expression “and there was evening and there was morning” is never elsewhere used in the 

Hebrew Old Testament, so it cannot be said to be a common expression used to designate a normal day. 

57 The Hebrew text does not say “that your days may be many (Heb. רַב, H8041)” which is a common 

Hebrew expression (Gen. 21:34; 37:34; Ex. 2:23; Num. 9:19; et al.), but “that your days may be long” 
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4. Those who argue for “day” as a twenty-four-hour day also ask whether anywhere else in 

the Hebrew Bible the word “days” in the plural, especially when a number is attached (such as 

“six days”), ever refers to anything but twenty-four-hour days. This argument is not compelling, 

however, because (a) a plural example of “days” to mean periods of time is found in Exodus 

20:12, discussed in the previous paragraph and (b) if the word clearly takes the sense “period of 

time” in the singular (which it does, as all admit), then to speak of six such “periods” of time 

would certainly be understandable to the readers, even if the Old Testament did not elsewhere 

have examples of such a meaning. The fact that such an expression does not appear elsewhere 

may mean nothing more than that there was no occasion to use it elsewhere. 

5. When Jesus says, “But from the beginning of creation, “God made them male and 

female” ’ (Mark 10:6), he implies that Adam and Eve were not created billions of years after the 

beginning of creation, but at the beginning of creation. This argument also has some force, but 

old earth advocates may respond that Jesus is just referring to the whole of Genesis 1–2 as the 

“beginning of creation,” in contrast to the argument from the laws given by Moses that the 

Pharisees were depending on (v. 4). 

I have given an answer to each of the five arguments for a twenty-four-hour day, but these 

answers may not persuade its advocates. They would respond to the “period of time” position as 

follows: (1) Of course, it is true that day may mean “period of time” in many places in the Old 

Testament, but that does not demonstrate that day must have that meaning in Genesis 1. (2) The 

sixth day of creation need not have been longer than twenty-four hours, especially if Adam only 

named major representative kinds of birds and of “every beast of the field” (Gen. 2:20). (3) 

Though there was no sun to mark the first three days of creation, nonetheless, the earth was still 

rotating on its axis at a fixed speed, and there was “light” and “darkness” that God created on the 

first day (Gen. 1:3–4), and he called the light “day” and the darkness “night” (Gen. 3:5). So God 

in some way caused an alternation between day and night from the very first day of creation, 

according to Genesis 1:3–5. 

What shall we conclude about the length of days in Genesis 1? It does not seem at all easy to 

decide with the information we now have. It is not simply a question of “believing the Bible” or 

“not believing the Bible,” nor is it a question of “giving in to modern science” or “rejecting the 

clear conclusions of modern science.” Even for those who believe in the complete truthfulness of 

Scripture (such as the present author), and who retain some doubt about the exceptionally long 

periods of time scientists propose for the age of the earth (such as the present author), the 

question does not seem to be easy to decide. At present, considerations of the power of God’s 

creative word and the immediacy with which it seems to bring response, the fact that “evening 

and morning” and the numbering of days still suggest twenty-four-hour days, and the fact that 

God would seem to have no purpose for delaying the creation of man for thousands or even 

millions of years, seem to me to be strong considerations in favor of the twenty-four-hour day 

position. But even here there are good arguments on the other side: To the one who lives forever, 

for whom “one day is as a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day” (2 Peter 3:8), who 

delights in gradually working out all his purposes over time, perhaps 15 billion years is just the 

right amount of time to take in preparing the universe for man’s arrival and 4.5 billion years in 

preparing the earth. The evidence of incredible antiquity in the universe would then serve as a 

                                                                                                                                                                                           

(Heb.  ְאָרַך, H799, “be long,” used also as physical length in 1 Kings 8:8; Ps. 129:3; Isa. 54:2 [“lengthen 

your cords”]; Ezek. 31:5). 
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vivid reminder of the even more amazing nature of God’s eternity, just as the incredible size of 

the universe causes us to wonder at God’s even greater omnipresence and omnipotence. 

Therefore, with respect to the length of days in Genesis 1, the possibility must be left open 

that God has chosen not to give us enough information to come to a clear decision on this 

question, and the real test of faithfulness to him may be the degree to which we can act 

charitably toward those who in good conscience and full belief in God’s Word hold to a different 

position on this matter. 

 

4. Both “Old Earth” and “Young Earth” Theories Are Valid Options for Christians Who 

Believe the Bible Today. After discussing several preliminary considerations regarding the age 

of the earth, we come finally to the specific arguments for old earth and young earth views. 

 

a. “Old Earth” Theories of Creation: In this first category we list two viewpoints held by those 

who believe in an old earth with an age of about 4.5 billion years and a universe about 15 billion 

years old. 

 
(1) Day-Age View: 

Many who believe that the earth is many millions of years old maintain that the days of 

Genesis 1 are extremely long “ages” of time.
58

 The arguments given above for long days in 

Genesis 1 will apply here, and, as we argued above, the words of the Hebrew text do allow for 

the days to be long periods of time. The evident advantage of this view is that, if the current 

scientific estimate for an earth 4.5 billion years old is correct, it explains how the Bible is 

consistent with this fact. Among evangelicals who hold to an old earth view, this is a common 

position. This view is sometimes called a “concordist” view because it seeks agreement or 

“concord” between the Bible and scientific conclusions about dating. 

Many have been attracted to this position because of scientific evidence regarding the age of 

the earth. A very helpful survey of the views of theologians and scientists regarding the age of 

the earth, from ancient Greece to the twentieth century, is found in a book by a professional 

geologist who is also an evangelical Christian, Davis A. Young, Christianity and the Age of the 

Earth.
59

 Young demonstrates that in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, many Christian 

geologists, under the weight of apparently overwhelming evidence, have concluded that the earth 

is about 4.5 billion years old. Although some “young earth” proponents (see discussion below) 

have claimed that radiometric dating techniques are inaccurate because of changes that occurred 

on the earth at the time of the flood, Young notes that radiometric dating of rocks from the moon 

and of meteorites recently fallen to the earth, which could not have been affected by Noah’s 

flood, coincide with many other radiometric evidences from various materials on the earth, and 

                                                           
58 One variation of this view would say that the six days were twenty-four-hour days, but there were 

millions of years between each day and the following one. This is certainly possible, but the difficulty 

with this view is that it seems to be importing “gaps” between all the days simply to account for 

scientific chronology, with no clear evidence in the text to support it. This view is defended by Robert C. 

Newman and Herman J. Eckelmann, Jr., Genesis One and the Origin of the Earth (Downers Grove, Ill.: 

InterVarsity Press, 1977). 

59 Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1982, pp. 13–67. 
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that the results of these tests are “remarkably consistent in pointing to about 4.5–4.7 billion 

years.”
60

 

Some of Young’s most forceful arguments for an old earth, in addition to those from 

radiometric dating, include the time required for liquid magma to cool (about 1 million years for 

a large formation in southern California), the time and pressure required for the formation of 

many metamorphic rocks that contain small fossils (some apparently could only be formed by 

the pressure of being buried twelve to eighteen miles under ground and later brought to the 

surface—but when could this have happened on a young earth view?), continental drift (fossil-

bearing rock fields near the coasts of Africa and South America were apparently previously 

joined together, then separated by continental drift, something that could not have happened in 

20,000 years at the present rate of two centimeters per year),
61

 and coral reefs (some of which 

apparently would have required hundreds of thousands of years of gradual deposits to attain their 

present state).
62

 Several other arguments, especially from astronomy, have been summarized by 

Robert C. Newman and Herman J. Eckelmann, Jr., in Genesis One and the Origin of the Earth.
63

 

These arguments favor an old earth view, and the day-age theory is an attractive position for old 

earth advocates. 

The day-age view is certainly possible, but it has several difficulties: (1) The sequence of 

events in Genesis 1 does not exactly correspond to current scientific understanding of the 

development of life, which puts sea creatures (Day 5) before trees (Day 3), and insects and other 

                                                           
60 Christianity and the Age of the Earth p. 63; see also the detailed discussion on pp. 93–116, and 

Creation and the Flood pp. 185–93. 

61 See Creation and the Flood pp. 171–210, for these examples. A continental drift of 2 cm. per year x 

20,000 years = 40,000 cm. or 400 m. (about 437 yd. or +1/4 mile). This hardly accounts for the present 

distance between South America and Africa. 

62 Christianity and the Age of the Earth pp. 84–86. Coral reefs are not formed by the immense pressure 

of a flood, but by tiny sea creatures (called coral polyps) who attach themselves to each other and build 

colorful limestone formations by removing calcium carbonate from seawater and depositing it around 

the lower half of their body. When they die, their limestone “skeletons” remain behind, and, over tens 

of thousands of years, huge coral reefs are formed. This can only happen in water warmer than 65ø F 

(18ø C), and in water clear and shallow enough for photosynthesis to occur in algae, which the coral 

polyps need to produce their skeletons. (See Robert D. Barnes, “Coral,” in World Book Encyclopedia 

[Chicago: World Book, 1983], 4:828.) 

63 Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1977, pp. 15–34, 89–103. They show that the length of time 

required for light to reach the earth is not the only astronomical evidence for a very old universe: 

measurements of star movements show the universe has apparently been expanding for over 15 billion 

years; background radiation in the universe gives a similar age; and the kind of light coming from certain 

stars shows that many stars have an age consistent with this estimate. Young earth proponents (see 

below) may say that God created the light rays in place so Adam and Eve could see stars, but it is much 

harder to explain why God would have created these other evidences so consistent with a universe 

about 15 billion years old. 
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land animals (Day 6), as well as fish (Day 5), before birds (Day 5).
64

 (2) The greatest difficulty 

for this view is that it puts the sun, moon, and stars (Day 4) millions of years after the creation of 

plants and trees (Day 3). That makes no sense at all according to current scientific opinion, 

which sees the stars as formed long before the earth or any living creatures on the earth. It also 

makes no sense in terms of the way the earth now operates, for plants do not grow without 

sunlight, and there are many plants (Day 3) that do not pollinate without birds or flying insects 

(Day 5), and there are many birds (Day 5) that live off creeping insects (Day 6). Moreover, how 

would the waters on the earth keep from freezing for millions of years without the sun? 

In response, those who hold the concordist view say that the sun, moon, and stars were 

created on Day 1 (the creation of light) or before Day 1, when “in the beginning God created the 

heavens and the earth” (Gen. 1:1), and that the sun, moon, and stars were only made visible or 

revealed on Day 4 (Gen. 1:14–19). But this argument is not very convincing, because all the 

other five days of creation involve not revealing something that was previously created but 

actually creating things for the first time. Moreover, the creative statements are similar to those 

of other days, “And God said, “Let there be lights in the firmament of the heavens to separate the 

day from the night … to give light upon the earth.’ And it was so” (Gen. 1:14–15). This is the 

form of language used in verses 3, 6, 11, 20, and 24 for creating things, not revealing them. 

Furthermore, the creation (not the revealing) of the sun, moon, and stars is made explicit in the 

next sentence: “And God made the two great lights, the greater light to rule the day, and the 

lesser light to rule the night; he made the stars also” (Gen. 1:16). Here the word “made” (Heb. 

ה שָּ  H6913) is the same word used when God made the firmament, the beasts of the earth, and ,עָּ

man (Gen. 1:7, 25, 26)—in none of these cases is it used to speak of revealing something 

previously made. The Hebrew ה שָּ  :H6913, is also the word used in the summary in verse 31 ,עָּ

“And God saw everything that he had made, and behold, it was very good.” This frequent use 

throughout Genesis 1 makes it very unlikely that Genesis 1:16 merely refers to the revealing of 

the sun, moon, and stars. 

But a modification of the day-age view in response to these objections seems possible. The 

verbs in Genesis 1:16 can be taken as perfects, indicating something that God had done before: 

“And God had made the two great lights, the greater light to rule the day, and the lesser light to 

rule the night; he had made
65

 the stars also.” Grammatically this is possible (this is how the NIV 

translates the same verb form in 2:8 and 2:19, for example). This view would imply that God had 

made the sun, moon, and stars earlier (in v. 1, the creation of heavens and earth, or in v. 3, the 

creation of light) but only placed them near the earth on Day 4, or allowed them to be seen from 

the earth on Day 4 (vv. 14–15, 17–18). This allows the word made (ה שָּ  H6913) to mean ,עָּ

“created” and thus avoids the difficulty mentioned above with the view that it means “revealed” 

in verse 16. This option remains as a genuine possibility for the day-age view, and in fact this 

                                                           
64 Of course, current scientific hypotheses of these sequences may be incorrect. 

65 The second verb is implied by the direct object marker but is not expressed in the Hebrew text; it 

would take the same form as the first verb in the sentence. 

NIV NIV—New International Version 
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view is the one that seems most persuasive to the present author, if an old earth position is to be 

adopted. With regard to light needed for the plants and warmth needed for the waters, there was 

light available from Day 1—even if we are not sure whether this light was light from the sun and 

stars or the light of God’s glory (which will replace the sun in the New Jerusalem, Rev. 21:23).
66

 

Another answer from the day-age view might be that the fourth day is not exactly in 

sequence, though an overall outline of progressive work of God is given. Yet once we begin 

changing the sequence of events that is so prominent in this progression of six creative days, it is 

doubtful that we need to allow the text to tell us anything other than the bare fact that God 

created things—but in that case, the whole inquiry about the age of the earth is unnecessary. 

(Further discussion of disruption in the sequence of days is given in the next section.) 

 
(2) Literary Framework View: 

Another way of interpreting the days of Genesis 1 has gained a significant following among 

evangelicals. Since it argues that Genesis 1 gives us no information about the age of the earth, it 

would be compatible with current scientific estimates of a very old earth. This view argues that 

the six days of Genesis 1 are not intended to indicate a chronological sequence of events, but are 

rather a literary “framework,” which the author uses to teach us about God’s creative activity. 

The framework is skillfully constructed so that the first three days and the second three days 

correspond to each other.
67

 

Days of forming 
 

Days of filling 
 

Day 1: Light and darkness separated 
 

Day 4: Sun, moon, and stars (lights in the 

heaven) 
 

Day 2: Sky and waters separated 
 

Day 5: Fish and birds 
 

Day 3: Dry land and seas separated, plants and 

trees 
 

Day 6: Animals and man 
 

  

                                                           
66 The question of pollination without birds and insects remains a difficulty for this view, though it 

should be noted that even today many plants self-pollinate or are cross-pollinated by the wind, and we 

cannot be sure that pollination by flying insects was required before the fall and before creation was 

complete. Similarly, the need for some birds to live off creeping insects is a difficulty, but they possibly 

ate only plants and seeds before the fall. 

67 The following table is adapted from The NIV Study Bible ed. by Kenneth Barker et al. (Grand Rapids: 

Zondervan, 1985), p. 6 (note to Gen. 1:11). A forceful defense of the “framework” view is found in Henri 

Blocher, In the Beginning: The Opening Chapters of Genesis trans. by David G. Preston (Leicester: Inter-

Varsity Press, 1984), pp. 49–59. Blocher mentions several other evangelical scholars who hold this 

position, which he calls the “literary interpretation”: N.H. Ridderbos, Bernard Ramm, Meredith G. Kline, 

D.F. Payne, and J.A. Thompson. This “framework” view is called the “pictorial day” view in Millard 

Erickson, Christian Theology p. 381. 
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In this way a parallel construction is seen. On Day 1 God separates light and darkness, while 

on Day 4 he puts the sun, moon, and stars in the light and in the darkness. On Day 2 he separates 

the waters and the sky, while on Day 5 he puts the fish in the waters and the birds in the sky. On 

Day 3 he separates the dry land and the seas and makes plants to grow, while on Day 6 he puts 

the animals and man on the dry land and gives the plants to them for food. 

According to the “framework” view, Genesis 1 should not be read as though the author 

wanted to inform us about the sequence of days or the order in which things were created, nor 

did he intend to tell us about the length of time the creation took. The arrangement of six “days” 

is a literary device the author uses to teach that God created everything. The six “days,” which 

are neither twenty-four-hour days nor long periods of time, give us six different “pictures” of 

creation, telling us that God made all aspects of the creation, that the pinnacle of his creative 

activity was man, and that over all creation is God himself, who rested on the seventh day and 

who calls man therefore to worship him on the sabbath day as well.
68

 

In the words of a recent advocate of this position, “Chronology has no place here.”
69

 The 

attractions in favor of this hypothesis are (1) the neat correspondence between the pairs of days 

as shown in the table above, (2) the fact that it avoids any conflict with modern science over the 

age of the earth and the age of living creatures (since no chronology at all is implied), (3) the 

way it avoids the conflict of sequence between Genesis 1 and 2 in which man (Gen. 2:7) seems 

to be formed before plants (Gen. 2:8) and animals (Gen. 2:19), a sequence different from Genesis 

1, and (4) the fact that Genesis 2:5 shows that the “days” of creation were not literal twenty-four-

hour days, for it says that there were no plants on the earth because it had not yet rained, 

something that would not make sense in a six day creation, since plants can certainly survive 

three or four days without rain. 

Several points may be made against the framework theory. 

1. First, the proposed correspondence between the days of creation is not nearly as exact as 

its advocates have supposed. The sun, moon, and stars created on the fourth day as “lights in the 

firmament of the heavens” (Gen. 1:14) are placed not in any space created on Day 1 but in the 

“firmament” (Heb. ַ קִיע   H8385) that was created on the second day. In fact, the correspondence ,רָּ

in language is quite explicit: this “firmament” is not mentioned at all on Day 1 but five times on 

Day 2 (Gen. 1:6–8) and three times on Day 4 (Gen. 1:14–19). Of course Day 4 also has 

correspondences with Day 1 (in terms of day and night, light and darkness), but if we say that the 

second three days show the creation of things to fill the forms or spaces created on the first three 

days, then Day 4 overlaps at least as much with Day 2 as it does with Day 1. 

Moreover, the parallel between Days 2 and 5 is not exact, because in some ways the 

preparation of a space for the fish and birds of Day 5 does not come in Day 2 but in Day 3. It is 

not until Day 3 that God gathers the waters together and calls them “seas” (Gen. 1:10), and on 

Day 5 the fish are commanded to “fill the waters in the seas” (Gen. 1:22). Again in verses 26 and 

28 the fish are called “fish of the sea,” giving repeated emphasis to the fact that the sphere the 

fish inhabit was specifically formed on Day 3. Thus, the fish formed on Day 5 seem to belong 

                                                           
68 This framework view is also defended by Ronald Youngblood, How It All Began (Ventura, Calif.: Regal, 

1980), pp. 25–33. 

69 Henri Blocher, In the Beginning p. 52. 
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much more to the place prepared for them on Day 3 than to the widely dispersed waters below 

the firmament on Day 2. Establishing a parallel between Day 2 and Day 5 faces further 

difficulties in that nothing is created on Day 5 to inhabit the “waters above the firmament,” and 

the flying things created on this day (the Hebrew word would include flying insects as well as 

birds) not only fly in the sky created on Day 2, but also live and multiply on the “earth” or “dry 

land” created on Day 3. (Note God’s command on Day 5: “Let birds multiply on the earth” [Gen. 

1:22].) Finally, the parallel between Days 3 and 6 is not precise, for nothing is created on Day 6 

to fill the seas that were gathered together on Day 3. With all of these points of imprecise 

correspondence and overlapping between places and things created to fill them, the supposed 

literary “framework,” while having an initial appearance of neatness, turns out to be less and less 

convincing upon closer reading of the text. 

2. Since all proposals for understanding Genesis 1 attempt to provide explanations for 

scientific data about the age of the earth, this is not a unique argument in favor of the framework 

theory. However, we must recognize that one aspect of the attractiveness of this theory is the fact 

that it relieves evangelicals of the burden of even trying to reconcile scientific findings with 

Genesis 1. Yet, in the words of one advocate of this theory, “So great is the advantage, and for 

some the relief, that it could constitute a temptation.” He wisely adds, “We must not espouse the 

theory on grounds of its convenience but only if the text leads us in that direction.”
70

 

3. Those who have not adopted the framework theory have seen no conflict in sequence 

between Genesis 1 and 2, for it has been commonly understood that Genesis 2 implies no 

description of sequence in the original creation of the animals or plants, but simply recapitulates 

some of the details of Genesis 1 as important for the specific account of the creation of Adam 

and Eve in Genesis 2. The NIV avoids the appearance of conflict by translating, “Now the LORD 

God had planted a garden in the East, in Eden” (Gen. 2:8) and “Now the LORD God had formed 

out of the ground all the beasts of the field and all the birds of the air” (Gen. 2:19). 

4. Genesis 2:5 does not really say that plants were not on the earth because the earth was too 

dry to support them. If we adopt that reasoning we would also have to say there were no plants 

because “there was no man to till the ground” (Gen. 2:5), for that is the second half of the 

comment about no rain coming on the earth. Moreover, the remainder of the sentence says that 

the earth was the opposite of being too dry to support plants: “streams came up from the earth 

and watered the whole surface of the ground” (Gen. 2:6 NIV). The statement in Genesis 2:5 is 

simply to be understood as an explanation of the general time frame in which God created man. 

Genesis 2:4–6 sets the stage, telling us that “no plant of the field was yet in the earth and no herb 

of the field had yet sprung up—for the LORD God had not caused it to rain upon the earth, and 

there was no man to till the ground; but a mist went up from the earth and watered the whole face 

of the ground.” The statements about lack of rain and no man to till the ground do not give the 

physical reason why there were no plants, but only explain that God’s work of creation was not 

complete. This introduction puts us back into the first six days of creation as a general setting—

into “the day that the LORD God made the earth and the heavens” (Gen. 2:4). Then in that setting 

it abruptly introduces the main point of chapter 2—the creation of man. The Hebrew text does 
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NIV NIV—New International Version 
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not include the word “then” at the beginning of verse 7, but simply begins, “And the LORD God 

formed man” (Gen. 2:7 KJV).
71

 

5. Finally, the strongest argument against the framework view, and the reason why 

comparatively few evangelicals have adopted it, is that the whole of Genesis 1 strongly suggests 

not just a literary framework but a chronological sequence of events. When the narrative 

proceeds from the less complex aspects of creation (light and darkness, waters, sky, and dry 

land) to the more complex aspects (fish and birds, animals and man) we see a progressive build-

up and an ordered sequence of events that are entirely understandable chronologically. When a 

sequence of numbers (1-2-3-4-5-6) is attached to a set of days that correspond exactly to the 

ordinary week human beings experience (Day 1, Day 2, Day 3, Day 4, Day 5, Day 6, Day 7, with 

rest on Day 7), the implication of chronological sequence in the narrative is almost inescapable. 

The sequence of days seems more clearly intended than a literary framework which is nowhere 

made explicit in the text, and in which many details simply do not fit. As Derek Kidner observes: 

The march of the days is too majestic a progress to carry no implication of ordered 

sequence; it also seems over-subtle to adopt a view of the passage which discounts one of 

the primary impressions it makes on the ordinary reader. It is a story, not only a 

statement.
72 

6. A sequence of days is also implied in God’s command to human beings to imitate his 

pattern of work plus rest: “Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy. Six days you shall labor, 

and do all your work; but the seventh day is a sabbath to the LORD your God … for in six days 

the LORD made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested the seventh day” 

(Ex. 20:8–11). But if God did not create the earth by working for six days and resting on the 

seventh, then the command to imitate him would be misleading or make no sense. 

In conclusion, while the “framework” view does not deny the truthfulness of Scripture, it 

adopts an interpretation of Scripture which, upon closer inspection, seems very unlikely. 

 

b. “Young Earth” Theories of Creation: Another group of evangelical interpreters rejects the 

dating systems that currently give an age of millions of years to the earth and argue instead that 

the earth is quite young, perhaps 10,000 to 20,000 years old. Young earth advocates have 
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produced a number of scientific arguments for a recent creation of the earth.
73

 Those who hold to 

a young earth generally advocate one or both of the following positions: 

 
(1) Creation With an Appearance of Age (Mature Creationism): 

Many who hold to a young earth point out that the original creation must have had an 

“appearance of age” even from the first day. (Another term for this view is “mature creationism,” 

since it affirms that God created a mature creation.) The appearance of Adam and Eve as full-

grown adults is an obvious example. They appeared as though they had lived for perhaps twenty 

or twenty-five years, growing up from infancy as human beings normally do, but in fact they 

were less than a day old. Similarly, they probably saw the stars the first night that they lived, but 

the light from most stars would take thousands or even millions of years to reach the earth. This 

suggests that God created the stars with light beams already in place. And full-grown trees would 

probably have had rings (Adam and Eve would not have had to wait years before God told them 

which trees of the garden they could eat from and which they could not, nor would they have had 

to wait weeks or months before edible plants grew large enough to provide them food). 

Following this line of reasoning, might we go further and suppose that many geological 

formations, when originally created, had a similar appearance to formations that would now take 

thousands or even millions of years to complete by present “slow” processes? 

This suggestion has currently found many supporters, and, initially at least, it seems to be an 

attractive proposal. Those who hold this position often combine it with certain objections to 

current scientific dating processes. They question how we can be certain of the reliability of 

radiometric dating beyond a few thousand years, for example, and how scientists can know that 

the rates of decay of certain elements have been constant since creation. They also suggest that 

events such as the fall and the subsequent cursing of nature (which altered the productivity and 

ecological balance of the earth, and caused man himself to begin to age and decay, Gen. 3:17–

19), or the flood in Noah’s time (Gen. 6–9), may have brought about significant differences in 

the amount of radioactive material in living things. This would mean that estimates of the age of 

the earth using present methods of measurement would not be accurate. 

A common objection to this “appearance of age” view is that it “makes God an apparent 

deceiver,”
74

 something that is contrary to his nature. But is God a “deceiver” if he creates a 
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mature man and woman in a day and then tells us explicitly that he did it? Or if he creates mature 

fish and animals and full-grown trees and tells us that he did it? Or if he allows Adam and Eve to 

see the stars, which he created in order that people might see them and give glory to him, on the 

first night that they lived? Rather than manifesting deception, it seems that these actions point to 

God’s infinite wisdom and power. This is particularly so if God explicitly tells us that he created 

everything in “six days.” According to this position, those who are deceived are those who refuse 

to hear God’s own explanation of how the creation came about. 

The real problem with the appearance of age view is that there are some things in the 

universe that it cannot easily account for. Everyone will agree that Adam and Eve were created 

as adults, not newborn infants, and therefore had an appearance of age. Most who hold to 

twenty-four-hour days in Genesis 1 would also say there was an appearance of age with plants 

and trees, and with all the animals when they were first created (the chicken came before the 

egg!), and probably with light from the stars. But the creation of fossils presents a real problem, 

for responsible Christians would not want to suggest that God scattered fossils throughout the 

earth to give an added appearance of age! This would not be creating something “in process” or 

in a state of maturity; it would be creating the remains of a dead animal, not so that the animal 

could serve Adam and Eve, but simply to make people think the earth was older than it really 

was. Furthermore, one would have to say that God created all these dead animals and called them 

“very good.”
75

 

While the creation of stars with light beams in place or trees that are mature would be for the 

purpose of enabling human beings to glorify God for the excellence of his creation, the 

depositing of fossils in the earth could only be for the purpose of misleading or deceiving human 

beings regarding the earlier history of the world. More problematic is that Adam, the plants, the 

animals, and the stars all would have appeared to have different ages (because they were created 

with mature functions in place), whereas modern geological research gives approximately the 

same age estimates from radiometric dating, astronomical estimates, rock formations, samples of 

moon rocks and meteorites, etc. Why would God create so many different indications of an earth 

that is 4.5 billion years old if this were not true? Would it not be better to conclude that the earth 

is 4.5 billion years old, and that God left many indications there to show us this fact rather than 

in any way imply that he deceived us? So it seems the only credible explanations for the fossil 

record that Christians can adopt are: (a) current dating methods are incorrect by colossal 

proportions because of flawed assumptions or because of changes brought about by the fall or 

the flood; or (b) current dating methods are approximately correct and the earth is many millions 

or even billions of years old. 

 
(2) Flood Geology: 
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75 We should note that old earth advocates must also have God speaking in Gen. 1:31 and calling the old 

fossils “very good.” This is not a decisive objection if the death of animals before the fall did not result 

from sin, but it is a difficulty. Only flood geology advocates (see below) will say that no fossils existed at 

Gen. 1:31, but that they were deposited suddenly by the flood in Gen. 6–9. This perhaps is a 

consideration in favor of the flood geology position. 
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Another common view among evangelicals is what may be called “flood geology.” This is 

the view that the tremendous natural forces unleashed by the flood at the time of Noah (Gen. 6–

9) significantly altered the face of the earth, causing the creation of coal and diamonds, for 

example, within the space of a year rather than hundreds of millions of years, because of the 

extremely high pressure exerted by the water on the earth. This view also claims that the flood 

deposited fossils in layers of incredibly thick sediment all over the earth.
76

 The flood geology 

view is also called “neo-catastrophism” because its advocates attribute most of the present 

geological status of the earth to the immense catastrophe of the flood. 

The geological arguments put forth by advocates of this view are technical and difficult for 

the nonspecialist to evaluate. Personally, though I think the flood of Genesis 6–9 was world-

wide, and that it did have a significant impact on the face of the earth, and that all living people 

and animals outside the ark perished in the flood, I am not persuaded that all of the earth’s 

geological formations were caused by Noah’s flood rather than by millions of years of 

sedimentation, volcanic eruptions, movement of glaciers, continental drift, and so forth. The 

controversy over flood geology is strikingly different from the other areas of dispute regarding 

creation, for its advocates have persuaded almost no professional geologists, even those who are 

Bible-believing evangelical Christians. By contrast, the books objecting to evolution that we 

mentioned above chronicle 130 years of cogent objections to Darwinian evolution that have been 

raised by a significant number of biologists, biochemists, zoologists, anthropologists, and 

paleontologists, both Christian and non-Christian, because evolution has so many problems in 

explaining facts evident from observation of the created world. If present geological formations 

could only be explained as the result of a universal flood, then would this not be evident even to 

non-Christians who look at the evidence? Would not the hundreds of Christians who are 

professional geologists be prepared to acknowledge the evidence if it were there? It may be that 

the flood geologists are right, but if they are, we would expect to see more progress in 

persuading some professional geologists that their case is a plausible one.
77

 

 

5. Conclusions on the Age of the Earth. How old is the earth then? Where does this discussion 

leave us? Young’s arguments for an old earth based on many kinds of scientific data from 

different disciplines seem (to the present writer at least) to be very strong. This is particularly 

true of arguments based on fossil-bearing rocks, coral reefs, continental drift, and the similarity 

of results from different kinds of radiometric dating. Newman and Eckelmann’s arguments from 

astronomy indicating a very old universe give significant added weight. It is understandable, on 

the one hand, that God may have created a universe in which stars appeared to have been shining 
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for 15 billion years, Adam appeared to have been living for 25 years, some trees appeared to 

have been living for 50 years, and some animals appeared to have been living for 1 to 10 years. 

But, on the other hand, it is difficult to understand why God would have created dozens or 

perhaps hundreds of different kinds of rocks and minerals on the earth, all of which actually were 

only one day old, but all of which had an appearance of being exactly 4.5 billion years old—

exactly the apparent age that he also gave the moon and the meteorites when they, too, were only 

one day old. And it is difficult to understand why the evidence of star life cycles and the 

expansion of the universe would make the universe appear to be 15 billion years old if it were 

not. It is possible, but it seems unlikely, almost as if God’s only purpose in giving these uniform 

apparent ages was to mislead us rather than simply to have a mature, functioning universe in 

place. So the old earth advocates seem to me to have a greater weight of scientific evidence on 

their side, and it seems that the weight of evidence is increasing yearly. 

On the other hand, the interpretations of Genesis 1 presented by old earth advocates, while 

possible, do not seem as natural to the sense of the text. Davis Young’s own solution of “seven 

successive figurative days of indeterminate duration”
78

 really does not solve the problem, for he 

is willing to spread God’s creative activities around on the various days as needed in order to 

make the sequence scientifically possible. For example, he thinks that some birds were created 

before Day 5: 

We may also suggest that even though birds were created on the fifth day, 

nevertheless, the most primitive birds or original bird ancestors were miraculously 

formed on a day prior to the fifth day. Hence the data of Genesis 1 actually allow for 

some overlap of the events of the days. If such overlap exists, then all apparent 

discrepancies between Genesis 1 and science would fall away (p. 131). 

But this procedure allows us to say that the events of creation occurred at almost any time, no 

matter whether Scripture says they occurred then or not. Once this procedure is adopted, then 

ultimately we can know little if anything about the sequence of creation events from Genesis 1, 

because any of the events narrated there may have had precursors at previous periods of time. 

This can hardly be the impression the original readers were intended to get from the text. (Much 

more likely, however, is the modified day-age view presented on pp. 298–300 above.) 

 

6. The Need for Further Understanding. Although our conclusions are tentative, at this point 

in our understanding, Scripture seems to be more easily understood to suggest (but not to 

require) a young earth view, while the observable facts of creation seem increasingly to favor an 

old earth view. Both views are possible, but neither one is certain. And we must say very clearly 

that the age of the earth is a matter that is not directly taught in Scripture, but is something we 

can think about only by drawing more or less probable inferences from Scripture. Given this 

situation, it would seem best (1) to admit that God may not allow us to find a clear solution to 

this question before Christ returns, and (2) to encourage evangelical scientists and theologians 

who fall in both the young earth and old earth camps to begin to work together with much less 

arrogance, much more humility, and a much greater sense of cooperation in a common purpose. 

There are difficulties with both old earth and young earth viewpoints, difficulties that the 

proponents of each view often seem unable to see in their own positions. Progress will certainly 

be made if old earth and young earth scientists who are Christians will be more willing to talk to 
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each other without hostility, ad hominem attacks, or highly emotional accusations, on the one 

hand, and without a spirit of condescension or academic pride on the other, for these attitudes are 

not becoming to the body of Christ, nor are they characteristic of the way of wisdom, which is 

“first pure, then peaceable, gentle, open to reason, full of mercy and good fruits, without 

uncertainty or insincerity,” and full of the recognition that “the harvest of righteousness is sown 

in peace by those who make peace” (James 3:17–18). 

As for evangelism and apologetics done in publications designed to be read outside the 

evangelical world, young earth and old earth proponents could cooperate much more in amassing 

the extremely strong arguments for creation by intelligent design, and in laying aside their 

differences over the age of the earth. Too often young earth proponents have failed to distinguish 

scientific arguments for creation by design from scientific arguments for a young earth, and have 

therefore prevented old earth advocates from joining them in a battle for the minds of an 

unbelieving scientific community. Moreover, young earth proponents have sometimes failed to 

recognize that scientific arguments for a young earth (which seem to them to be very persuasive) 

are not nearly as strong as the overwhelming scientific arguments for creation by intelligent 

design. As a result, young earth proponents have too often given the impression that the only true 

“creationists” are those who believe not only in creation by God but also in a young earth. The 

result has been unfortunate divisiveness and lack of community among scientists who are 

Christians—to the delight of Satan and the grieving of God’s Holy Spirit. 

Finally, we can view this controversy with some expectancy that there will be further 

progress in scientific understanding of the age of the earth. It is likely that scientific research in 

the next ten or twenty years will tip the weight of evidence decisively toward either a young 

earth or an old earth view, and the weight of Christian scholarly opinion (from both biblical 

scholars and scientists) will begin to shift decisively in one direction or another. This should not 

cause alarm to advocates of either position, because the truthfulness of Scripture is not 

threatened (our interpretations of Genesis 1 have enough uncertainty that either position is 

possible). Both sides need to grow in knowledge of the truth, even if this means abandoning a 

long-held position. 

 

F. Application 

The doctrine of creation has many applications for Christians today. It makes us realize that 

the material universe is good in itself, for God created it good and wants us to use it in ways 

pleasing to him. Therefore we should seek to be like the early Christians, who “partook of food 

with glad and generous hearts” (Acts 2:46), always with thanksgiving to God and trust in his 

provisions. A healthy appreciation of creation will keep us from false asceticism that denies the 

goodness of creation and the blessings that come to us through it. It will also encourage some 

Christians to do scientific and technological research into the goodness of God’s abundant 

creation, or to support such research.
79

 The doctrine of creation will also enable us to recognize 

more clearly that scientific and technological study in itself glorifies God, for it enables us to 

discover how incredibly wise, powerful, and skillful God was in his work of creation. “Great are 

the works of the LORD, studied by all who have pleasure in them” (Ps. 111:2). 
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The doctrine of creation also reminds us that God is sovereign over the universe he created. 

He made it all, and he is Lord of all of it. We owe all that we are and have to him, and we may 

have complete confidence that he will ultimately defeat all his enemies and be manifested as 

Sovereign King to be worshiped forever. In addition, the incredible size of the universe and the 

amazing complexity of every created thing will, if our hearts are right, draw us continually to 

worship and praise him for his greatness. 

Finally, as we indicated above, we can wholeheartedly enjoy creative activities (artistic, 

musical, athletic, domestic, literary, etc.) with an attitude of thanksgiving that our Creator God 

enables us to imitate him in our creativity.
3
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