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INTRODUCTION

In the current controversy over creation and evolution, itis
arare eventindeed to find something on which those in both
camps agree wholeheartedly. Generally speaking, the two
world views are widely divergent from start to finish. There is
one thing, however, on which both creationists and evolution-
ists do agree: evolution is impossible if the Earth is young (with
an age measured in thousands, not billions, of years). R.L.
Wysong addressed this pointin hisbook, 7he Creation-Evolu-
tion Controversy.

Both evolutionists and creationists believe evolution
is an impossibility if the universe is only a few thou-
sand years old. There probably is no statement that
could be made on the topic of origins which would
meet with so much agreement from both sides. Set-
tingaside the question of whether vast time is compe-
tent to propel evolution, we must query if vast time is
indeed available (1976, p. 144).

It may be somewhat ironic that so much discussion has re-
sulted from something on which both sides seemingly agree,
but it should not be at all surprising. Apart from the most ba-
sicissue of the controversy itself—i.e., whether creation or evo-
lution is the correct view of origins—the single most serious
area of conflict between those who accept the biblical account
of creation and those who accept the theory of organic evolu-
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tion (in whole or in part) is the chronological framework of
history—viz., the age of the Earth. And, of course, this subject
is of intense interest not only to those who promulgate atheis-
tic evolution, but to those who are sympathetic with certain
portions of that theory as well. While a young Earth/Universe
presentsno problem atall for creationists who accept the bib-
lical account of origins at face value, it is the death knell to al-
most every variety of the evolutionary scenario.

Asimple, straightforward reading of the biblical record in-
dicates that the Cosmos was created in six days only a few thou-
sand years ago. Standing in stern opposition to that view is
the suggestion of atheistic evolutionists, theistic evolutionists,
progressive creationists, and so-called “old-Earth creation-
ists” that the current age of the Universe can be setat roughly
14 billion years, and that the Earth itself is almost 5 billion
years old. Further complicating matters is the fact that the bib-
lical record plainly indicates that living things were placed on
the newly created Earth even before the end of the six-day
creative process (e.g., plantlife came on day three). The evo-
lutionary scenario, however, postulates that primitive life
evolved from nonliving chemicals roughly 3.5-4.0 billion years
ago and that all other life forms gradually developed during
the alleged “geologic ages” (with man arriving on the scene,
in one form or another, approximately 1-2 million years ago).

Even to a casual observer, it is apparent that the time dif-
ference involved in the two models of origins is significant.
Much of the controversy today between creationists, atheis-
tic evolutionists, theistic evolutionists, progressive creation-
ists, and old-Earth creationists centers on the age of the Earth.
The magnitude of the controversy is multiplied by three fac-
tors. First, atheistic evolution itself is impossible to defend if
the Earth is young. Second, the concepts mentioned above
that are its “theistic cousins” likewise are impossible to defend
if the Bible is correct in its straightforward teachings and ob-
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vious implications about the age of the Earth. Third, there is
no possible compromise that will permit the old-Earth/young-
Earth scenarios to coexist; the gulf separating the biblical and
evolutionary views in this particular area simply is too large.
As Henry Morris correctly observed:
Thus the Biblical chronology is about a million times
shorter than the evolutionary chronology. A million-
fold mistake is no small matter, and Biblical scholars
surely need to give primary attention to resolving this
tremendous discrepancy right at the very foundation
of our entire Biblical cosmology. Thisis not a periph-
eral issue that can be dismissed with some exegetical
twist, but is central to the very integrity of scriptural
theology (1984, p. 115).
In the earlier quote from Dr. Wysong;, it was suggested that
we must “query if vast time is indeed available.” That is ex-
actly what this book intends to do. Indeed, a million-fold mis-
take is no small matter. How old is the Earth according to

God’s Word?

THE AGE OF THE EARTH—“WAIT AND SEE”

AsIbegin thisinvestigation into the age of the Earth, I first
would like to define the scope of the present inquiry. The title
of thisbook is The Bible and the Age of the Earth. It is not my in-
tention here to examine and/or refute the scientific evidences
thatallegedly establish an ancient Earth. There are anumber
of books available that provide such information (see, for ex-
ample: Ackerman, 1986; Henry Morris, 1974, 1989; Jackson,
1989; Kautz, 1988; John Morris, 1994; Morris and Parker,
1987; Vardiman, et al., 2000; Woodmorappe, 1999; Wysong;
1976). Rather, I intend to limit my discussion to what God’s
Word has to say on this subject.

Obviously, then, I am not writing with the atheistic evolu-
tionist in mind. I am well aware that my arguments would
carry no weight whatsoever with the person who falls into that
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specific category. Rather, this discussion is intended for those
who: (a) believe in the God of the Bible; (b) claim to accept
the Bible as His inspired, authoritative Word; and (c) are con-
vinced that what God has said can be understood. For such a
person, the Bible is the recognized, final authority on any sub-
ject that it addresses. Renowned biblical scholar Edward J.
Young expressed this point well when he wrote:

It is of course true that the Bible is not a textbook of
science, but all too often, it would seem, this fact is
made a pretext for treating lightly the content of Gen-
esis one. Inasmuch as the Bible is the Word of God,
whenever it speaks on any subject, whatever that sub-
jectmay be, itisaccurate in whatitsays (1964, p.43).

The question then becomes: “Does the Bible address the age
of the Earth?” Yes, it does. But before we delve into what it
says, there are two popular, prevailing attitudes that need to
be discussed.

First, I acknowledge that some religionists regard this as a
question that simply cannot be answered at present. We are
urged to “wait and see” or to “reserve judgment.” Jack Wood
Sears, former chairman of the biology department at Harding
University in Searcy, Arkansas, wrote:

When conflicts do occur, the part of wisdom is to with-
hold judgment until the facts are all in. For example,
there is difficulty with the age oflife on the earth. Sci-
ence, asl indicated earlier, has seemed to indicate that
the life has been here much longer than we have gen-
erally interpreted the Bible to indicate. However, sci-
entific determination of the ages of geological strata
is not absolute and is subject to much difficulty and
uncertainty. The Bible, as we have shown, does not
date creation, and the intimations it seems to pre-
sent may not be properly understood. Since I hold
science to be a valid approach to reality, and since I
have concluded upon much and sufficient evidence,
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that the Bible is inspired and therefore true, the only
rational recourse, it seems to me, is to withhold judg-
ment about a seeming contradiction. Wait and see
(1969, p. 97, emp. added).

Four years later, J. Frank Cassel wrote in a similar vein.
The thoughtful person respects present knowledge in
both areas (science and Biblical research) and keeps
searching for new information and insight. In the
meantime he must reserve judgment, saying sim-
ply “I don’t know where the proper synthesis lies.”
The tension remains as the search continues (1973,
pp-251-252, parenthetical item in orig., emp. added).

While at first glance such an attitude may appear to be laud-
able, I would like to suggest that it is nothing but a ruse. Au-
thors of such sentiments no doubt want others to adhere to
their advice, but they themselves have absolutely no inten-
tion of doing so.

Cassel, for example, has written often about the accuracy
of the geologic timetable and is a well-known apologist for the
old-Earth world view. Further, in November 1983 I debated
Dr. Sears on the topic of the age of the Earth.” I affirmed the
proposition that the Bible does not allow for an ancient Earth;
Dr. Sears affirmed the proposition that it does. The debate
occurred 14 years after Dr. Sears penned his “wait and see”
statement. Had he discovered additional information during
those years that no longer made it necessary to wait and see?
Apparently not, since during the debate he told the audience
he was “still waiting” (an exact quote from the transcript) for
information that would allow him to make a decision about
the age of the Earth. Ifhe was still waiting, why, then, would
he be so willing to engage in a public debate to defend
the proposition that the Bible allows for an ancient Earth?
Where is the consistency in such a position?

*  The debate is available in printed, audio, and video formats. The printed

manuscripts of the debate are in McClish (1983), pp. 405-434. Audio
and video tapes are available from Apologetics Press.
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In reality, what these writers mean when they say that “we”
should “wait and see,”or that “we” should “reserve judgment”
isthatthose who believe in a young Earth should waitand
see orreserve judgment. In the meantime, they will continue
to advocate publicly their position that an ancient Earth is
wholly consistent with the biblical record.

Second, there are some in the religious community who
suggest that the Bible is conspicuously silent on the topic of
the age of the Earth. It is not uncommon to hear statements
suggesting that since the Bible does not address this matter, a
person s free to believe whatever he or she wishes in this re-
gard. Typical of such a mind-set are these statements by Don-
ald England and John Clayton.

However, nowhere does a Biblical writer give us an
age for earth or an age for life on earth.... Inasmuch as
Scripture does not state how old the earth is or how
long life has existed on earth, one is free to accept, if
he wishes, the conclusions of science (England, 1983,

pp. 155-156).

Genesis 1:1 is an undated verse. No time element is
given and no details of what the Earth looked like are
included. It could have taken place in no time at all,
or God may have used eons of time to accomplish his
objectives (Clayton, 1976a, pp. 147-148).

This, of course, is but another ruse. Beware when a writer
or speaker suggests that the Bible is “silent” on the topic of the
age of the Earth or that a person is free to accept the varied
“conclusions of science.” What those who make such state-
ments really mean is that they are free to accept the conclu-
sions, not of science, but of uniformitarian geology, and in so
doing to defend the same old-Earth position as their evolu-
tionist colleagues. Both England and Clayton, for example,
are on record as defending an ancient Earth (see: England,
1972, pp. 103-106; Clayton as documented in Jackson and
Thompson, 1992, pp. 99-110).
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CHRONOLOGY AND THE BIBLE

The truth of the matter is that the Bible, being grounded in
history, is filled with chronological data that may be used to
establish arelative age for the Earth. Itis not “silent” on this
topic, and thus there is no need to “wait and see” or to “re-
serve judgment.” Professor Edwin Thiele, the theologian who
unlocked much of the mystery of Old Testament chronology,
declared:

We know that God regards chronology asimportant,
for He has put so much of it into His Word. We find
chronology not only in the historical books of the Bi-
ble, but also in the prophetic books, in the Gospels,
and in the writings of Paul (1977, p. 7).

The Bible, for example, provides impressive chronologi-
cal data from Adam to Solomon. Combining information
from the Assyrian Eponym Lists and the Black Obelisk, the
death of Ahab has been determined to be 853-852 B.C. (Packer,
etal., 1980, p. 48), and therefore the reign of Solomon (some
forty years, 1 Kings 11:42) can be dated at 971-931 B.C. (Merrill,
1978, p. 97; Packer, etal., 1980, p. 50; Brantley, 1993, p. 83).
According to 1 Kings 6:1, 480 years before Solomon’s fourth
year of reign (967-966 B.C.), Moses brought the Israelites out
of Egypt. The date of the Exodus is 1446/1445 B.C. (Archer,
1970, pp. 212-222; Unger, 1973, pp. 140-152; Packer, et al.,
1980, p. 51;Jackson, 1981, p. 38; 1990, p. 17; Sanders, 2002).

To this date is added the years of sojourn in Egypt (215
years; see the Appendix), thereby producing the date of 1661
B.C. as the year Jacob went to Egypt. Interestingly, the Bible
records Pharaoh’s query of Jacob’s age (and Jacob’s answer
—130 years) in Genesis 47:9. This would make the year of Ja-
cob’s birth 1791 B.C. (Genesis 25:26). Isaac was 60 years old
when Jacob was born, which would place the birth of Isaac at
1851 B.C. Abraham was 100 years old when he begat Isaac,
giving the date of 1951 B.C. for Abraham’s birth (Genesis
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21:5). The chronology from Abraham to Adam is recorded
very carefully in two separate genealogical tables—Genesis 5
and 11. According to Genesis 12:4, Abraham was 75 when he
left Haran, presumably after Terah died at 205 years; thus,
Abraham wasborn when Terah was 130 years old, albeit he is
mentioned first by importance when Terah started having
sons at the age of 70 (Genesis 11:27; 12:4; Acts 7:4; see Lyons,
2002b, 1:21-R).

Having established the birth date of Abraham at 1951 B.C,,
it is possible to work from the time of Adam’s creation to
Abraham in order to discern the chronology of “the begin-
ning.” The time from the creation of Adam to Seth was 130
years (Genesis 5:3), the time from Adam to Noah was 1,056
years (Packer, etal., 1980, pp. 56-57), and the time from Noah’s
birth to the Flood was 600 years (Genesis 7:6), or 1656 A.A.
(After Adam). Shem was 100 years old and begat Arphaxad
two years after the Flood (the Earth was not dry for more than
ayear; cf. Genesis 7:11 with 8:14; see also Genesis 11:10) in
approximately 1659 A A.

The Bible indicates that “Arphaxad lived thirty-five years,
and begot Salah”; however, Luke 3:36 may complement the
chronological table of Genesis 11 with the insertion of Cainan
between Arphaxad and Salah, which indicates Arphaxad
possibly was the father of Cainan. (Some have concluded
that the Cainan of Luke 3:36 is the result of a copyist’s error;
see Lyons, 2002a.) When the ages of the remaining patri-
archs in Genesis 11 are considered at the time they begat
sons, one observes that Terah likely was born around 2000
A.A., and bore Abraham 130 years later (in approximately
2130 A.A.). Simple arithmetic—1951 B.C. added to 2130 A.A.
—places the creation date at approximately 4081 B.C. (give or
take a few hundred years). The Flood, then, would have oc-
curred around 2425 B.C.



Numerous objections have been leveled at the literal and
consecutive chronological interpretation of Scripture. For ex-
ample, some have suggested that the tables of Genesis 5 and
11 are neither literal nor consecutive. Yet five of the patri-
archs clearly were the literal fathers of their respective sons:
Adam named Seth (Genesis 4:25), Seth named Enos (4:26),
Lamech named Noah (5:29), Noah’s (literal) sons were Shem,
Ham, and Japheth (cf. 5:32 with 9:18), and Terah fathered
Abraham directly (11:27,31). Jude’s record in the New Testa-
ment counts Enoch as “the seventh from Adam” (Jude 1:14),
thereby acknowledging the genealogical tables as literal and
consecutive. Moreover, how better could Moses have ex-
pressed aliteral and consecutive genealogy than by using the
terms “lived...and begat...begat...after he begat...all the days
...and he died”? Without question, Moses noted that the first
three individuals (Adam, Seth, and Enos) were consecutive,
and Jude stated by inspiration that the first seven (to Enoch)
were consecutive. Enoch’s son, Methuselah, died the year of
the Flood, and so by three steps the chronology of Adam to
Noah is literal and consecutive, producing a trustworthy ge-
nealogy/chronology.

There have been those who have objected to the sugges-
tion that God is concerned with providing information on
the age of the Earth and humanity. But the numerous chro-
nological tables permeating the Bible prove that theirs is a
groundless objection. God, it seems, was very concerned
about giving man exact chronological data and, in fact, was
so concerned that He provided a precise knowledge of the
period back to Abraham, plus two tables—with ages—from
Abraham to Adam. The ancient Jewish historians (1 Chroni-
cles 1:1-27) and the New Testament writers (Luke 3:34-48)
understood the tables of Genesis 5 and 11 as literal and con-
secutive. The Bible explains quite explicitly that God created
the Sun and Moon to be timekeepers (Genesis 1:16) for Adam
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and his descendants (notice how Noah logged the beginning
and the ending of the Flood using these timekeepers, Genesis
7:11; 8:14).

Still others have suggested that the two tables somehow
are symbolic. But the use (or even repetitive use) of a “unique”
number does not necessitate a symbolical interpretation. Spe-
cial numbers (such as 7,10,12,40, etc.) employed in Scripture
may be understood as literal despite the frequency of their
use. Are there not three literal members of the Godhead?
Did not Scevahave seven literal sons? Were there not ten lit-
eral commandments? Were there not twelve literal apostles?
Was Christ’s fast in the wilderness not forty literal days?
Moreover, those who study history routinely recognize that
itabounds with numerical “coincidences.” To say that the ta-
bles of Genesis 5 and 11 are “symbolic” of long periods of
time fliesin the face of the remainder of the biblical record.

Those who believe that the Bible is unconcerned with
chronology would do well to spend some time studying the
lineages of the Hebrew kings in the Old Testament. James

Jordan has explained:

Chronology is of concern to the writers of the Bible.
From this perspective we should be surprised if the
Bible did not include chronological data regarding
the period from Creation to Abraham, especially since
such data can now be obtained from no other source.
That chronology is of concern to the Bible (and to its
Author) can also be seen from the often difficult and
confusing chronology of the Kings of Israel. Thus,
we find that it is the intention of the Bible to provide
us with chronology from Abraham to the Exile. Some
of that chronology is given in summary statements...
but some is also given interspersed in the histories of
the Kings. Is it therefore surprising or unreasonable
that some should be given along with genealogies as
well? (1979/1980, 2[3]:21, emp. and parenthetical item
in orig.).
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While it is true that genealogies (and chronologies) serve
various functions in Scripture, one of their main purposes is
to show the historical connection of great men to the unfold-
ing of Jehovah’sredemptive plan. These lists, therefore, are a
link from the earliest days of humanity to the completion of
God’s salvation system. In order to have any evidential val-
ue, they must be substantially complete.

For example, the inspired writer of Hebrews, in contend-
ing for the heavenly nature of Christ’s priesthood, argued
that the Savior could not have functioned as a priest while He
was living upon the Earth since God had in place alevitical
priesthood to accomplish that need (Hebrews 8:4). Jesus did
not qualify for the levitical priesthood because “itis evident
that our Lord hath sprung out of Judah” (Hebrews 7:14, emp.
added). How could it have been “evident” that Jesus Christ
was from the tribe of Judah—unless there were accurate
genealogical records by which such a statement could be
verified? The writer of Hebrews based his argument on the
fact that the various readers of his epistle would not be able to
dispute the ancestry of Christ due to the reliable nature of the
Jewish documentation available—i.e., the genealogies.

Ithasbeen argued that secular history is considerably older
than 4000 B.C. But ponder this. When the studies of various
Egyptologists are examined, no two give the same time peri-
od for the Old Kingdom (III-VI Dynasties). Aling (1981)
dated it at 2800-2200 B.C. Baikie (1929) dated the period as
3190-2631 B.C. Breasted (1912) gave the date as 2980-2475
B.C. Rohl (1998) dated it at 2630-2150 B.C. White (1970) sug-
gested 2778-2300 B.C. With such variability in the last “sure”
period of Egypt’s history, how can dogmatism prevail for the
predynastic period? Scientists and historians influence Chris-
tendom with their “established limits” of history. Theologians
influence Christianity with evolution-based bias as well. For
instance, Gleason Archer has stated:
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The problems attending this method of computation
are compounded by the quite conclusive archaeolog-
ical evidence that Egyptian Dynasty I went back to
3100 B.C., with along period of divided kingdoms in
the Nile valley before that. These could hardly have
arisen until long after the Flood had occurred and the
human race had multiplied considerably (cf. Gene-
sis 10). It therefore seems necessary to interpret the
figures of Genesis 5 and 11 differently, especially in
view of the gaps in other biblical genealogical tables
(1979, 1:361).

Obviously Archer is completely willing to override Scripture
with the “scientific” message of archaeology. This mind-set—
which requires the Bible to submit to science (geology, pale-
ontology, etc.)—undermines the authority of the Word of God.
In one prominent example from a few years back, the then-
editor of Christianity Today stated:

But one fact is clear: the genealogies of Genesis will
not permit us to set any exact limit on the age of man.
Of that we must remain ignorant unless the sciences
of geology and historical anthropology give us
data from which we may draw tentative scien-
tific conclusions (Kantzer, 1982, p.25, emp. added).

The fact of the matter is that both scientists and theologians
should be concerned with fitting the scientific data to the truth
—God’s Word—not with molding God’s Word to fit current sci-
entific theories (which, in a few short years may change—e.g.,
in Charles Darwin’s day, the Earth had been “proven” scien-
tifically to be 20 million years old, while today it has been
“proven” scientifically to be 4.6 billion years old).
Furthermore, archaeologists often use speculative (and in-
accurate) techniques such as radiocarbon dating, dendro-
chronology (tree-ring analysis), and pottery-dating schemes.
Yet each of these methods is beset with serious flaws, not the
least of which are the basic assumptions upon which they are
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constructed. In two timely, well-researched articles (“Dating in
Archaeology: Radiocarbon & Tree-Ring Dating,” and “Dating
in Archaeology: Challenges to Biblical Credibility”), Trevor
J-Major (1993, 13:74-77) and Garry K. Brantley (1993, 13:81-
85) explained the workings of these various methods and ex-
posed the faulty assumptions upon which each is based. Af-
ter listing and discussing five important problem areas asso-
ciated with carbon-14 dating, and after discussing the prob-
lems associated with obtaining accurate tree-ring growth rates,
Major wrote:

Radiocarbon dating assumes that the carbon-12/car-
bon-14 ratio has stayed the same for at least the last
hundred thousand years or so. However, the differ-
ence between production and decay rates, and the sys-
tematic discrepancy between radiocarbon and tree-
ring dates, refute this assumption.... Similarly, we
should not accept the claims for dendrochronology
at face value. Bristlecones may add more than one
growthring per year, and the “art” of cross dating liv-
ing and dead trees may be a considerable source of
error. Both radiocarbon dating and dendrochronol-
ogy face technical problems, and are loaded with old-
Earth ideas. They assume that nature works today the
same as it has worked for millions of years, yet the facts
do not support this contention. Neither method
should give us cause to abandon the facts of bib-
lical history (1993, 13:77, emp. added).

In his article, Brantley addressed the problems associated
with subjectivism in archaeological chronology in general and
pottery dating in particular. He then drew the following con-
clusions:

...we must recognize that archaeological evidence is
fragmentary and, therefore, greatly limited. Despite
the amount of potsherds, bones, ornaments, or tools
collected from a givensite, the evidence reflects only
a paltry fraction of what existed in antiquity (Brand-
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fon, 1988, 14[1]:54). Unearthed data often are insuf-
ficient, inconclusive, and subject to biased interpre-
tation....

...the paucity of archaeological evidence provides fer-
tile soil for imaginative—and often contradictory—
conclusions. We must not overlook the matter of sub-
jectivity in interpretations.... Finally, archaeology is
an imprecise science, and should not serve as the
judge of biblical historicity. The pottery-dating
scheme, for example, has proved to be most helpful
in determining relative dates in a tell. But, at best, pot-
tery can place one only within the “chronological ball
park.” John Laughlin, a seasoned archaeologist, rec-
ognized the importance of potsherdsin dating strata,
but offered two warnings: (1) astandard pottery type
might have had many variants; and (2) similar ceramic
types might not date to the same era—some types may
have survived longer than others, and different man-
ufacturing techniques and styles might have been in-
troduced at different times in different locales. Fur-
ther, he mentioned the fact of subjectivity in deter-
mining pottery: “...in addition to its observable traits,
pottery hasa ‘feel’ toit” (1992, 18 [5]:72). Therefore,
we mustrecognize archaeology for what itis—an
inexact science with the innate capacity for mis-
takes (1993, 13:84-85, emp. added).

Wayne Jackson accurately summarized the importance of bib-
lical chronology when he observed:

The purpose of biblical chronology is to determine
the correct dates of events and persons recorded in
the Bible as accurately as possible, in order that we
may better understand their role in the great plan of
Jehovah.... The Bible is the inspired Word of God (I1
Tim. 3:16). Its testimony is, therefore, always reliable.
Whenever it speaks with reference to chronological
matters, one may be sure that itis right! No chronol-
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ogy is thus to be trusted which contradicts plain his-
torical/chronological data in the sacred text, or which
requires a manipulation of factual Bible information
(such asis frequently done by compromisers who have
been romanced by the chronological absurdities of
the theory of evolution) [1981, 1:37, emp. and paren-
thetical items in orig.].

Was chronology of importance to the biblical writers? In-
deed it was. Does the Bible speak, then, in any sense, concern-
ing the age of the Earth or the age of humanity on the Earth?
Indeed it does. I am not suggesting, of course, that one can
settle on an exact date for the age of the Earth (as did John
Lightfoot [1602-1675], the famed Hebraist and vice-chancel-
lor of Cambridge University who taught that creation occurred
the week of October 18 to 24, 4004 B.C., and that Adam and
Eve were created on October 23 at 9:00 a.m., forty-fifth me-
ridian time [see Ramm, 1954, p. 121]). I do contend, however,
that the Bible gives a chronological framework that establishes
arelative age for the Earth—an age confined to a span of only
a few thousand years. The material that follows presents the
evidence to support such a conclusion.

WHY DOES ANYONE NEED AN OLD EARTH?

In his book, Creation or Evolution?, D.D. Riegle observed:
“Itis amazing that men will accept long, complicated, imagi-
native theories and reject the truth given to Moses by the Cre-
ator Himself” (1962, p. 24). Why is this the case? Even propo-
nents of the old-Earth view admit that a simple, straightfor-
ward reading of the biblical text “seems to present” a young
Earth. Jack Wood Sears, quoted earlier, has admitted concern-
ingthe biblical record that “the intimations it seems to pre-
sent may not be properly understood” (1969, p. 97, emp.
added). These “intimations” of a young Earth have not escaped
those who optforan old Earth. In 1972, Donald England, dis-
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tinguished professor of chemistry at Harding University in
Searcy, Arkansas, wrote in A Christian View of Origins:

But why do some people insist that the earth is rela-

tively recent in origin? First, I feel that it is because

one gets the general impression from the Bible

that the earth is young.... Itis true that Biblical chro-

nology leaves one with the general impression of a

relatively recent origin for man... (p. 109, emp. added).
Eleven years later, when Dr. England authored his book, 4
Scientist Examines Faith and Evidence, apparently his views had
not changed.

A reading of the first few chapters of Genesis leaves

one with the very definite general impression

that life has existed on earth for, at the most, a

few thousand years (1983, p. 155, emp. added).

Both Sears and England admit that the Bible “intimates” a
young Earth, and that a reading of the first chapters of Gene-
sis “leaves one with the general impression” of a young Earth.
Do these two men then accept a youthful planet? They do not.
Why? If a simple, plain, straightforward reading of the bibli-
cal text indicates a young Earth, what reason(s) do they give
for not accepting what the Bible says? Here is Dr. England’s
1983 quotation again, but this time reproduced with his in-
troductory and concluding statements:

Third, itis notrecommended that one should allow a
general impression gained from the reading of Scrip-
ture to crystallize in his mind as absolute revealed
truth. A reading of the first few chapters of Genesis
leaves one with the very definite impression that life
has existed on earth for, at the most, a few thousand
years. That conclusion is in conflict with the con-
clusions of modern science that the earth is an-
cient (1983, p. 155, emp. added).
In his 1972 volume, England had stated: “From the many
scientific dating methods one gets the very strong general
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impression that the earth is quite ancient” (p. 103, emp. added).
Dr. Sears wrote: “Science, as I indicated earlier, has seemed
to indicate thatlife hasbeen here much longer than we have
generally interpreted the Bible to indicate” (1969, p. 97, emp.
added). The professors’ point, explained in detail in their writ-
ings, is this: uniformitarian dating methods take prece-
dence over the Bible! Thus, scientific theory has become
the father of biblical exegesis. The decisive factornolongeris
“What does the Bible say?,” but rather, “What do evolution-
ary dating methods indicate?” In order to force the biblical
record to accommodate geologic time, defenders of these dat-
ingmethods doindeed find it necessary to invent “long, com-
plicated, and imaginative” theories.

One of the most important questions, then, in the contro-
versy over the age of the Earth is this: If the Earth is ancient,
where in the biblical record can the time be placed to guar-
antee such antiquity? There are but three options. The time
needed to ensure an old Earth might be placed: (a) during
the creation week; (b) before the creation week; or (c) after
the creation week. If the time cannot be inserted successfully
into one of these three places, then it quickly becomes obvi-
ous that an old-Earth view is unscriptural.
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2

THE DAY-AGE THEORY

The attempt to place the eons of time necessary for an an-
cient Earth during the creation week generally is known in
theological circles asthe Day-Age Theory—a view which sug-
gests that the days of Genesis 1 were notliteral, 24-hour days,
butratherlengthy periods or eons of time. Arthur F. Williams
observed:

There are certain areas of biblical interpretation in
which Christians find themselves in serious disagree-
ment. One of these is the Genesis account of creation.
Some interpret the record literally, believing each
ofthe six days to have been cycles of 24 hours, on the
sixth of which God created man in His own image by
divine fiat from the dust of the earth. They believe that
Godbreathed into man’s nostrils the breath oflife and
he became a living soul. They, likewise, believe that
this occurred at a time not longer than a few thousand
years ago. Others interpret the entire record of crea-
tion “parabolically,” and insist that the six days rep-
resent a vast period of time, extending into millions
or billions of years (1970, p. 24, emp. in orig.).

Surburg noted:

Another group of interpreters has adopted what is
known as the “concordistic theory.” They say that the
“days” of Genesis possibly are periods of time extend-
ing over millions of years. They believe that this in-
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terpretation can be made to correspond to the vari-
ous geological periods or ages. This is sometimes re-
ferred to as the “day-age” theory (1959, p. 57).

John Klotz addressed this pointin Genes, Genesis, and Evolu-
tion: “Itis hardly conceivable that anyone would question the
interpretation of these as ordinary days were it not for the fact
that people are attempting to reconcile Genesis and evolu-
tion” (1955, p. 87). Guy N. Woods concluded: “The day age
theory is a consequence of the evolutionary theory. But for
that speculative view such a hypothesis would never have
been advanced” (1976, p. 17).

IS THE DAY-AGE THEORY POPULAR?

Is the Day-Age Theory popular? Yes, and it has been ad-
vocated by a number of influential people in the religious
community.

Many sincere and competent Biblical scholars have

felt it so mandatory to accept the geological age sys-

tem that they have prematurely settled on the so-called

day-age theory as the recommended interpretation

of Genesis 1. By this device, they seek more or less to

equate the days of creation with the ages of evolution-

ary geology (Morris, 1976, p. 53).
Among those “competent Biblical scholars” to whom Dr.
Morris referred are the following. Wilbur M. Smith, former
dean of the Moody Bible Institute, wrote: “First of all, we must
dismiss from our mind any conception of a definite period of
time, either for creation itself, or for the length of the so-called
six creative days” (1945, p. 312). Bernard Ramm labeled the
belief that the days of creation were 24-hour periods the “na-
ive, literal view” (1954, pp. 120-121). Merrill Unger suggested
that the view which understands the days of Genesis 1 to be
literal 24-hour days is “generally recognized as untenable in
an age of science” (1966, p. 38). Kenneth Taylor, producer of
the Living Bible Paraphrased, added footnotes to the text of Gen-

-20-



esis 1 in that volume, explaining that the Hebrew phrase “eve-
ning and morning” actually meant a long period of time. In
hisbook, Evolution and the High School Student, Taylor wrote:
To me it appears that God’s special creative acts oc-
curred many times during 6 long geological periods
capped by the creation of Adam and Eve perhaps
more than 1 million years ago. Thisidea seems to do
justice both to the Bible and to what geologists and
anthropologists currently believe. Ifthey change their
dates up or down, it will make no difference to this
belief, unless to move Adam’s age forward or back-
ward (1974, p. 62).
Edward John Carnell of Fuller Theological Seminary advised:
“And since orthodoxy has given up the literal-day theory out
ofrespectfor geology, it would certainly forfeit no principle if
it gave up the immediate-creation theory out of respect for
paleontology. The two seem to be quite parallel” (1959, p. 95).
In more recent times, the Day-Age Theory has been cham-
pioned by such writers as Davis A. Young (Creation and the
Flood, 1977, p. 132), Alan Hayward ( Creation and Evolution: The
Facts and the Fallacies, 1985, p. 164), Howard J. Van Till (7he
Fourth Day, 1986, pp. 75-93; Portraits of Creation, 1990, pp.
236-242),and Hugh Ross ( Creation and Time, 1994, pp. 45-90).
Others have lent it their support as well. Jack Wood Sears,
mentioned earlier, is on record as advocating this view." In
his audio-taped lecture, Questions and Answers: Number One, John
Clayton remarked:

* In December 1977, Dr. Sears and I shared the platform at a week-long
series of lectures in Zimbabwe (then Rhodesia), Africa. During the lec-
turesin Salisbury, in responding to a question from the audience I stated
that the days of creation in Genesis 1 were literal, 24-hour periods. As I
returned to my chair, Dr. Sears leaned over to me and said, “There’s not
a Hebrew scholar in the world who would agree with you on that point.
You are very much mistaken in believing the days of creation to be 24-
hour days.” In his lecture the following day, he publicly took issue with
my comment that the days were of a 24-hour duration. In my debate
with him in Denton, Texas, in November 1983, he once again made clear
his position that likely the days of Genesis were long epochs or ages of
time.
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Ibelieve itis totally inconsequential as to whether or
not the days of Genesis were 24-hour days or not. It
isn’t until the fourth day until the Sun and Moon were
established as chronometers. There were no days,
seasons, etc.—at least as we know them—before the

fourth day (n.d.[c]).

There are some, however, who are quite cautious not to re-
veal their own predisposition toward the Day-Age Theory,
and who go to great lengths to suggest that this is best left an
“open matter” because there are “good arguments on both
sides of the issue.” Burton Coffman took just such a position
in his Commentary on Genesis (1985).

There are still others who go through the motions of ap-
pearing to be “neutral,” when in fact they clearly are not. For
example, in the April 4, 1986 edition of Gospel Minutes (a
weekly publication among the churches of Christ), co-editor
Clem Thurman spent a page-and-a-halfanswering areader’s
question on whether or not these days were to be considered
as literal days (1986, 35[14]:2-3). He gave three brief points
(using approximately two column inches of space) as to why
the days “might” be considered asliteral, and almost two full
columns giving reasons why they should not. Then, of course,
he urged each reader to “decide for himself” what the “cor-
rect” answer might be. Why not just be honest and openly
advocate the Day-Age Theory without going through all these
machinations (see footnote” on page 23)?

DO ALL THOSE WHO ADVOCATE THE DAY-
AGE THEORY BELIEVE IN EVOLUTION?

Isitthe case that all those who advocate the Day-Age The-
ory are either evolutionists or theistic evolutionists? No, not
necessarily. There are some who prefer to be called simply
“old-Earth creationists” because they claim to accept neither
evolution nor theistic evolution. As Surburg observed:
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Many Christians who today hold this view are not
necessarily evolutionists. They do not believe that
God employed the evolutionary method to produce
man, and they endeavor to reconcile the process in-
dicated by paleontology with the creative days of Gen-
esis (1959, p. 57).

Williams agreed, but cautioned:

...we do not mean to imply that all who hold to the
day-age theory are evolutionists. We do insist, how-
ever, that such a view can be maintained only by an
acceptance of the mental construct known as the geo-
logic column, which isbased upon the assumption of
evolution (1970, p. 25).

Indeed, if evolutionary dogma (with its accompanying uni-
formitarian-based dating methods) had not been allowed to
sitin judgment on the biblical record, there would have been
no need for the Day-Age Theory in the first place. As Wil-
liams went on to point out, there also is an inherent danger in
accepting such a theory.

The day-age theory, though espoused by some men
who are sincere Christians, is fraught with dangerous
consequences to the Christian faith. This question is
not merely academic, as some assert, but it directly
affects biblical theology.... The first chapters of Gen-
esismustbe regarded as the seed plot of the entire Bi-

*

One of the strangest concepts set forth regarding the days of Genesis 1
has been suggested by Gerald L. Schroeder in his book, Genesis and the
Big Bang. “God might have plunked man down in a world that was ready-
made from the instant of creation. But that was not on the Creator’s agenda.
There was a sequence of events, a development in the world, which led
to conditions suitable for man. This is evident from the literal text of
Genesis 1:1-31. By God’s time frame, the sequence took six days.
By our time frame, it took billions of years” (1990, p. 85, emp. added;
see also Schroeder, 1997). Most readers no doubt will wonder how, by
“God’s time,” it took six days, yet in “our time” it took billions of years?
Why isit that writers cannotbe forthright and admit that they have noin-
tention of believing the “literal text” (to use Schroeder’s own words) of
the Genesis account as it is written?
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ble, and if we err here, there is reason to believe that
those who come under false interpretations of the
Genesis account of creation will sooner or later be-
come involved in error in other areas of divine reve-
lation. Itis our conviction that once the interpreta-
tion of the six days of creation which makes them
extended periods of perhaps millions of years
in duration is accepted, the door is opened for
the entire evolutionary philosophy (1970, pp. 24-
25, emp. added).

Henry Morris was correct when he said: “The day-age the-
ory is normally accompanied by either the theory of theistic
evolution or the theory of progressive creation. ...neither the-
istic evolution nor progressive creation is tenable Biblically
or theologically. Thus the day-age theory must likewise be
rejected” (1974, p. 222). Weston W. Fields said that he hasno-
ticed

...the underlying presupposition of the day-age the-
ory is that geologic evolutionists are correct in their
allegations about the immense eons of time necessary
to account for the geological features of the earth, and
the biological evolutionists are at least partially cor-
rect when they say thatin some sense higher forms
came from lower forms. Thus, many (though notall)
day-age theorists are also theistic evolutionists and
progressive creationists (1976, p. 166, parenthetical
item in orig.).

IS THERE LEXICAL/EXEGETICAL EVIDENCE
TO SUPPORT THE DAY-AGE THEORY?

In examining whether or not there is lexical and exegetical
support for the Day-Age Theory, the question should be asked:
“If the author of Genesis wanted to instruct hisreaders on the
fact that all things had been created in six literal days, what
words might he have used to convey such a thought?” Henry
Morris suggested:

-24 -



...the writer would have used the actual words in Gen-
esis 1. Ifhe wished to convey the idea of long geologi-
cal ages, however, he could surely have done it far
more clearly and effectively in other words than in
those which he selected. It was clearly his intent to
teach creation in six literal days.

Therefore, the only proper way to interpret Genesis
1 is not to “interpret” it at all. That is, we accept the
fact that it was meant to say exactly what it says. The
“days” are literal days and the events described hap-
pened in just the way described (1976, p. 54).

A second question that must be asked is this: “Is there lexi-
cal and exegetical evidence to suggest that the days of crea-
tion should be interpreted as ages of time?” The most thor-
ough rebuttal of the Day-Age Theory (and the Gap Theory)
ever put into print is Weston W. Fields’ book, Unformed and
Unffilled. In that work, Dr. Fields addressed the lack of evi-
dence—from the biblical textitself—for the Day-Age Theory.

With the Gap Theory the Day-Age Theory shares the
advantage of allowing unlimited amounts of time. But
it also has an advantage which the Gap Theory does
not: it allows the geologist the sequence he wants
(assuming he ignores the biblical sequences), and it
allows the biologists to have partial or complete evo-
lution. However, it also shares one disadvantage with
the Gap Theory—indeed, it outdoes the Gap Theory
in this particular: it rests on very scanty exegetical evi-
dence. The lexical exility on which it is based is al-
mostunbelievable; consequently, we must conclude
that it springs from presuppositions—a fact transpar-
enteven to the casual reader (1976, pp. 156-166, emp.
in orig.).

Fields then proceeded to present the lexical evidence.

...As in the case of other problems involving mean-
ings of words, our study must begin with Hebrew lexi-
cography. Nearly all the defenders of the theory fail,
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however, to give any lexical backing to the theory.
The reader is left completely uninformed concern-
ing the use of yom (day) in the Old Testament. There-
fore, we have listed a complete summary of both
Brown, Driver, and Briggs’s as well as Koehler and
Baumgartner’s listings. Nothing less than a complete
examination of the evidence will suffice. In the lexi-
con of Brown, Driver, and Briggs, there are seven pri-
mary meanings for yom (day), with numerous subhead-
ings:

1. Day, opposite of night. Listed under this heading are

2.

Genesis 1:5,15,16,18.

Day, as a division of time.

a. working day.

b. a day’s journey.

c. to denote various acts or states such as seven
days, Genesis 7:4.

d. day asdefined by evening and morning. Listed
here are Genesis 1:5,8,13,19,23,31.

e. day of the month.

f. daydefined by substantive, infinitive, etc., such
as the “snowy day.”

g. particular days defined by proper name of place,
such as the Sabbath Day.

h. your, his, or their day, as in the sense of the day
of disaster or death: “your day has come.”

. Theday of Yahweh, asthe time of comingjudgment.
. The days of someone, equaling his life, or his age:

“advanced in days.”

. Days.

a. indefinite: some days, a few days.
b. of a long time: “many days.”
c. days of old: former or ancient times.

. Time.

a. vividly in general sense as in the “time of har-
vest.”
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b. usedinapposition to other expressions of time,
such as a “month of days” equals a “month of
time.”

. Usedinphrases with and without the prepositions.

a. such as with the definite article, meaning “to-
day.”

b. in the expression “and the day came” mean-
ing “when.”

c. inanexpressionsuchas “lo, daysare coming.”

d. in construct before verbs, both literally, the
day of, and (often) in general sense—the time
of (forcible and pregnant representing the act
vividly as that of a single day). Under this defi-
nition is listed Genesis 2:4.

e. day by day (yom yom).

f. in expression such as “all the days” meaning
always, continually.

g. inan additional phrase with et meaning on a
particular day.

h. with kap, meaning as, like the day.

i. with lamed, meaning on or at the day.

j. with min, meaning since the day or from the
day.

k. with lemin, meaning since the day.

. with ‘ad, meaning until the day.

m. with ‘z/, meaning upon the day.

Koehlerand Baumgartner list the following usages of yom:

1

2.

. Day, bright daylight, as opposite of night.
Day, of 24 hours. Listed under this heading is
Genesis 1:5.

. Special days, such as the “day of prosperity,” or the
“day of adversity.”

. Yahweh’s day.

. Plural or day, such as “seven days.”

. Plural of day, such as “the days of the years of your
life.”

. Plural of day inausage torefertoamonth or year.
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8. Dual, such as in the expression, “a day or two.”
9. With the article, “that day.”

10. With a preposition such as bdet, “on the day,” or
“when.”

Now these are the meanings the lexicons give. For the
reader interested in all the evidence, here it is. We must
immediately raise the question: where is the lexical sup-
port for identifying the days of Genesis as long peri-
ods of time? Far from supporting the notion that the
creative days of Genesis 1 are vast ages, extending, per-
haps, over millions of years, the lexicons suggest that
“day,” as used to refer to creation is of the normal 24
hours duration. This is the natural interpretation (pp.
169-172, emp. in orig.).
The evidence supporting the days of creation being 24-hour
periodsis overwhelming, as Fields has documented. In addi-
tion to his evidence, I would like to offer the following for con-
sideration.

EVIDENCE SUBSTANTIATING THE
DAYS OF GENESIS 1 AS LITERAL,
24-HOUR PERIODS

1. The days of creation should be accepted as literal, 24-hour
periods because the context demands such a rendering.

Thelanguage of the textis simple and clear. Honest ex-
egetes cannotread anything else out of these verses than
aday of 24 hours and a week of 7 days. There isnot the
slightest indication that this is to be regarded as poetry
orasan allegory or thatitis not to be taken as a histori-
cal fact. The language is that of normal human speech
to be taken at face value, and the unbiased reader will
understand itasitreads. Thereisno indication thatany-
thing but a literal sense is meant (Rehwinkel, 1974, p.
70).
It is true that the word in the Hebrew for day (yom), as in
other languages, is employed with a variety of meanings.
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But, as in other languages, context is critical in determin-
ing exactly what the word means in any given instance.
Morris has noted:

There is no doubt that yom can be used to express time
in a general sense. In fact, it is actually translated as
“time” in the King James translation 65 times. On the
other hand, itis translated as “day” almost 1200 times ...
Whenever the writer really intended to convey the
idea of a very long duration of time, he normally used
some suchwordas ‘olam (meaning “age” or “long time”)
or else attached to yom an adjective such as rab (mean-
ing “long”), so that the two words together yom rab, then
meant “long time.” But yom by itself can apparently
never be proved, in one single case, to require the mean-
ing ofalong period of time, and certainly no usage which
would suggesta geologic age (1974, p. 223, emp. in orig.).

The following quotation from Arthur Williams documents
several important points in this controversy, especially in
light of the Day-Age theorists’ inconsistency. We are told
that yomin Genesis 1 is an “age.” Yet Day-Age proponents
are unwilling to translate the word in this fashion else-
where, for it makes no sense to do so and destroys the mean-
ing of the passages.
What did the word yom (day) mean to Moses and to Is-

rael in the day in which the books of Moses were writ-
ten?...

In the Genesis account of creation the word “day” oc-
curs 14 times, always a translation of the Hebrew word
yom. Those who hold to the day-age theory ask usto give
the word “day” ameaning which ithasnowhere else in
the five books of Moses....

Asifthe consistent significance of the word yomthrough-
out the writings of Moses were not enough to establish
the meaning of the English word “day,” God added
statements which are difficult to interpret otherwise.
“...God divided thelightfrom the darkness. And God
called the light Day and the darkness he called Night.
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And the evening and the morning were the firstday.”
In the light of cultural considerations of hermeneutics,
cananyone honestly believe thatthese termsasusedin
the Genesis account of creation had a meaning almost
infinitely removed from the meaning which they had
elsewhere in the writings of Moses? The word “day”
would have had no meaning to Moses or to his contem-
poraries other than that which was limited by reference
to the sun. It would be impossible to prove from Scrip-
ture that the Israelites in the days of Moses had any con-
ceptof a “day” in terms of millions or billions of years.
The evidence arising from serious consideration of the
cultural meaning ofthe word yomasused by Moses and
understood by the Israelites is wholly on the side of the
24-hour day in the Genesis account of creation. Such a
view is consistent with its meaning as used by Moses
throughouthis writings (1970, pp. 26-28, emp. in orig.).

Asan example of the point Dr. Williams is making, consid-
er the use of yom in Numbers 7:12,18. In this context, the
discussion is the offering of sacrifices by the princes of Is-
rael. Verse 12 records: “And he that offered his oblation the
first day was Nahshon, the son of Amminadab, of the tribe
of Judah.” Verse 18 records, “On the second day Nethanel
the son of Zuar, prince of Issachar, did offer.” Notice the
sequential nature involved via the use of “first day” and
“second day.” Do Day-Age theorists suggest that Moses
meant to say “in the first eon,” or “in the second age” these
events transpired? Of course not. Why, then, should the
treatment of the word yom in Genesis 1 be any different?
Indeed, it would not be, were it not for the desire to incor-
porate evolutionary theory into the biblical text.

2. The days of creation should be accepted as literal, 24-hour
periods because God both used and defined the word yom
inthe context of Genesis 1. Itisnothing short of amazing to
discover the evidence built into the text for “interpreting”
whatkind of daysthese were. In Genesis 1:5, Moses wrote:
“And God called the light Day, and the darkness He called
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Night. And the evening and the morning were the first
day.” The “first day” thusis defined as a period of both day
and night—i.e., a normal day.
Further, Genesis 1:14 isinstructive in this matter: “And God
said, Let there be lights in the firmament of heaven to di-
vide the day from the night; and let them be for signs and
for seasons, and for days and for years.” If the “days” are
“ages,” then what are the years? If a day is an age, then
what is a night? The whole passage becomes ridiculous
when one “reinterprets” the word “day.” Marcus Dods,
writing in the Expositor’s Bible, said simply: “If the word ‘day’
in this chapter [Genesis 1-BT| does not mean a period of
24 hours, the interpretation of Scripture is hopeless” (1948,
1:4-5). Klotz correctly observed:

Itis a general principle of Biblical interpretation that a

wordisto be taken inits everyday meaning unlessthere

is compelling evidence that it must be taken in a differ-

entsense.... Butthereisnothingin the text or context of

Genesis 1 which indicates that these were long periods

of time. Sound principles of Biblical interpretation re-

quire that we accept this “day” as being an ordinary day
(1955, pp. 84-85).

Fields has summarized the argument by stating: “The far-
ther we read in the creation account, the more obviousitis
that Moses intended his readers to understand that God cre-
ated the universe in six 24-hour days. Nothing could be
more obvious!” (1976, p. 174, emp. in orig.).

3. The days of creation should be accepted as literal, 24-hour
periods because whenever yomis preceded by a numeral
in Old Testament non-prophetical literature (viz., the same
kind ofliterature found in Genesis 1), italways carries the
meaning of a normal day. Arthur Williams spoke to this
pointin the Creation Research Annualwhen he said: “We have
failed to find a single example of the use of the word ‘day’
in the entire Scripture where it means other than a period
of twenty-four hours when modified by the use of the nu-
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merical adjective” (1965, p. 10). Henry Morris has con-
curred:

It mightstill be contended that, even though yomnever

requires the meaning of a long age, it might possibly

permitit. However, the writer of the first chapter of Gen-

esis has very carefully guarded against such a notion,

both by modifying the noun by a numerical adjective

(“first day,” “second day,” etc.), and also by indicating

the boundaries of the time period in each case as “eve-

ning and morning.” Either one of these devices would

suffice to limit the meaning of yomto that of a solar day,

and when both are used, there could be no better or surer

way possible for the writer to convey the intended mean-

ing of a literal solar day.

To prove this, it is noted that whenever a limiting nu-

meral or ordinal is attached to “day” in the Old Testa-

ment (and there are over 200 such instances), the mean-

ingis always that of aliteral day (1974, pp. 223-224, emp.

and parenthetical item in orig.).
Raymond Surburg was invited to contribute to the book,
Darwin, Evolution, and Creation, edited by Paul Zimmerman.
In his chapter, Dr. Surburg quoted from a letter written by
the renowned Canadian anthropologist, Arthur C. Custance
and sent to nine contemporary Hebrew scholars, members
of the faculties of nine leading universities—three each in
Canada, the United States, and England. In his letter, Dr.
Custance inquired about the meaning of yomas used in Gen-
esis. For example, he asked: “Do you understand the He-
brew yom, as used in Genesis 1, accompanied by a numeral,
to be properly translated as: (a) a day as commonly under-
stood, or (b) an age, or (c) an age or a day without prefer-
ence for either?” Seven of the nine replied, and all stated
that the word yom means “a day as commonly understood”
(as quoted in Surburg, 1959, p. 61). Thus, when the writer
states in Exodus 20:11 that God created the Earth and ev-
erything initin six days, he meant what he said—six literal,
24-hour days
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4. The days of creation should be accepted as literal, 24-hour
periods because whenever yom occurs in the plural in Old
Testamentnon-prophetical literature (viz., the same kind of
literature found in Genesis 1), it always carries the mean-
ing of anormal day. Yamim (Hebrew for “days”) appears
over 700 times in the Old Testament. In each instance where
the language is non-prophetical in nature, it always refers
to literal days. Thus, in Exodus 20:11, when the Scriptures
say that “in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the
sea, and all that in them is,” there can be no doubt that six
literal days are meant. Even the mostliberal Bible scholars
do notattempt to negate the force of this argument by sug-
gesting that Genesis 1 and Exodus 20:11 are prophetical.

5. The days of creation should be accepted as literal, 24-hour
periods because whenever yom is modified by the phrase
“evening and morning” in Old Testament non-propheti-
cal literature (viz., the same kind of literature found in Gen-
esis 1), it always carries the meaning of a normal day.

Having separated the day and night, God had com-
pleted His first day’s work. “The evening and the morn-
ing were the first day.” This same formulais used at the
conclusion of each of the six days; so it is obvious that
the duration of each of the days, including the first, was
the same.... It is clear that, beginning with the first day
and continuing thereafter, there was established a cy-
clical succession of days and nights—periods of light
and periods of darkness.

The writer not only defined the term “day,” but em-
phasized that it was terminated by a literal evening and
morning and that it waslike every other day in the nor-
mal sequence of days. In no way can the term be legiti-
mately applied here to anything corresponding to a geo-
logical period or any other such concept (Morris, 1976,
pp- 55-56).
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Addressing the text from the perspective of a Christian
scholar who had studied biblical languages for more than
fifty years, Guy N. Woods wrote:

The “days” of Genesis 1 are divided into light and dark-
ness exactly asis characteristic of the day known to us.
“And God saw the light, that it was good; and God di-
vided the light from the darkness. And God called the
light Day, and the darkness He called Night. And the
evening and the morning were the first day” (Gen-
esis 1:4,5). This simple and sublime statement is deci-
sive of the matter. Of what was the first day composed?
Evening and morning. Into what was it divided? Light
and darkness. The Hebrew text is even more emphatic.
The translation, “And the evening and the morning were
the first day” isliterally, “And evening was, and day was,
day one.” The two periods—evening and morning—made
one day. The Jewish mode of reckoning the day was from
sunset to sunset; i.e., evening and morning, the two pe-
riods combining to make one day (1976, p. 17, emp. in

orig.).

This phrase “evening and morning” isimportant as a modi-
fier, especially in light of the fact that Day-Age theorists in-
sist that these days were long epochs of time. Has anyone
ever seen an “eon” with an evening and morning?

Some have suggested that literal, 24-hour days would have
been impossible until at least the fourth day because the
Sun had not been created yet. Notice, however, that the
same “evening and morning” is employed before Genesis
1:14 (the creation of the Sun) as after it. Why should there
be three long eras of time before the appearance of the Sun,
and only 24-hour days after its creation? Both Klotz and
Woods have addressed this objection.

Insofarasthe view is concerned that these could notbe
ordinary days because the sun had not been created,
we should like to point to the fact that we still measure
time in terms of days even though the sun does not ap-
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pear or is not visible. For instance, north of the Arctic
Circle and south of the Antarctic Circle the sun does
not appear for periods of time up to six months at the
poles themselves. We would not think of measuring time
in terms of the appearance or lack of appearance of the
sun in these areas. No one would contend that at the
North or South Pole aday isthe equivalent of six months
elsewhere (Klotz, 1955, p. 85).

...If to this the objection is offered that the sun did not
shine on the earth until the fourth day, it should be re-
membered thatitisthe function ofthe heavenly bodies
to mark the days, not make them! It is night when no
moon appears;and the day isthe same whether the sun
isseen ornot(Woods, 1976, p. 17, emp. in orig.).

By way of summary, it may be said that:

(a) The phrase “evening and morning” was the Hebrew
way of describing a literal, 24-hour day.

(b) There are no instances in the non-prophetical Old
Testament passages where the phrase “evening and
morning” represents anything more than a literal,
24-hour day.

(c) The presence of the Sun and Moon does not regulate
the day and the night. The Earth’s rotation on its axis
does that. Since the phrase “evening and morning”
is used both before and after the Sun’s creation, the
days are obviously literal, 24- hour days.

6. The days of creation should be accepted as literal, 24-hour
periods because Moses had at his disposal the means by
which to express long periods of time, yet purposely did
not use wording in the original Hebrew which would have
portrayed that idea. Fields has commented:

Perhaps the most telling argument against the Day-
Age Theory is, “what else could God say to convey the
idea that the days of creation were literal days?” He
used the only terms available to him to communicate
thatidea. There was a word, on the other hand, which
Moses could have used had he wanted to signify ages
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or vast periods of time. He could have used the word
dor which has that very meaning. But instead he used
the word “day,” and we think the reason he did is very
obvious to the unbiased reader: He wanted to tell his
readers that all of creation took place in six literal 24-
hour days! (1976, pp. 177-178, emp. in orig.).

7.The days of creation should be accepted as literal, 24-hour
periods because of the problemsin the field of botany if the
daysare stretched intolong periods of time. Woods wrote:

Botany, the field of plant-life, came into existence on
the third day. Those who allege that the days of Gene-
sis I may have been long geological ages, must accept
the absurd hypothesis that plant-life survived in peri-
ods of total darkness through half of each geologic age,
running into millions of years (1976, p. 17).

Henry Morris also has addressed this issue:

The objection is sometimes raised that the first three
days were not days as they are today since the sun was
not created until day four. One could of course turn this
objection against those who raise it. The longer the first
three days, the more catastrophic it would be for the
sun not to be on hand during those days, if indeed the
sunis the only possible source of light for the earth. The
vegetation created on the third day might endure fora
few hours without sunlight, but hardly for a geologic
age! (1974, p. 224).

In addition, there is a serious problem regarding reproduc-
tion of plants. The Genesis text indicates that plants were
created on day three. Yet other living things were not cre-
ated until days five and six. How could plants have survived
that are pollinated solely by insects? Clover is pollinated
by bees, and the yucca plant has the pronuba moth as its
only means of pollination. How did plants multiply if they
were growing millions of years before the insects came into
existence?
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8. The days of creation should be accepted as literal, 24-hour
periodsbecause of plain statements about them within the
Scriptures.

(a) “For in six days Jehovah made heaven and earth, the
sea, and all that in them is” (Exodus 20:11).

(b) “For He spake, and it was done; He commanded, and
it stood fast” (Psalm 33:9).

(c) “Let them praise the name of Jehovah; for he com-
manded and they were created” (Psalm 148:5).

(d) “For in six days Jehovah made heaven and earth, and
on the seventh day he rested, and was refreshed”
(Exodus 31:17).

Doesasimple, straightforward reading of these verses im-
ply along period of evolutionary progress, or six literal,
24-hour days and instantaneous creation? Riegle has writ-
ten:

The Hebrew text implies that the Creative acts were

accomplished instantly. In Genesis 1:11 God’s literal
command was, “Earth, sprout sprouts!” In the very next

verse we find the response to the command—“The earth

caused plants to go out.” There is no hint that great ages
of time were required to accomplish this phase of the
Creation. It could have been done in only minutes, or
even seconds, as far as God’s creative power is con-
cerned (1962, pp. 27-28).
In its appropriate context, each of these passages can be
understood correctly to be speaking only of literal days and
instantaneous creation.

9. The days of creation should be accepted as literal, 24-hour
periods because of God’s explicit command to the Israel-
ites to work six days and rest on the seventh, justas He had
done. An important fact that should not be overlooked in
this particular context is that God not only told His people
what to do (rest on the seventh day), but why to do it (be-
cause that is exactly what He did during His week of cre-
ative acts).
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Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy. Six days

shalt thou labor, and do all thy work; but the seventh

day is a sabbath unto Jehovah thy God: in it thou shalt

not do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter,

thy manservant, nor thy maidservant, nor thy cattle, nor

thy stranger that is within thy gates: for in six days Je-

hovah made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in

them is, and rested the seventh day: wherefore Jeho-

vah blessed the sabbath day, and hallowed it (Exodus

20:8-11).
The Sabbath command can be understood properly only
when the days of the week are considered as 24-hour days.
Wilder-Smith has summarized the difficulty, in regard to
the Sabbath, if the days are not literal, 24-hour days.

Another difficulty arises if one tries to apply the age-

equals-day interpretation. The whole important bibli-

cal doctrine of the Sabbath is weakened by this view.

For God is reported as having rested on the seventh

day after working the six days. The implication is that

man should also rest on the seventh day as God did. But

did God rest for an age, maybe of millions of years? The

whole biblical concept of the Sabbath is coupled with

six working days and one day of restin seven. God cer-

tainly did not need to rest, but presumably set us a pat-
tern with the Sabbath rest (1975, p. 44).

OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED

Three specific objections to 24-hour creation days often are
mentioned by those who advocate an old Earth.

“One Day is with the Lord as a Thousand Years”

The first objection has to do with the passage found in 2 Pe-
ter 3:8: “But forget not this one thing, beloved, that one day is
with the Lord as a thousand years, and a thousand years as
one day.” This passage is used by proponents of the Day-Age
Theory to suggest that the days of Genesis 1 could have been
long ages or epochs of time since, according to Peter, one day
is “as a thousand years.” Woods has responded:
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The passage should be considered in the light of its
context. The material heavens and earth are to suffer
destruction by fire, despite the mockers who scoff at
such predictions and who allege, in the face of the
earth’s earlier destruction by water, that all things
must continue as they are from the beginning (2 Pe-
ter 3:1-7). All such are “willingly ignorant,” and re-
fuse to accept the clear and obvious lessons of history.
Faithful followers of the Lord are not to be influenced
by these skeptics, but to remember “that one day is
with the Lord as a thousand years, and a thousand
years as one day.”

By this the apostle meant that the passing of time does
not, in any way, effect the performance of God’s prom-
ises or threats. He is not influenced by the passing of
the centuries; and the lapse of time between the prom-
ise or threat, and the performance, is no factor, at all.
With man, it definitely is. That which we promise to
do tomorrow, we are much more likely to do, than
that which we promise next year, or in the next cen-
tury, since we may notbe here then to fulfill the prom-
ise. But, this limitation, so characteristic of man, does
notinfluence Deity. The passing of a thousand years,
to God, does not alter his plans and purposes any more
than a day, and he will carry them out as he has plan-
ned, regardless of the amount of time which is in-
volved (1976, p. 146).

The discussion in 2 Peter 3:8 simply means that time is of
little essence with God. Peter’s obvious intent is to teach that
God does not tire, though thousands of years may pass, be-
cause with Him a thousand years are as a day. [Notice that the
text does not say a day is a thousand years; rather, it says a
day is as a thousand years.] This passage serves to illustrate
the eternal nature of God and His faithfulness to His prom-
ises—notthat the days of Genesis 1 are “eons of time.” The days
of Genesis 1 are not to be reinterpreted by misapplying the

message of 2 Peter 3:8.
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Too Much Activity On Day Six

The second objection to the days of Genesis being literal,
24-hour periods is that the sixth day could not have been a
normal day because too much activity occurred on that day.
Alan Hayward, who accepts this criticism as legitimate be-
cause he holds to the Day-Age Theory, hasexplained why he
believes this to be a valid argument against 24-hour days.

Finally, there is strong evidence that the sixth day of
creation must have lasted more than 24 hours. Look
howmuch took place in that sixth day! To begin with,
God created the higher animals, and then created
Adam. After that:

And the Lord God planted a garden in Eden.... And
out of the ground the Lord God made to grow every
tree... (Genesis 2:8,9). Then every living animal and
every bird was brought to Adam for naming.

In all thatlong procession of living things, Adam saw
that “there was not found a helper fit for him” Gene-
sis 2:20). So God put Adam to sleep, created Eve, and
presented her to Adam, who joyfully declared:

Thisatlastisbone of mybones and flesh of my flesh;
she shall be called Woman, because she was taken out
of Man (Verse 23).

All commentators are agreed that the expression trans-
lated “at last” in the RSV means just that. They usu-
ally express the literal meaning of the Hebrew as
“now, at length,” and some of them quote numerous
other passages in the Old Testament where this He-
brew word carried the same sort of meaning. Thus,
the Hebrew indicates that Adam had been kept wait-
ing a long time for his wife to appear—and all on the
sixth day (1985, pp. 164-165, emp. in orig.).

Thisis one of the few attempts to prove that the days of cre-

ation were long periods of time by actually appealing to the
Bible itself. Generally, no such attempts are made by those
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holding to the Day-Age Theory. Instead, they routinely base
their case on scientific arguments, appealing to the apparent
antiquity of the Earth, geological phenomena, etc. Here, how-
ever, their position is as follows: (1) there is textual evidence
in Genesis 2 that the sixth day of creation could not have been
a literal day (as suggested by Hayward, above); (2) but obvi-
ously it was the same type of “day” as each of the previous
five; (3) thus, none of the “days” of the creation week is to be
viewed as literal.

The argument (from Hayward’s statement of it) is two-
pronged. First, it is said that after God created Adam on the
sixth day, He commissioned him to name the animals be-
fore Eve was fashioned later on that same day—which would
have taken a much longer period than a mere 24-hour day.
Second, it is alleged that when Adam first saw Eve, he said,
“This is now [Hayward’s “atlast”] bone of my bones...,” and
his statement thus reflects that he had been some time with-
out a mate—certainly longer than a few hours. This compro-
mise is advocated not only by Hayward, but by Gleason Ar-
cher in his Encyclopedia of Biblical Difficulties (1982, pp. 58ff.)
and by Hugh Ross in Creation and Time (1994, pp. 50-51).

Significantly, professor Archer reveals thathe hasbeenin-
fluenced by the assertions of evolutionary geochronology. His
discussion of this matter is in response to the question: “How
can Genesis 1 be reconciled with the immense periods of time
indicated by fossil strata?” He has claimed that there is con-
flict between Genesis and the beliefs of evolutionary geolo-
gists only if one understands “Genesis 1 in a completely lit-
eral fashion,” which, he asserts, is unnecessary. Dr. Archer has
suggested that “God gave Adam a major assignment in natu-
ral history. He was to classify every species of animal and bird
foundin the preserve” (1982, p. 59). He further stated that it

...must have taken a good deal of study for Adam to
examine each specimen and decide on an appropri-
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ate name for it, especially in view of the fact that he
had absolutely no human tradition behind him, so
far as nomenclature was concerned. It must have re-
quired some years, or, at the very least, a consider-
able number of months for him to complete this com-
prehensive inventory of all the birds, beasts, and in-
sects that populated the Garden of Eden (1982, p.
60).

One would be hard pressed to find a better example of “the
theory becoming father to the exegesis” than this.” Archer has
simply “read into” the divine narrative the assumptions of his
baseless view. Let us take a careful look at the Bible facts.
First, apparently only those animals that God “brought”
unto Adam were involved, and this seems to be limited, as
Archer concedes, to Eden. Second, certain creatures were
excluded. There is, for example, no mention of fish or creep-
ing things. Third, the text does not suggesthow broad the cat-
egories were that Adam was to name. It is sheer assertion to
claim that he was to name all “species.” God created living
organisms according to “kinds,” which, in the Bible appears
to be arather elastic term. It translates the Hebrew word min,
which sometimes seems to indicate species, sometimes ge-
nus, and sometimes family or order. [But, as Walter C. Kaiser,
Chairman of the Department of Old Testament and Semitic
Languages, Trinity Divinity School, has observed: “This gives
no support to the classical evolutionist view which requires
developments across kingdom, phyla, and classes” (see Harris,
etal., 1980, 1:504).] Fourth, why should it be assumed that
Adam had to “give a good deal of study” to this situation? He
never had to “study” such things as walking, talking, or how
to till the ground; clearly Adam had been endowed miracu-

* Twish to thank Wayne Jackson for permission to edit and reproduce

portions of this material from Reason & Revelation, the monthly journal
on Christian evidences that he and I formerly co-edited (and for which I
currently serve as editor).
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lously with amature knowledge that enabled him to make his
way in that antique environment. He needed no “human tra-
dition” behind him; he was “of God” (see Luke 3:38).

Let us examine what some other scholars have said about
this. C.F. Keil observed that although Adam and Eve were
created on the same day “there is no difficulty in this, since it
would not have required much time to bring the animals to
Adam to see what he would call them, as the animals of para-
dise are all we have to think of” (1971, 1:87). H.C. Leupold
noted:

That there is a limitation of the number of creatures
brought before man is made apparent by two things.
In the first place, the beasts are described as beasts of
the field (%assadheh), not beasts of the earth, as in
1:24. Though there is difficulty in determining the
exact limits of the term “field” in this instance, there
is greatlikelihood (cf. also v. 5) that it may refer to the
garden only. In the second place, the fish of the sea
are left out, also in v. 20, as being less near to man. To
this we are inclined to add a third consideration, the
fact, namely, that the garden could hardly have been
a garden at all if all creatures could have overrun it
unimpeded. Since then, very likely, only a limited
number of creatures are named, the other difficulty
falls away, namely, that man could hardly have named
all creaturesin the course of aday (1942, pp. 130-131,
emp. in orig.).
As Henry Morris has pointed out,

...the created kinds undoubtedly represented broader
categories than our modern species or genera, quite
possibly approximating in most cases the taxonomic
family. Just how many kinds were actually there to
be named is unknown, of course, but it could hardly
have been as many as a thousand. Although even this
number would seem formidable to us today, it should
be remembered that Adam was newly created, with
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mental activity and physical vigor corresponding to
an unfallen state. He certainly could have done the
jobinadayand, atthe very most, it would have taken
afew days even for amodern-day person, so there is
nothing anywhere in the account to suggest that the
sixth day was anything like a geological age (1984, p.
129, emp. in orig.).
As it turns out, Dr. Archer’s argument about the animals is
much ado about nothing.

Archer further suggested that this extended period of nam-
ing the animalsleft Adam with a “long and unsatisfying expe-
rience as a lonely bachelor” and so finally he was “emotion-
ally prepared” when Eve arrived. Another writer declared:
“It seems that he [Adam—BT] had been searching diligently
for along time for a suitable mate, and when he found her, he
burst out, This at last [literally, ‘this time’] is bone of my
bones, etc.” (Willis, 1979, p. 113, emp. in orig.).

Again, one can only express amazement at how some schol-
ars so adroitly “read between the lines.” There is nothing in
the statement, “This is now bone of my bones...,” that demands
a long, lonely bachelorhood for Adam. The Hebrew word
translated “now” is pa’am. The term does not require a pro-
tracted span of time, as asserted by Willis. It can denote sim-
ply a contrast with that which has been recorded previously,
as it does in this context. Professor M.W. Jacobus observed
that the term denoted “this time—in this instance, referring
to the other pairs,” and so simply expressed Adam’s satisfac-
tion with his mate in contrast to the animals he had been nam-
ing (1864, p. 110, emp. in orig.). Robert Jamieson wrote:

...this time, is emphatic (cf. 30:30; 46:30). It signifies
“now indeed,” “now at last,” as if his memory had
been rapidly recalling the successive disappointments
he had met with in not finding, amidst all the living
creatures presented to him, any one capable of being
asuitable companion to him (1945, 1:46, emp. in orig.).
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There is, therefore, nothing in Genesis 2 that is in conflict
with the plain, historical statements of Genesis 1:27ff.: “And
God created man in his own image, in the image of God cre-
ated he him; male and female created he them.... And there
was evening and there was morning, the sixth day.” AsThave
pointed out repeatedly, the Scriptures indicate that the crea-
tion week of six days was composed of the same kind of “days”
that the Hebrews employed in their observance of the Sab-
bath (Exodus 20:8-11), and though this argument has been
ridiculed, it never has been answered.

There is another point, from the New Testament, that is
worthy of consideration. In 1 Timothy 2:13, Paul wrote: “For
Adam was first formed, then Eve.” Of special interest here is
the word “then” [Greek, eita. This term is an adverb of time
meaning “then; next; after that” (Thayer, 1962, p. 188). Itis
found 16 times in the New Testament in this sense. [Once, itis
employed in argumentation to add a new reason, and so is
rendered “furthermore” (Hebrews 12:9).] The word, there-
fore, generally is used to suggest a logical sequence between
two occurrences and there is never an indication that a
longlapse of time separates the two. Note the following:

(a) Jesus “girded himself. Then [¢ita] he poureth water into
the basin” (John 13:5).

(b) From the cross, Jesus said to Mary, “Woman, behold thy
son! Then [¢ita] saith he to the disciple...” (John 19:26-
27). Compare also John 20:27—“Then [eita] saith he to
Thomas...” and Mark 8:25.

(c) In Luke 8:12, some seed fell by the wayside, “then [¢ita]
cometh the devil and taketh away the word from their
heart.” And note Mark’s parallel, “straightway cometh
Satan, and taketh away the word...” (4:15). These exam-
ples reveal no long lapses of time.

(d) James says aman “is tempted when he is drawn away by
his own lust, and enticed. Then [eitq] the lust, when it
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hath conceived, beareth sin” (1:14-15). How long does
that take?

(e) Christappeared to Cephas; “then [¢itd] to the twelve” (1
Corinthians 15:5) and this was on the same day (Luke
24:34-36). See also 1 Corinthians 15:7.

(f) In speaking of Christ’s coming, Paul declares, “Then
[¢ita] cometh the end” (1 Corinthians 15:23-24). Will
there be a long span of time (1,000 years), as the mil-
lennialists allege, between Christ’s coming and the end?
Indeed not.

(g) For the other uses of eita, see Mark 4:17, Mark 4:28, 1
Corinthians 12:28, and 1 Timothy 3:10.

So, “Adam was first formed, then [eita] Eve” (1 Timothy 2:13).
Paul’s use of this adverb, as compared with similar New Tes-
tament usages elsewhere, is perfectly consistent with the af-
firmation of Moses that Adam and Eve were made on the
same literal day of history.

God’s Sabbath Rest Still Is Continuing

Day-Age theorists sometimes suggest that the seventh “day”
still is continuing. Their argument is that since “evening and
morning” is not mentioned in regard to the seventh day, it
mustnothave been a24-hour day. Therefore, we are livingin
the seventh day—a position they must defend to remain con-
sistent. There are, however, a number of serious problems

with thisapproach. The firsthasbeen explained by Woods.
Jehovabh finished hislabors at the end of the sixth day,

and onthe seventhrested. The narrative providesno
basis for the assumption that the day he rested dif-
fered in any fashion from those which preceded it. It
evidently was marked out and its length determined
inthe same manner asthe others. Ifit wasnota day of
twenty-four hours, it sustains no resemblance to the
sabbath which was given to the Israelites (1976, pp.
17-18).
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Moses’ obvious intent was for the reader to understand that
God: (1) rested (past tense); and (2) gave the seventh day (the
Sabbath) asa day of restbecause He had rested on that day.

There is a second problem with the view that the seventh
day still is continuing. James Pilgrim has addressed that prob-
lem.

...if the “day-age” theorists accept day seven as an
“age” also, we ask, “What about day eight, or day nine,
or day ten...?” On the assumption that the earth is
7,000 years old (a most distinct possibility), let the
“day-age” proclaimers put 2,555,000 days (7,000 years
at 365 days per year) on a page. Now let them circle
the day which began the normal 24-hour day. Let them
also give just one scripture reference to substantiate
the validity of that circle. Can they do it? No! Will
they do it? No! (1976, p. 522, emp. in orig.).

The third problem with the idea that the seventh day is con-

tinuing has to do with Adam, as Woodshasnoted:

Adam, the first man, was created in the sixth day,
lived through the seventh day, and into atleast a por-
tion of the eighth day. If these days were long geo-
logic periods of millions of years in length, we have
the interesting situation of Adam having lived in a
portion of one age, through the whole of another
age, and into atleasta portion of a third age, in which
case he was many millions of years old when he fi-
nally died! Suchaview of courseisabsurd;and so are
the premises which would necessitate it (1976, p 18,
emp. in orig.).

Whitcomb has done an excellent job of explaining why these

things are true:
...Genesis 2:2 adds that He rested on the seventh day.
That day also must have been literal, because other-
wise the seventh day which God blessed and sancti-
fied would have been cursed when God cursed the
world and cast Adam and Eve out of the Garden. You
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see, the seventh day must have ended and the next
week commenced before that Adamic curse could
have come. Adam and Eve lived through the entire
seventh day and into the following week, which is
simply a confirmation of the fact that each of the days,
including the seventh, wasliteral (1973a,2:64-65).

It also has been suggested that Hebrews 4:4-11, where the

writer speaks of the continuation of God’s Sabbath rest, pro-
vides support for the Day-Age Theory. First, I would like to
present the passage in question along with the argument made
from it. Then I would like to offer an explanation of why the
passage does not lend credence to the Day-Age Theory and

why the argumentbased onitis faulty. Hereis the passage.

For he hath said somewhere of the seventh day on this
wise, “And God rested on the seventh day from all
his works”; and in this place again, “They shall not
enter into my rest.” Seeing therefore it remaineth that
some should enter thereinto, and they to whom the
good tidings were before preached failed to enter be-
cause of disobedience, he again defineth a certain
day, “Today,” saying in David so long a time after-
ward (even as hath been said before), “Today if ye
shall hear his voice, Harden not your hearts.” For if
Joshua had given them rest, he would not have spo-
ken afterward of another day. There remaineth there-
fore a sabbath rest for the people of God. For he that
is entered into his rest hath himself also rested from
his works, as God did from his. Let us therefore give
diligence to enter into that rest, that no man fall after
the same example of disobedience.

Here is the argument. Proponents of the Day-Age Theory

suggest that since God’s Sabbath Day (the seventh day of the
creation week) continues to this very day, then it follows logi-
cally that the other days of the creation week were long peri-
ods of time as well (see Ross, 1994, pp. 48-49,59-60; Geisler
and Brooks, 1990, p. 230). In support of this position, Hugh
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Ross wrote: “Further information about the seventh day is
given in Hebrews 4.... [W]e learn that God’s day of rest con-
tinues” (1994, p. 49).

Wrong! Here is the actual meaning of the passage. While
the text speaks clearly of the cessation—beginning on the sev-
enth day—of God’s creative activity, the text nowhere suggests
that God’s seventh day continues from the past into the pres-
ent. Nor does the passage speak of the duration of the seventh
day. Van Bebber and Taylor have addressed this point.

Like David in the Psalms, the writer of Hebrews is
warning the elect not to be disobedient and hard-
hearted. Thus, he alludes to Israel in the wilderness
who because of their hard hearts could not receive
God’s promise of rest in Canaan.

“Rest,” asused in these verses by both David and the
writer of Hebrews, had a specific historic reference
to the promised land of Canaan. The Hebrew word
used by David for “rest” was menuwchah, which is a
general term for rest which has a special locational
emphasis (e.g., “the resting place or abode of rest-
ing”) [see Brown, et al., 1979, p. 629b]. This concept
is echoed by the author of Hebrews who uses the
Greek word katapausis, which also may refer to an
abode or location of resting (Hebrews 4:1,3-5,8).

At the climax of this passage, the author promises a
future day of rest (Hebrews 4:9; Greek Sabbatismos).
This is the only time in the New Testament that this
word for “rest” is employed. It seems to be a deliber-
ate reference to the Day Seven of Creation. The au-
thor doesnotsay, however, that the seventh day con-
tinues oninto the future. He uses Sabbatismoswithout
anarticle (like saying a Sabbath, rather than the Sab-
bath). In Greek, this grammatical structure would gen-
erally represent the character or nature of Day Seven,
without really being Day Seven. That is, the con-
text makes it clear that the future day of rest will be
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similar to the original seventh day. The task will be
complete; we will live with Christ eternally—our work
on earth will be done (1996, pp. 72-73, emp., paren-
thetical, and bracketed items in orig.).
The passage in Hebrews is using the essence of the seventh
day of creation to refer to the coming essence ofheaven—i.e.,
a place of rest. It is not speaking about the actual length of
that seventh day.

Furthermore, the fact that God has not been involved in
creative activity since the close of day six says absolutely noth-
ing about the duration of the individual days of creation. When
God completed the creation, He “rested”—but only from His
work of creation. He is very much at work now—but in His
work of redemption, not creation. Jesus Himself said, “My
Father worketh even until now” (John 5:17). While it is cor-
rect to say that God’s rest from creative activity continues to
this very hour, it is not correct to say that His Sabbath Day
continues. That was not the Hebrew writer’s point, and to sug-
gest that it was represents either a misunderstanding or mis-
use (or both) of the passage.

God was not saying, via the Hebrew writer, that He wanted
to share aliteral Sabbath Day’s rest with His creation. Rather,
He was saying that He intended to enjoy a rest that was typi-
fied by the Sabbath Day’s rest. The Israelites who rebelled
against God in the wilderness were not able to share either a
“rest” by entering into the physical presence of the promised
land or a “rest” by entering into the eternal presence of God.
Lenski commented on the text as follows:

The point lies in taking all these passages to-
gether. The rest from which the Jews of the Exodus
were excluded into which we are entering is God’s
rest, the great Sabbath since the seventh day, of course
not of the earthly days and years that have rolled by
since then and are still continuing but the timeless,
heavenly state that hasbeen established and intended
for men in their glorious union with God.
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These are not different kinds of rest: the rest of God

since creation and a future rest for his people; or a

rest into which men have already entered and one

that has been established since the redemptive work

of Jesus, into which they are yet to enter; or arest “at

the conclusion of the history of mankind.” The sev-

enth day after the six days of creation was a day

of twenty-four hours. On this day God did not cre-

ate. Thus God made the first seven-day week (Exod.

20:8-11; 31:12-17), and the Sabbath of rest was “a sign”

(v. 17) so that at every recurrence of this seventh day

Israel might note the significance of this sign, this

seventh day of restbeing atype and a promise of the

rest instituted for man since the days of creation.

Like Canaan, the Sabbath was a type and a promise

of this rest (1966, pp. 132-133, emp. added).

Additionally, even if it could be proved somehow that the
seventh day of creation were longer than the others (which it
cannot), that still would establish only one thing—that the sev-
enth day was longer. It would say absolutely nothing about
the length of the other six days. And concerning those days,
the Bible could notbe any clearer than itisin explaining their
duration of approximately twenty-four hours. Genesis 1 de-
fines them as periods of “evening and morning” (1:5,8,13,19,
23,31). While God’s activity within each literal day may have
been miraculous, there is nothing miraculous about the length
of the days themselves. They were, quite simply, the same
kinds of “days” that we today enjoy. Attempts to reinterpret
the message of Hebrews 4 do not alter that fact.
I'wouldlike to offer those who are enamored with the Day-

Age Theory the following challenge (as set forth by Fields) for
serious and thoughtful consideration:

Itis our conclusion, therefore, that the Day-Age Theory

isimpossible. It is grammatically and exegetically

preposterous. Its only reason for existence isits allow-

ance for the time needed by the evolutionary geol-
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ogy and biology. We would like to suggest two courses
of action for those who so willingly wed themselves
to such extravagant misinterpretations of the Scrip-
ture: either (1) admit that the Bible and contempo-
rary uniformitarian geology are at odds, reject bibli-
cal creation, and defend geological and biological
evolution over billions of years; or (2) admit that the
Bible and contemporary uniformitarian geology are
at odds, study all the geological indications of the re-
cent creation of the earth, accept the implications of
Noah’s flood, and believe the recent creationism of
the Bible. One must choose either the chronological
scheme of uniformitarianism or the chronological
scheme of the Bible, but the inconsistencies of this
sort of interpretation of the Hebrew text for the
purpose of harmonizing mutually exclusive and
hopelessly contradictory positions can no lon-
gerbe tolerated (1976, pp. 178-179, emp. in orig. ex-
cept for last sentence).
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THE GAP THEORY

In recent years, the Day-Age Theory has fallen on hard
times. Numerous expositors have outlined its shortcomings,
and have shown thatitis without lexical or exegetical support.
Ithas utterly failed to secure the goals and objectives of its ad-
vocates—i.e., the injection of geological time into the Genesis
accountin abiblically and scientifically logical manner, with
the subsequent guarantee of an ancient Earth. Therefore, even
though it retains its popularity in certain circles, it has been
rejected by many old-Earth creationists, theistic evolutionists,
and progressive creationists.

Yetthe Bible believer who still desires to accommodate his
theology to the geologic ages, and to retain his beliefin an old
Earth, must fit vast time spans into the creation account of
Genesis 1 in some fashion. As I explained earlier, there are
only three options. The time needed to ensure an old Earth
might be placed: (a) during the creation week; (b) before
the creation week; or (c) after the creation week. I have shown,
in my review of the Day-Age Theory, that the geologic ages
cannot be placed into the biblical text during the creation
week. I now would like to examine the suggestion that they
may be inserted before the creation week.

For over 150 years, Bible believers who were determined
toinsert the geologic agesinto the biblical record, yet who re-
alized the inadequacy of the Day-Age Theory to accomplish
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that task, have suggested that it is possible to place the geo-
logic ages before the creation week using what is commonly
known as the Gap Theory (also known by such synonyms as
the Ruin-and-Reconstruction Theory, the Ruination/Re-cre-
ation Theory, the Pre-Adamic Cataclysm Theory, and the Res-
titution Theory).

Modern popularity of the Gap Theory generally is attrib-
uted to the writings of Thomas Chalmers, a nineteenth-cen-
tury Scottish theologian. Ian Taylor provided this summary:

An earlier attempt to reconcile geology and Scripture
hadbeen putforward by another Scotsman, Thomas
Chalmers, an evangelical professor of divinity at Ed-
inburgh University. He founded the Free Church of
Scotland, and because of his outreach to the poor and
destitute he later became known as the “father of mod-
ern sociology.” Traceable back to the rather obscure
writings of the Dutchman Episcopius (1583-1643),
Chalmers formed anidea, which became very popu-
lar and is first recorded in one of his lectures of 1814:
“The detailed history of Creation in the first chapter
of Genesis begins at the middle of the second verse.”
Chalmers went on to explain that the first statement,
“In the beginning God created the Heavens and the
Earth and the Earth was without form and void and
darkness was on the face of the deep,” referred to a
pre-Adamic age, about which Scripture was essen-
tially silent. Some great catastrophe had taken place,
which left the earth “without form and void” or ru-
ined, in which state it remained for as many years as
the geologist required. Finally, approximately six
thousand years ago, the Genesis account continues,
“The spirit of God moved upon the face of the waters.”
The remaining verses were then said to be the account
of how this present age was restored and all living
forms, including man, created (1984, pp. 362-363).

*  See: Chalmers, Thomas (1857), “Natural Theology,” The Select Works
of Thomas Chalmers, ed. William Alanna (Edinburgh, Scotland: Thomas
Constable), volume five of the twelve volume set.
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Through the years, the Gap Theory has undergone an “evo-
lution” of its own and therefore is not easy to define. There
are several variations of the Gap Theory, and at times its de-
fenders do not agree among themselves on strict interpreta-
tions. I will define the theory as many of its advocates have,
recognizing that no single definition can be all-inclusive or
encompass all possible facets of the theory. A brief summa-
tion of the main tenets of the Gap Theory mightbe as follows.

The widely held view among Gap theorists today is that
the original creation of the world by God, as recorded in Gen-
esis 1:1, took place billions of years ago. The creation then was
despoiled because of Satan’s disobedience, resulting in his
being cast from heaven with his followers. A cataclysm “oc-
curred at the time of Satan’s rebellion, and is said by propo-
nents of the Gap Theory to have left the Earth in complete
darkness (“waste and void”) as a divine judgment because of
the sin of Satan in rebelling against God. The world as God
had created it, with all its inhabitants,” was destroyed and left
“waste and void,” which, itis claimed, accounts for the myriad
fossils present in the Earth. Then, God “re-created” (or “re-
stored”) the Earth in six literal, 24-hour days. Genesis 1, there-
fore, is the story of an original, perfect creation, ajudgment
and ruination, and are-creation. While there are other minor
details that could be included, this represents the essence of
the Gap Theory.

* Itisalleged by some Gap theorists that the cataclysm occurring at Sa-
tan’s rebellion terminated the geologic ages, after which God “re-cre-
ated” (Genesis 1:2). Itis alleged by others that the cataclysm occurred
and then was followed by the billions of years thath constituted the ge-
ologic ages; then, at some time determined in the mind of God, He “re-
created.” Because it is difficult to know exactly which school of thought
to follow, both are presented for the reader’s consideration.

3k

Many, holding to this theory, place the fossils of dinosaurs, so-called
“ape-men,” and other extinct forms of life in this gap, thereby hoping to
avoid having to explain themin the context of God’s present creation.
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This compromise is popular with those who wish to find a
place in Genesis 1 for the geologic ages, but who, for what-
ever reasons, reject the Day-Age Theory. The Gap Theory is
intended to harmonize Genesis and geology on the grounds
of allowing vast periods of time between Genesis 1:1 and
Genesis 1:2,in order to account for the geologic ages. George
H. Pember, one of the earliest defenders of the Gap Theory,
wrote:

Hence we see that geological attacks upon the Scrip-
tures are altogether wide of the mark, are a mere beat-
ing of the air. There isroom for any length of time be-
tween the first and second verses of the Bible. And
again; since we have no inspired account of the geo-
logical formations we are at liberty to believe they
were developed in the order we find them (1876, p.
28).

The Scofield Reference Bible, inits footnote on Genesis 1:11, sug-
gested: “Relegate fossils to the primitive creation, and no con-
flict of science with the Genesis cosmogony remains” (1917,
p-4). Harry Rimmer, in Modern Science and the Genesis Record
(1937), helped popularize the Gap Theory. Anthropologist Ar-
thur C. Custance produced Without Form and Void (1970)—the
text that many consider the ablest defense of the Gap Theory
ever putinto print. George Klingman, in God I5(1929), opted
for the Gap Theory, as did Robert Milligan in 7he Scheme of
Redemption (1972 reprint). George DeHoff advocated the Gap
Theory in Why We Believe the Bible (1944), and J.D. Thomas,
stated in his text, Fvolution and Antiquity, that “no man can
prove thatitis not true, atleastin part ”(1961, p. 54). John Clay-
ton has accepted almost all of the Gap Theory, but has altered
it to suit his own geological/theological purposes. The end re-

*  First published in 1909, by 1917 the Scofield Reference Bible had placed
the Gap Theory into the footnotes accompanying Genesis 1;in more re-
cent editions, references to the theory may be found as a footnote to Isa-
iah 45.
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sult is an extremely unusual hybrid known as the Modified
Gap Theory* (see: Clayton, 1976a, pp. 147-148; Thompson,
1977, pp. 192-194; 1995, pp. 193-206; Mclver, 1988, 8[3]:1-23;
Jackson and Thompson, 1992, pp. 114-130).

SUMMARY OF THE GAP THEORY

Those who advocate the Gap Theory base their views on

several arguments, a summary of which is given here; com-
ments and refutation will follow.

1.

Gap theorists suggest that two Hebrew words in the crea-
tion account mean entirely different things. Gap theorists
hold to the belief that bara (used in Genesis 1:1,21,27) means
“to create” (i.e., ex nihilocreation). Asah, however, does not
mean “to create,” but instead means “to re-create” or “to
make over.” Therefore, we are told, the original creation
was “created”; the creation of the six days was “made”
(i.e., “made over”).

. Gap theorists suggest that the Hebrew verb hayetha (trans-

lated “was” in Genesis 1:2) should be rendered “became”
or “had become”—a translation required in order to sug-
gest a change of state from the original perfect creation to
the chaotic conditions implied in verse 2.

. Gap theorists believe that the “without form and void” of

Genesis 1:2 (Hebrew tohu wabohu) can refer only to some-
thing once in a state of repair, but now ruined. Pember ac-
cepted these words as expressing “an outpouring of the
wrath of God.” Gap theorists believe the cataclysm that
occurred was on the Earth, and was the direct result of Sa-
tan’s rebellion against God. The cataclysm, of course, is
absolutely essential to the Gap Theory. Isaiah 14:12-15
and Ezekiel 28:11-17 are used as proof-texts to bolster the
theory.

Clayton’s Modified Gap Theory will be treated more fully in chapter 4.
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4. Gap theorists believe that Isaiah 45:18 (“God created the
earth not in vain”~Hebrew, foAu; same word as “without
form” in Genesis 1:2) is a proof-text that God did not cre-
ate the Earth fohu. Therefore, they suggest, Genesis 1:2
can refer only to ajudgment brought upon the early Earth
by God.

5. Gap theorists generally believe that there was a pre-Ad-
amic creation of both non-human and human forms. Al-
legedly, Jeremiah 4:23-26 is the proof-text that requires
such a position, which accounts for the fossils present in
the Earth’s strata.

THE GAP THEORY-A REFUTATION

The above points adequately summarize the positions of
those who advocate the Gap Theory. Inow would like to sug-
gest the following reasons why the Gap Theory should be re-
jected as false.

1. The Gap Theory is false because of the “mental gymnas-
tics” necessary to force its strained argumentation to agree
with the biblical text. Even Bernard Ramm, who champi-
oned the idea of progressive creationism, found those men-
tal gymnastics a serious argument against the theory’s un-
orthodox nature.

Itgives one of the grandest passages in the Bible amost
peculiar interpretation. From the earliest Bible inter-
pretation this passage has been interpreted by Jews,
Catholics, and Protestants as the original creation of
the universe. In six majestic days the universe and all
oflifeisbroughtinto being. Butaccordingto Rimmer’s
view the great first chapter of Genesis, save for the first
verse, is notabout original creation atall, butabout re-
constructions. The primary origin of the universe is
statedin but one verse. Thisisnot the mosttelling blow
against the theory, but it certainly indicates that some-
thing has been lost to make the six days of creation anti-
climactic.... Or, in the words of Allis: “The first objec-
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tion to this theory is that it throws the account of creation
almost completely out of balance.... It seems highly
improbable that an original creation which according
to this theory brought into existence a world of won-
drousbeauty would be dismissed with a single sentence
and so many verses devoted to what would be in a sense
merely arestoration of it” (1954, p. 138, emp. in orig.).

2. The Gap Theory is false because it is based on a forced, ar-
tificial, and incorrect distinction between God’s creating
(bara) and making (asah). According to the standard rendi-
tion of the Gap Theory, these two words must mean en-
tirely different things. The term baramustrefer only to “cre-
ating” (i.e., an “original” creation), while the term asah can
refer only to “making” (i.e., not an original creation, but
something “re-made” or “made over”). Areview of the use
of these two specific Hebrew words throughout the Old
Testament, however, clearly indicates that they often are
used interchangeably. Morris commented:

The Hebrew words for “create” (bara) and for “make”
(asah) are very often used quite interchangeably in Scrip-
ture, atleast when God is the onereferred to as creating
or making. Therefore, the fact that bara is used only
three timesin Genesis 1 (vv. 1,21, and 27) certainly does
notimply that the other creative acts, in which “made”
or some similar expression is used, were really only
acts of restoration. For example, in Genesis 1:21, God
“created” the fishes and birds; in 1:25, He “made” the
animals and creeping things. In verse 26, God speaks
of “making” man in His own image. The next verse
states that God “created” man in His own image. No
scientific or exegetical ground exists for distinction be-
tween the two processes, except perhaps a matter of
grammatical emphasis.... Finally, the summary verse
(Genesis 2:3) clearly says thatall of God’s works, both
of “creating” and “making” were completed with the
six days, after which God “rested” (1966, p. 32, emp. in

orig.).
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The insistence by Gap theorists, and those sympathetic
with them, that bara always must mean “to create some-
thing from nothing,” is, quite simply, wrong. Such a view
has been advocated by such writers as John Clayton (1990a,
p. 7) and Hugh Ross" (1991, p. 165). Yet Old Testament
scholar C.F. Keil, in his commentary, The Pentateuch, con-
cluded that when bara appears in its basic form, as it does
in Genesis 1,

...italways meansto create, and is only applied to a di-
vine creation, the production of that which had no ex-
istence before. It is never joined with an accusative of
the material, although it does not exclude a pre-ex-
istent material unconditionally, but is used for the cre-
ation of man (ver. 27, ch. v. 1,2), and of everything new
that God creates, whether in the kingdom of nature (Num-
bers xvi.30) or of that of grace (Ex. xxxiv.10; Ps. 1i.10,
etc.) [1971, 1:47, firstemp. in orig.; lastemp. added].

Furthermore, the Old Testament contains numerous exam-
ples which prove, beyond the shadow of a doubt, that bara
and asahare used interchangeably. For example, in Psalm
148:1-5, the writer spoke of the “creation” (bara) of the an-
gels. But when Nehemiah wrote of that same event, he em-
ployed the word asah to describe it (9:6). In Genesis 1:1,
the text speaks of God “creating” (bara) the Earth. Yet, when
Nehemiah spoke of that same event, he employed the word
asah(9:6). When Moses wrote of the “creation” of man, he
used bara (Genesis 1:27). But one verse before that, he spoke
of the “making” (asah) of man. Moses also employed the
two words in the same verse (Genesis 2:4) when he said:
“These are the generations of the heavens and of the earth
when they were created [bard], in the day that Jehovah
made [asalh] earth and heaven.”

Ross has stated: “The Hebrew word for ‘created,” always refers to di-
vine activity. The word emphasizes the newness of the created object. It
means to bring something entirely new, something previously non-exis-
tent, into existence” (1991, p. 165, emp. added).
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Gap theorists teach that the Earth was created (bara) from
nothing in Genesis 1:1. But Moses said in Genesis 2:4 that
the Earth was made (asaf). Various gap theorists are on rec-
ord as stating that the use of asah can refer only to that
which is made from something already in existence. Yet
they do not believe that when Moses spoke of the Earth
being “made,” it was formed from something already in ex-
istence.

Consider also Exodus 20:11 in this context. Moses wrote:
“For in six days the Lord made [asa/] heaven and earth,
the sea and all thatin them is, and rested the seventh day.”
Gap theorists contend that this verse speaks only of God’s
“re-forming” from something already in existence. But no-
tice that the verse specifically speaks of the heaven, the
Earth, the seas, and all that in them is. Gap theorists,
however, do not contend that God formed the heavens
from something already in existence. The one verse that
Gap theoristsnever have been able to answeris Nehemiah
9:6.

Thou art Jehovah, even thou alone; thou hast made

[asah) heaven, the heaven of heavens, with all their host,

the earth and all things thatare thereon, the seasand all

that is in them, and thou preservest them all; and the

host of heaven worshippeth thee.

The following quotation from Fields explains why.

...in Nehemiah 9:6 the objects of God’s making (asa) in-
clude the heavens, the host of heavens, and the earth,
and everything contained in and on it, and the seas
and everything they contain, as well as the hosts of
heaven (probably angels).

Now thisisa very singular circumstance, for those who
argue for the distinctive usage of asa throughout Scrip-
ture must, in order to maintain any semblance of con-
sistency, never admit that the same creative acts can be
referred to by both the verb baraand the verb asa. Thus,
since Genesis 1:1 says that God created (bara) the heav-
ens and the earth, and Exodus 20:11 and Nehemiah

-61 -



9:6 contend that he made (asa) them, there must be
two distinct events in view here. In order to be con-
sistentand atthe same time deal with the evidence, gap
theorists must postulate atime when God not only “ap-
pointed” or “made to appear” the firmament, the sun,
the moon and stars, and the beasts, but there also must
have been a time when he only appointed the heav-
ens, the heaven of heavens, the angels (hosts), the
earth, everything on the earth, the sea and every-
thing in the sea!

So that, while asais quite happily applied to the firma-
ment, sun, moon, stars, and the beasts, its further appli-
cation to everything else contained in the universe,
and, indeed, the universe itself (which the language in
both Exodus 20:11 and Nehemiah 9:6 is intended to
convey) creates a monstrosity of interpretation which
should serve as a reminder to those who try to fit He-
brew words into English molds, that to strait-jacket these
wordsis to destroy the possibility of coherentinterpre-
tation completely! (1976, pp. 61-62, emp. and paren-
thetical items in orig.).

Whitcomb was correct when he concluded:

These examples should suffice to show the absurdities
to which we are driven by making distinctions which
God never intended to make. For the sake of variety
and fullness of expression (a basic and extremely help-
ful characteristic of Hebrew literature), different verbs
are used to convey the concept of supernatural crea-
tion. Itis particularly clear that whatever shade of mean-
ing the rather flexible verb made (asa/) may bear in
other contexts of the Old Testament, in the context of
Genesis 1 it stands as a synonym for created (bara)
[1972, p. 129, emp. and parenthetical items in orig.].

3. The Gap Theory is false because there is no justification for
translating the verb “was” (Hebrew, hayetha) as “became”
in Genesis 1:2. Gap theorists insist upon such a translation
to promote the idea that the Earth became “waste and void”
after the Satanic rebellion. Yet usage of the verb Aayah ar-
gues against such a translation. Ramm noted:
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The effort to make was mean became is just as abor-
tive. The Hebrews didnothave aword forbecame but
the verb to be did service for to be and become. The
form of the verb was in Genesis 1:2 is the Qal, perfect,
third person singular, feminine. A Hebrew concordance
will give all the occurrences of that form of the verb. A
check in the concordance with reference to the usage
of this form of the verb in Genesisreveals thatin almost
every case the meaning of the verb is simply was. Granted
in a case or two was means became, but if in the pre-
ponderance of instances the word is translated was,
any effort to make one instance mean became, espe-
cially if that instance is highly debatable, is very inse-
cure exegesis (1954, p. 139, emp. in orig.).

4. The Gap Theory is false because the words tohu wabohu do
not mean “something once in a state of repair, but now ru-
ined.” Gap theorists believe that God’s “initial” creation
was perfect, but became “waste and void” (tohu wabohu)
as aresult of a Satanic rebellion. Whitcomb has addressed
this point.

Many Bible students, however, are puzzled with the state-
mentin Genesis 1:2 that the Farth was without form and
void. Does God create things that have no form and are
void? The answer, or course, depends on what those
words mean. “Without form and void” translate the He-
brew expression tohu wabohu, which literally means “emp-
tyand formless.” In other words, the Earth wasnot cha-
otic, notunder a curse of judgment. It was simply empty
ofliving things and without the features that it later pos-
sessed, such as oceans and continents, hills and valleys—
features that would be essential for man’s well-being.
...[W]hen God created the Earth, this was only the first
state of a series of stages leading to its completion (1973b,
2:69-70).

5. The Gap Theory is false because there is no evidence to
substantiate the claim that Satan’s rebellion was on the Earth,
much less responsible for a worldwide “cataclysm.” The
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idea of such a cataclysm that destroyed the initial Earth is
not supported by an appeal to Scripture, as Morris has ex-
plained.

The great pre-Adamic cataclysm, which is basic to the
gaptheory, alsoneeds explanation.... The explanation
commonly offered is that the cataclysm was caused by
Satan’s rebellion and fall as described in Isaiah 14:12-
15 and Ezekiel 28:11-17. Lucifer—the highest of all God’s
angelic hierarchy, the anointed cherub who covered
the very throne of God—is presumed to have rebelled
against God and tried to usurp His dominion. As are-
sult, God expelled him from heaven, and he became
Satan, the great adversary. Satan’s sin and fall, how-
ever, was in heaven on the “holy mountain of God,”
noton earth. Thereis, in fact, nota word in Scripture to
connect Satan with the earth prior to his rebellion. On
the other hand, when he sinned, he was expelled from
heavento the earth. The accountin Ezekiel says: “Thou
wast perfect in thy ways from the day that thou wast
created, till iniquity was found in thee. ...[T]herefore I
will cast thee as profane out of the mountain of God;
and I will destroy thee, O covering cherub, from the
midst of the stones of fire. Thine heart was lifted up be-
cause of thy beauty, thou has corrupted thy wisdom by
reason of thy brightness: I will cast thee to the ground
[or ‘earth,’ the same word in Hebrew|” (Ezekiel 28:15-
17)."

There is, therefore, no scriptural reason to connect Sa-
tan’s fall in heaven with a cataclysm on earth... (1974,
pp- 233-234, emp. and bracketed material in orig.).

* Tdonotagree with Dr. Morris’ comments that Ezekiel 28 and Isaiah 14
refer to Satan. His statements are leftintact, however, to show how (even
when removed from their proper context) the alleged “proof-texts” used
by Gap theorists do not prove a Satanic cataclysm on the Earth. For doc-
umentation that Satan is not under discussion in Ezekiel 28 or Isaiah 14,
see Thompson, 1999, pp. 33-35.
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6. The Gap Theory is false because its most important “proof-
text” is premised on a removal of the verse from its proper
context. That proof-text is Isaiah 45:18, which reads:

For thus saith the Lord that created the heavens; God

himself that formed the earth and made it; he hath es-
tablished it, he created itnotin vain, he formed it to be

inhabited.

In their writings, gap theorists suggest the following. Since
Isaiah stated that God did not create the Earth foAu, and
since the Earth of Genesis was fohu, therefore the latter
could not have been the Earth as it was created originally
in Genesis 1:1. The implication is that the Earth became
tohuas a result of the cataclysm precipitated by Satan’s re-
bellion against God.

The immediate context, however, has to do with Israel and
God’s promises to His people. Isaiah reminded his listen-
ers that just as God had a purpose in creating the Earth, so
He had a purpose for Israel. Isaiah spoke of God’simmense
power and special purpose in creation, noting that God cre-
ated the Earth “to be inhabited”—something accomplished
when the Lord created people in His image. In Isaiah 45,
the prophet’s message is that God, through His power, like-
wise will accomplish His purpose for His chosen people.
Morris has remarked:

Thereisno conflictbetween Isaiah 45:18 and the state-

mentofaninitial formlessaspectto the created earthin

Genesis 1:2. The former can properly be understood

as follows: “God created it not (to be forever) without

form; He formed it to be inhabited.” As described in

Genesis 1, He proceeded to bring beauty and structure

to the formless elements and then inhabitants to the

waiting lands.

Itshould be remembered thatIsaiah 45:18 was written

many hundreds of years after Genesis 1:2 and that its

context deals with Israel, not a pre-Adamic cataclysm.
(1974, p. 241).
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7. The Gap Theory is false because it implies death of human-
kind on the Earth prior to Adam. Pember believed that the
fossils (which he felt the Gap Theory explained) revealed
death, disease, and ferocity—all tokens of sin. He suggested:

Since, then, the fossil remains are those of creatures an-
terior to Adam, and yet show evident token of disease,
death, and mutual destruction, they must have belonged
to another world, and have a sin-stained history of their
own (1876, p. 35).

Pember leveled a serious charge against the Word of God
in making such a statement. The idea that the death of hu-
mankind occurred prior to Adam’s sin contradicts New
Testament teaching which plainly and emphatically indi-
cates that the death of humankind entered this world as a
result of Adam’ssin (1 Corinthians 15:21; Romans 8:20-22;
Romans 5:12). The apostle Paul stated in 1 Corinthians
15:45 that Adam was “the first man.” Yetlong before Adam—
if the Gap Theory is correct—there existed a pre-Adamic
race of men and women with (to quote Pember) “a sin-
stained history of their own.” But how could Paul, by in-
spiration of God, have written that Adam was the first
man if, in fact, men had both lived and died before him?
The simple fact of the matter is that both the Gap Theory
and Paul cannot be correct.

8. The Gap Theory is false because it cannot be reconciled
with God’s commentary—at the conclusion of His six days
of creative activity—that the whole creation was “very
good.”

Genesis 1:31 records God’s estimate of the condition
of this world at the end of the sixth day of creation. We
read that “God saw every thing thathe had made, and
behold, it was very good. And the evening and the morn-
ing were the sixth day.” If, in accordance with the gap
theory, the world had already been destroyed, mil-
lions of its creatures were buried in fossil formations,
and Satan had already become as it were, the god of
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this world, it is a little difficult to imagine how God
could have placed Adam in such a wrecked world, walk-
ing over the fossils of creatures that he would never see
or exercise dominion over, walking in a world that Sa-
tan was already ruling. Could God possibly have de-
clared that everything He had made was very good? In
other words, the text of Scripture when carefully com-
pared with this theory creates more problems than the
theory actually solves (Whitcomb, 1973b, 2:68-69, emp.
added).

9. The Gap Theory is false because of God’s plain, simple
statement that the Earth and all things in it were made in
six days. Wayne Jackson has stated: “The matter can be ac-
tually settled by one verse, Exodus 20:11a: ‘for in six days
Jehovah made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in
them is....” If everything was made within six days, then
nothing was created prior to those six days!” (1974, p. 34,
emp. in orig.).

In 1948, at the Winona Lake School of Theology. a gradu-
ate student, M. Henkel, writing a master’s thesis on “Funda-
mental Christianity and Evolution,” polled 20 leading Hebrew
scholars in the United States, asking them if there were any
exegetical evidences of a gap interpretation of Genesis 1:2.
They unanimously replied—No! (Henkel, 1950, p. 49). Noth-
ing has changed in this regard since 1948; the evidence for
such a gap still is missing.
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-+

MISCELLANEOUS
OLD-EARTH THEORIES

Numerous religionists have seen the abject failure of both
the Day-Age and Gap theories, yet remain as determined as
ever to find a way to force evolutionary time into the biblical
text. This misguided determination thus causes them to for-
mulate, modify, temporarily accept, and then abandon the-
ory after theory in search of one they hope eventually will
succeed. Unfortunately, many Bible believers have not yet
come to the conclusion that the Genesis account is a literal,
factual, and defensible record of God’s method of creation.
And so, rather than accept thataccount at face value—as Christ
and His inspired writers did—they constantly seek some way
to alteritby appealing to one theory after anotherin the hope
of ultimately incorporating geologic time into the biblical rec-
ord. In many instances, the resulting “new” theories are little
more than a reworking of the old, discarded theories that long
ago were banished to the relic heaps of history because they
could not withstand intense examination under the spotlight
of God’s Word. One such theory making the rounds today is
the “Modified Gap Theory.” Because of its increasing popu-
larity in certain quarters, I feel it bears examination here.
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THE MODIFIED GAP THEORY

Over the past three decades, one of the most frequently
used lecturers within certain segments of the churches of Christ
has been John N. Clayton, a self-proclaimed former atheist
who teaches high school science in South Bend, Indiana. Due
to his background in historical geology, Clayton has worked
at a feverish pace to produce an amalgamation between the
evolutionary geologic record and the Genesis account of cre-
ation. Shortly after becoming a Christian, Clayton adopted
the position of a full-fledged theistic evolutionist. Later, how-
ever, he moved away from strict theistic evolution to an “off-
beat” brand of that doctrine that reflects his own “private the-
ology” (see Francella, 1981). Consequently, he is recognized
widely by those active in the creation/evolution controversy
as the originator and primary defender of what has come to
be known as the Modified Gap Theory (see: Clayton, 1976a,
pp- 147-148; Thompson, 1977, pp. 188-194; Mclver, 1988, 8[3]:
22; Jackson and Thompson, 1992, pp. 115-130).

Since John Clayton advocates that the Earth isroughly 4.5
billion years old (the standard evolutionary estimate), he must
accommodate the Genesis account to this concept (see Clay-
ton, 1990b, p. 130). Here, in his own words, is how his Mod-
ified Gap Theory attempts to make such an accommodation

possible.

Genesis 1:1 is an undated verse. No time element is
given and no details of what the Earth looked like are
included. It could have taken place in no time at all,
or God may have used eons of time to accomplish
his objectives. I suggest that all geological phe-
nomena except the creation of warm-blooded
life were accomplished during this time. There
was no way God could have described amoebas, bac-
teria, viris [sic|, or dinosaurs to the ancient Hebrew,
and yet these forms of life were vital to the coal, oil
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and gas God knew man would need. Thus God cre-
ated these things but did not describe them justas He
did not describe a majority of the 110 million species
oflife on this planet. Changes took place in the Earth
(but no gap destruction) until God began the forma-
tion of man’s world with birds, whales, cattle and man
in the literal days of Genesis (Clayton, 1976a, pp. 147-
148, parenthetical item in orig., emp. added).

Clayton has worked on this concept for over thirty years,
and frequently has altered it in order to make it fit whatever
data happen to be in vogue at the time. In his Does God Exist?
Correspondence Course, he elaborated on whatall of this means.

Notonly doesthefirst verse give us the creation of ce-

lestial objects, but of a functional earth itself.... By

the e