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BdigeUkTi aed
In	order	to	accommodate	supposed	long	geological	ages,	many	in	the	church	have

abandoned	the	historical	understanding	of	the	creation	account	in	Genesis—that
God	created	the	entire	universe	in	the	space	of	six	normal-length	days,	roughly
6,000	years	ago.	Instead,	many	have	invented	ideas	that	are	forced	upon	Scripture,
such	as	the	day-age	view,	gap	theory,	local	flood	view,	framework	hypothesis,
theistic	evolution,	and	progressive	creation.
Many	Christians	say	that	the	length	of	the	creation	days	and	the	age	of	the	earth

are	unimportant	and	divisive	side	issues	that	hinder	the	proclamation	of	the	gospel.
But	is	this	really	the	case?
As	you	read	this	pocket	guide,	you	will	see	that	what	is	at	stake	is	nothing	less

than	the	authority	of	Scripture,	the	character	of	God,	the	doctrine	of	death,	and	the
very	foundation	of	the	gospel.	If	the	early	chapters	of	Genesis	are	not	true	literal
history,	then	faith	in	the	rest	of	the	Bible	is	undermined,	including	its	teaching
about	salvation	and	morality.
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by	Ken	Ham
Because	of	the	accepted	teachings	of	evolution,	many	Christians	have	tried	to	place
a	gap	of	indeterminate	time	between	the	first	two	verses	of	Genesis	1.	Genesis	1:1–
2	states:	“In	the	beginning	God	created	the	heavens	and	the	earth.	The	earth	was
without	form,	and	void;	and	darkness	was	on	the	face	of	the	deep.	And	the	Spirit	of
God	was	hovering	over	the	face	of	the	waters.”

There	are	many	different	versions	as	to	what	supposedly	happened	during	this	gap
of	time,	but	most	versions	of	the	gap	theory	place	millions	of	years	of	geologic	time
(including	billions	of	animal	fossils)	between	the	Bible’s	first	two	verses.	This
version	of	the	gap	theory	is	sometimes	called	the	ruin-reconstruction	theory.
Most	ruin-reconstruction	theorists	have	allowed	the	fallible	theories	of	secular

scientists	to	determine	the	meaning	of	Scripture	and	have,	therefore,	accepted	the
millions-of-years	dates	for	the	fossil	record.
Some	theorists	also	put	the	fall	of	Satan	in	this	supposed	period.	But	any	rebellion

of	Satan	during	this	gap	of	time	contradicts	God’s	description	of	His	completed



creation	on	Day	6	as	all	being	“very	good”	(Genesis	1:31).
All	versions	of	the	gap	theory	impose	outside	ideas	on	Scripture	and	thus	open	the

door	for	further	compromise.

Where	did	the	gap	theory	come	from?
Christians	have	made	many	attempts	over	the	years	to	harmonize	the	Genesis

account	of	creation	with	accepted	geology	and	its	teaching	of	billions	of	years	for
the	age	of	the	earth.	Examples	of	such	attempts	include	the	views	of	theistic
evolution,	progressive	creation,	and	the	gap	theory.

This	idea	of	the	gap	theory	can	be	traced	back	to	the	rather	obscure	writings	of
the	Dutchman	Episcopius	(1583–1643),	but	it	was	first	recorded	from	one	of	the
lectures	of	Thomas	Chalmers.1	Chalmers	(1780–1847)	was	a	notable	Scottish
theologian	and	the	first	moderator	of	the	Free	Church	of	Scotland,	and	he	was
perhaps	the	man	most	responsible	for	the	gap	theory.2	Rev.	William	Buckland,	a
geologist,	also	did	much	to	popularize	the	idea.
Although	Chalmers’	writings	give	very	little	information	about	the	gap

theory,3	many	of	the	details	are	obtained	from	other	writers,	such	as	the	nineteenth
century	geologist	Hugh	Miller,	who	quoted	from	Chalmers’	lectures	on	the
subject.4
The	most	notably	influential	nineteenth	century	writer	to	popularize	this	view	was



G.	H.	Pember,	in	his	book	C[oqe(p	C[oifbpq	=dbp,5	first	published	in	1884.	Numerous
editions	of	this	work	were	published,	the	15th	edition	appearing	in	1942.6
The	twentieth-century	writer	who	published	the	most	academic	defense	of	the	gap

theory	was	Arthur	C.	Custance	in	his	work	U fqel r q	Dl oj 	[ ka	Tl fa.7
Bible	study	aids	such	as	the	Scofield	Reference	Bible,	Dake’s	Annotated	Reference

Bible,	and	The	Newberry	Reference	Bible	also	include	the	gap	theory	and	have
influenced	many	to	accept	this	teaching.	The	basic	reason	for	developing	and
promoting	this	view	can	be	seen	from	the	following	very	telling	quotes:
Scofield	Study	Bible:	“Relegate	fossils	to	the	primitive	creation,	and	no	conflict	of

science	with	the	Genesis	cosmogony	remains.”8
Dake’s	Annotated	Reference	Bible:	“When	men	finally	agree	on	the	age	of	the

earth,	then	place	the	many	years	(over	the	historical	6,000)	between	Genesis
1:1	and	1:2,	there	will	be	no	conflict	between	the	Book	of	Genesis	and	science.”9
These	quotes	are	typical	of	the	many	compromise	positions—accepting	so-called

“science”10	and	its	long	ages	for	the	earth,	and	incorporating	them	into	Scripture.

A	testimony	of	struggle
G.	H.	Pember’s	struggle	with	long	geologic	ages,	recounted	in	C[oqe(p	C[oifbpq

=dbp,	has	been	the	struggle	of	many	Christians	ever	since	the	idea	of	millions	of
years	for	the	fossil	record	became	popular	in	the	early	nineteenth	century.	Many
respected	Christian	leaders	of	today	wrestle	with	this	same	issue.
Reading	Pember’s	struggle	helps	us	understand	the	implications	of	the	gap	theory.

Pember,	like	today’s	conservative	Christians,	defended	the	authority	of	Scripture.
He	was	adamant	that	one	had	to	start	from	Scripture	alone	and	not	bring
preconceived	ideas	to	Scripture.	He	boldly	chastened	people	who	came	to	the
Bible	“filled	with	myths,	philosophies,	and	prejudices,	which	they	could	not
altogether	throw	off,	but	retained,	in	part	at	least,	and	mingled—quite	unwillingly,
perhaps—with	the	truth	of	God”	(p.	5).	He	describes	how	the	church	is	weakened
when	man’s	philosophies	are	used	to	interpret	God’s	Word:	“For,	by	skillfully
blending	their	own	systems	with	the	truths	of	Scripture,	they	so	bewildered	the
minds	of	the	multitude	that	but	few	retained	the	power	of	distinguishing	the
revelation	of	God	from	the	craftily	interwoven	teachings	of	men”	(p.	7).	He	also
said,	“And	the	result	is	that	inconsistent	and	unsound	interpretations	have	been
handed	down	from	generation	to	generation,	and	received	as	if	they	were	integral
parts	of	the	Scriptures	themselves;	while	any	texts	which	seemed	violently	opposed
were	allegorized,	spiritualized,	or	explained	away,	till	they	ceased	to	be	troublesome,



or	perchance,	were	even	made	subservient”	(p.	8).
He	then	warns	Christians,	“For,	if	we	be	observant	and	honest,	we	must	often

ourselves	feel	the	difficulty	of	approaching	the	sacred	writings	without	bias,	seeing
that	we	bring	with	us	a	number	of	stereotyped	ideas,	which	we	have	received	as
absolutely	certain,	and	never	think	of	testing,	but	only	seek	to	confirm”	(p.	8).
What	happened	to	Pember	should	warn	us	that	no	matter	how	great	a	theologian

we	may	be	or	how	respected	and	knowledgeable	a	Christian	leader,	we,	as	finite,
sinful	human	beings,	cannot	easily	empty	ourselves	of	preconceived	ideas.	Pember
did	exactly	what	he	preached	against,	without	realizing	it.	Such	is	the	ingrained
nature	of	the	long-ages	issue.	He	did	not	want	to	question	Scripture	(he	accepted
the	six	literal	days	of	creation),	but	he	did	not	question	the	long	ages,	either.	So
Pember	struggled	with	what	to	do.	Many	of	today’s	respected	Christian	leaders
show	the	same	struggle	in	their	commentaries	as	they	then	capitulate	to	progressive
creation	or	even	theistic	evolution.11
Pember	said,	“For,	as	the	fossil	remains	clearly	show	not	only	were	disease	and

death—inseparable	companions	of	sin—then	prevalent	among	the	living	creatures
of	the	earth,	but	even	ferocity	and	slaughter.”	He,	therefore,	recognized	that	a	fossil
record	of	death,	decay,	and	disease	before	sin	was	totally	inconsistent	with	the
Bible’s	teaching.	And	he	understood	that	there	could	be	no	carnivores	before	sin:
“On	the	Sixth	Day	God	pronounced	every	thing	which	He	had	made	to	be	very
good,	a	declaration	which	would	seem	altogether	inconsistent	with	the	present
condition	of	the	animal	as	well	as	the	vegetable	kingdom.	Again:	He	gave	the	green
herb	alone	for	food	‘to	every	beast	of	the	field,	and	to	every	fowl	of	the	air,	and	to
every	thing	that	creepeth	upon	the	earth.’	There	were,	therefore,	no	carnivora	in	the
sinless	world”	(p.	35).
Pember	taught	from	Isaiah	that	the	earth	will	be	restored	to	what	it	was	like	at

first—no	more	death,	disease,	or	carnivorous	activity.	However,	because	he	had
accepted	the	long	ages	for	the	fossil	record,	what	was	he	to	do	with	all	this	death,
disease,	and	destruction	in	the	record?	He	responded,	“Since,	then,	the	fossil
remains	are	those	of	creatures	anterior	to	Adam,	and	yet	show	evident	tokens	of
disease,	death,	and	mutual	destruction,	they	must	have	belonged	to	another	world,
and	have	a	sin-stained	history	of	their	own”	(p.	35).
Thus,	in	trying	to	reconcile	the	long	ages	with	Scripture,	Pember	justified	the	gap

theory	by	saying,	“There	is	room	for	any	length	of	time	between	the	first	and
second	verses	of	the	Bible.	And	again;	since	we	have	no	inspired	account	of
geological	formations,	we	are	at	liberty	to	believe	that	they	were	developed	just	in
the	order	which	we	find	them.	The	whole	process	took	place	in	pre-Adamite	times,



in	connection,	perhaps,	with	another	race	of	beings,	and,	consequently,	does	not	at
present	concern	us”	(p.	28).
With	this	background,	let	us	consider	this	gap	theory	in	detail.	Basically,	this

theory	incorporates	three	strands	of	thought:

1.	 A	literal	view	of	Genesis.
2.	 Belief	in	an	extremely	long	but	unidentified	age	for	the	earth.
3.	 An	obligation	to	fit	the	origin	of	most	of	the	geologic	strata	and	other	geologic

evidence	between	Genesis	1:1	and	1:2.	(Gap	theorists	oppose	evolution	but
believe	in	an	ancient	origin	of	the	universe.)

There	are	many	variations	of	the	gap	theory.	According	to	the	author	Weston
Fields,	the	theory	can	be	summarized	as	follows,	“In	the	far	distant	dateless	past,
God	created	a	perfect	heaven	and	perfect	earth.	Satan	was	ruler	of	the	earth	which
was	peopled	by	a	race	of	‘men’	without	any	souls.	Eventually,	Satan,	who	dwelled	in
a	garden	of	Eden	composed	of	minerals	(Ezekiel	28),	rebelled	by	desiring	to	become
like	God	(Isaiah	14).	Because	of	Satan’s	fall,	sin	entered	the	universe	and	brought
on	the	earth	God’s	judgment	in	the	form	of	a	flood	(indicated	by	the	water	of	1:2),
and	then	a	global	ice	age	when	the	light	and	heat	from	the	sun	were	somehow
removed.	All	the	plant,	animal,	and	human	fossils	upon	the	earth	today	date	from
this	‘Lucifer’s	flood’	and	do	not	bear	any	genetic	relationship	with	the	plants,
animals,	and	fossils	living	upon	the	earth	today.”12
Some	versions	of	the	gap	theory	state	that	the	fossil	record	(geologic	column)

formed	over	millions	of	years,	and	then	God	destroyed	the	earth	with	a	catastrophe
(i.e.,	Lucifer’s	flood)	that	left	it	“without	form	and	void.”
Western	Bible	commentaries	written	before	the	eighteenth	century	(before	the

belief	in	a	long	age	for	the	earth	became	popular)	knew	nothing	of	any	gap
between	Genesis	1:1	and	1:2.	Certainly	some	commentaries	proposed	intervals	of
various	lengths	of	time	for	reasons	relating	to	Satan’s	fall,13	but	none	proposed	a
ruin-reconstruction	situation	or	a	pre-Adamite	world.	In	the	nineteenth	century,	it
became	popular	to	believe	that	the	geological	changes	occurred	slowly	and	roughly
at	the	present	rate	(uniformitarianism14).	With	increased	acceptance	of
uniformitarianism,	many	theologians	urged	reinterpretation	of	Genesis	(with	ideas
such	as	day-age,	progressive	creation,	theistic	evolution,	and	days-of-revelation).

Problems	with	the	gap	theory



Believing	in	the	gap	theory	presents	a	number	of	problems	and	inconsistencies,
especially	for	a	Christian.
1.	It	is	inconsistent	with	God	creating	bsbovqefkd	in	six	days,	as	Scripture	states.

Exodus	20:11	says,	“For	in	six	days	the	Lord	made	the	heavens	and	earth,	the
sea,	and	all	that	is	in	them,	and	rested	the	seventh	day.	Therefore	the	Lord	blessed
the	Sabbath	day,	and	hallowed	it.”	Thus	the	creation	of	the	heavens	and	the	earth
(Genesis	1:1)	and	the	sea	and	all	that	is	in	them	(the	rest	of	the	creation)	was
completed	in	six	days.15	Is	there	any	time	for	a	gap?

2.	It	puts	death,	disease,	and	suffering	before	the	Fall,	contrary	to	Scripture.
Romans	5:12	says,	“Therefore,	just	as	through	one	man	[Adam]	sin	entered	the

world,	and	death	through	sin,	and	thus	death	spread	to	all	men,	because	all
sinned.”	From	this	we	understand	that	there	could	not	have	been	human	sin	or
death	before	Adam.	The	Bible	teaches	in	1	Corinthians	15	that	Adam	was	the	first
man,	and	as	a	result	of	his	rebellion	(sin),	death	and	corruption	(disease,
bloodshed,	and	suffering)	entered	the	universe.	Before	Adam	sinned,	there	could
not	have	been	any	animal	(kbmebpe16)	or	human	death.	Note	also	that	there	could
not	have	been	a	race	of	men	before	Adam	that	died	in	Lucifer’s	flood	because	1
Corinthians	15:45	tells	us	that	Adam	was	the	first	man.
Genesis	1:29–30	teaches	us	that	animals	and	man	were	originally	created	to	eat

plants,	which	is	consistent	with	God’s	description	of	His	creation	as	“very	good.”
But	how	could	a	fossil	record,	which	gives	evidence	of	disease,	violence,	death,
and	decay	(fossils	have	been	found	of	animals	apparently	fighting	and	certainly
eating	each	other),	be	described	as	“very	good”?	For	this	to	be	true,	the	death	of
billions	of	animals	(and	many	humans)	as	seen	in	the	fossil	record	must	have
occurred	[ cqbo	Adam’s	sin.	The	historical	event	of	the	global	Flood,	recorded	in
Genesis,	explains	the	presence	of	huge	numbers	of	dead	animals	buried	in	rock
layers,	laid	down	by	water	all	over	the	earth.
Romans	8:22	teaches	that	“the	whole	creation	groans	and	travails	in	pain

together	until	now.”	Clearly	the	whole	of	creation	was,	and	is,	subject	to	decay
and	corruption	because	of	sin.	When	gap	theorists	believe	that	disease,	decay,	and
death	existed	before	Adam	sinned,	they	ignore	that	this	contradicts	the	teaching	of
Scripture.17
The	version	of	the	gap	theory	that	puts	Satan’s	fall	at	the	end	of	the	geological

ages,	just	before	the	supposed	Lucifer’s	flood	that	destroyed	all	pre-Adamic	life,
has	a	further	problem—the	death	and	suffering	recorded	in	the	fossils	must	have
been	God’s	fault.	Since	it	happened	before	Satan’s	fall,	Satan	and	sin	cannot	be
blamed	for	it.18



3.	The	gap	theory	is	logically	inconsistent	because	it	explains	away	what	it	is
supposed	to	accommodate—supposed	evidence	for	an	old	earth.
Gap	theorists	accept	that	the	earth	is	very	old—a	belief	based	on	geologic

evidence	interpreted	with	the	assumption	that	the	present	is	the	key	to	the	past.
This	assumption	implies	that	in	the	past	sediments	containing	fossils	formed	at
basically	the	same	rate	as	they	do	today.	This	process	is	also	used	by	most
geologists	and	biologists	to	justify	belief	that	the	geologic	column	represents
billions	of	years	of	earth	history.	This	geologic	column	has	become	the	showcase
of	evolution	because	the	fossils	are	claimed	to	show	ascent	from	simple	to	complex
life-forms.
This	places	gap	theorists	in	a	dilemma.	Committed	to	literal	creation	because	of

their	acceptance	of	a	literal	view	of	Genesis,	they	cannot	accept	the	conclusions	of
evolution	based	on	the	geologic	column.	Nor	can	they	accept	that	the	days	in	the
Genesis	record	correspond	to	geologic	periods.	So	they	propose	that	God	reshaped
the	earth	and	re-created	all	life	in	six	literal	days	after	Lucifer’s	flood	(which
produced	the	fossils);	hence	the	name	“ruin-reconstruction.”	Satan’s	sin
supposedly	caused	this	flood,	and	the	resulting	judgment	upon	that	sin	reduced
the	previous	world	to	a	state	of	being	“without	form	and	void.”
While	the	gap	theorist	may	think	Lucifer’s	flood	solves	the	problem	of	life

before	God’s	creation	recorded	in	Genesis	1:2	and	following,	this	actually	removes
the	reason	for	the	theory	in	the	first	place.	If	all,	or	most,	of	the	sediments	and
fossils	were	produced	quickly	in	one	massive	worldwide	Lucifer’s	flood,	then	the
main	evidence	that	the	earth	is	extremely	old	no	longer	exists,	because	the	age	of
the	earth	is	based	on	the	assumed	slow	formation	of	earth’s	sediments.
Also,	if	the	world	was	reduced	to	a	shapeless,	chaotic	mess,	as	gap	theorists

propose,	how	could	a	reasonably	ordered	assemblage	of	fossils	and	sediments
remain	as	evidence?	Surely	with	such	chaos	the	fossil	record	would	have	been
severely	disrupted,	if	not	entirely	destroyed.	This	argument	also	applies	to	those
who	say	the	fossil	record	formed	over	hundreds	of	millions	of	years	before	this	so-
called	Lucifer’s	flood,	which	would	have	severely	rearranged	things.

4.	The	gap	theory	does	away	with	the	evidence	for	the	historical	event	of	the	global
Flood.
If	the	fossil	record	was	formed	by	Lucifer’s	flood,	then	what	did	the	global

Flood	of	Noah’s	day	do?	On	this	point	the	gap	theorist	is	forced	to	conclude	that
the	global	Flood	must	have	left	virtually	no	trace.	To	be	consistent,	the	gap
theorist	would	also	have	to	defend	that	the	global	Flood	was	a	local	event.
Custance,	one	of	the	major	proponents	of	the	gap	theory,	did	just	that,	and	he



even	published	a	paper	defending	a	local	flood.19
Genesis,	however,	depicts	the	global	Flood	as	a	judgment	for	man’s	sin	(Genesis

6).	Water	flooded	the	earth	for	over	a	year	(Genesis	6:17,	7:19–24)	and	only	eight
people,	along	with	two	of	every	kind	(and	seven	of	some)	of	air-breathing,	land-
dwelling	animal	survived	(Genesis	7:23).	It	is	more	consistent	with	the	whole
framework	of	Scripture	to	attribute	most	fossils	to	the	global	Flood	of	Noah’s	day
rather	than	to	resort	to	a	strained	interpretation	of	the	fall	of	Satan20		and	a	totally
speculative	catastrophe	that	contributes	nothing	to	biblical	understanding	or	to
science.
Sadly,	in	relegating	the	fossil	record	to	the	supposed	gap,	gappists	have	removed

the	evidence	of	God’s	judgment	in	the	Flood,	which	is	the	basis	for	God’s
warning	of	judgment	to	come	(2	Peter	3:2–14).

5.	The	gap	theorist	ignores	the	evidence	for	a	young	earth.
The	true	gap	theorist	also	ignores	evidence	consistent	with	an	earth	fewer	than

10,000	years	of	age.	There	is	much	evidence	for	this—the	decay	and	rapid
reversals	of	the	earth’s	magnetic	field,	the	amount	of	salt	in	the	oceans,	the	wind-
up	of	spiral	galaxies,	and	much	more.21

6.	The	gap	theory	fails	to	accommodate	standard	uniformitarian	geology	with	its
long	ages.
Today’s	uniformitarian	geologists	allow	for	no	worldwide	flood	of	any	kind—

the	imaginary	Lucifer’s	flood	or	the	historical	Flood	of	Noah’s	day.	They	also
recognize	no	break	between	the	supposed	former	created	world	and	the	current
recreated	world.

7.	Most	importantly,	the	gap	theory	undermines	the	gospel	at	its	foundations.
By	accepting	an	ancient	age	for	the	earth	(based	on	the	standard	uniformitarian

interpretation	of	the	geologic	column),	gap	theorists	leave	the	evolutionary	system
intact	(which	by	their	own	assumptions	they	oppose).
Even	worse,	they	must	also	theorize	that	Romans	5:12	and	Genesis	3:3	refer

only	to	spiritual	death.	But	this	contradicts	other	scriptures,	such	as	1	Corinthians
15	and	Genesis	3:22–23.	These	passages	tell	us	that	Adam’s	sin	led
to	mevpf‘ [ i	death,	as	well	as	spiritual	death.	In	1	Corinthians	15	the	death	of	the
Last	Adam	(the	Lord	Jesus	Christ)	is	compared	with	the	death	of	the	first	Adam.
Jesus	suffered	physical	death	for	man’s	sin,	because	Adam,	the	first	man,	died
physically	because	of	sin.
In	cursing	man	with	physical	death,	God	also	provided	a	way	to	redeem	man

through	the	person	of	His	Son	Jesus	Christ,	who	suffered	the	curse	of	death	on
the	Cross	for	us.	He	tasted	“death	for	everyone”	according	to	Hebrews	2:9.	He



took	the	penalty	that	should	rightly	have	been	ours	at	the	hands	of	the	Righteous
Judge,	and	bore	it	in	His	own	body	on	the	Cross.	Jesus	Christ	tasted	death	for	all
mankind,	and	He	defeated	death	when	He	rose	from	the	grave	three	days	later.
Men	can	be	free	from	eternal	death	in	hell	if	they	believe	in	Jesus	Christ	as	Lord
and	Savior.	They	then	are	received	back	to	God	to	spend	eternity	with	Him.	That
is	the	message	of	Christianity.
To	believe	there	was	death	before	Adam’s	sin	destroys	the	basis	of	the	Christian

message.	The	Bible	states	that	man’s	rebellious	actions	led	to	death	and	the
corruption	of	the	universe,	but	the	gap	theory	undermines	the	reason	that	man
needs	a	Savior.

A	closer	look	at	Genesis	1:1–2
The	earliest	available	manuscript	of	Genesis	1:1–2	is	found	in	the	Greek

translation	of	the	Old	Testament,	called	the	Septuagint	(LXX),	which	was	prepared
about	250–200	B.C.	The	LXX	does	not	permit	the	reading	of	any	ruin-
reconstruction	scenario	into	these	verses,	as	even	Custance	admitted.	A	closer	look
at	these	verses	reveals	that	the	gap	theory	imposes	an	interpretation	upon	Genesis
1:1–2	that	is	unnatural	and	grammatically	unsound.	Like	many	attempts	to
harmonize	the	Bible	with	uniformitarian	geology,	the	gap	theory	involves	a	well-
meant	but	misguided	twisting	of	Scripture.
Below	are	the	five	major	challenges	to	the	gap	theory	in	interpreting	Scripture.

For	a	much	fuller	analysis,	we	recommend	the	book	S kcl oj ba	[ ka	S kcfiiba	by
Weston	Fields,	published	by	Burgener	Enterprises,	1997.

Creating	and	making	(Hebrew:	2151	and	1613)
It	is	generally	acknowledged	that	the	Hebrew	word	] [ o[ ,	used	with	“God”	as	its

subject,	means	“to	create”—in	the	sense	of	the	production	of	something	which	did
not	exist	before.
However,	according	to	Exodus	20:11,	God	“made”	([p[ e)	the	heavens	and	the

earth	and	everything	in	them	in	six	days.	If	God	made	everything	in	six	days,	then
there	is	clearly	no	room	for	a	gap.	To	avoid	this	clear	scriptural	testimony	against
any	gap,	gap	theorists	have	alleged	that	[ p[ e	does	not	mean	“to	create,”	but	“to
form”	or	even	“re-form.”	They	claim	that	Exodus	20:11	refers	not	to	six	days	of
creation	but	to	six	days	of	re-forming	a	ruined	world.
Is	there	such	a	difference	between	] [ o[ 	and	[p[ e	in	biblical	usage?	A	number	of

verses	show	that,	while	[ p[ e	may	mean	“to	do”	or	“to	make,”	it	can	also	mean	“to
create,”	which	is	the	same	as	] [ o[ .	For	example,Nehemiah	9:6	states	that	God	made
([p[ e)	“heaven,	the	heaven	of	heavens,	with	all	their	host,	the	earth	and	everything



on	it,	the	seas	and	all	that	is	in	them.”	This	reference	is	obviously	to	the	original	bu
kfefil 	(out	of	nothing)	creation,	but	the	word	[p[ e	is	used.	(We	may	safely	assume
that	no	gappist	will	want	to	say	that	Nehemiah	9:6	refers	to	the	supposed
reconstruction,	because	if	the	passage	did,	the	gappist	would	have	to	include	the
geological	strata	in	the	reconstruction,	thereby	depriving	the	whole	theory	of	any
power	to	explain	away	the	fossil	record.)
The	fact	is	that	the	words	] [ o[ 	and	[p[ e	are	often	used	interchangeably	in	the	Old

Testament;	indeed,	in	some	places	they	are	used	in	synonymous	parallelism
(e.g.,	Genesis	1:26–27,	2:4;	Exodus	34:10;	Isaiah	41:20,	43:7).
Applying	this	conclusion	to	Exodus	20:11,	31:17,	and	Nehemiah	9:6,	we	see	that

Scripture	teaches	that	God	created	the	universe	(everything)	in	six	days,	as	outlined
in	Genesis	1.

The	grammar	of	Genesis	1:1–2
Many	adherents	of	the	gap	theory	claim	that	the	grammar	of	Genesis	1:1–

2	allows,	and	even	requires,	a	time-gap	between	the	events	in	verse	clauses	(i.e.,
three	statements	that	further	describe	the	circumstances	introduced	by	the	principal
clause	in	verse	1).
This	conclusion	is	reinforced	by	the	grammarian	Gesenius.	He	says	that	the

Hebrew	conjunction	t [ t ,	meaning	“and”	at	the	beginning	of	verse	2,	is	a
“waw	copulative,”	which	compares	with	the	old	English	expression	“to	wit.”	This
grammatical	connection	between	verses	1	and	2	thus	rules	out	the	gap	theory.	Verse
2	is	in	fact	a	description	of	the	state	of	the	originally	created	earth:	“And	the	earth
was	without	form	and	void”	(Genesis	1:2a).22

“Was”	or	“became”?
Gappists	translate	“the	earth	t [p	without	form	and	void”	to	be	“the

earth	] b‘ [ j b	(or,	e[ a	] b‘ l j b)	without	form	and	void.”	At	stake	is	the	translation	of
the	Hebrew	word	e[ vbq[ e	(a	form	of	the	Hebrew	verb,	e[ v[ e,	meaning	“to	be”).
Custance,	a	supporter	of	the	gap	theory,	claims	that	out	of	1,320	occurrences	of

the	verb	e[ v[ e	in	the	Old	Testament,	only	24	can	certainly	be	said	to	bear	the
meaning	“to	be.”	He	concludes	that	in	Genesis	1:2	e[ vbq[ e	must	mean	“became”
and	not	simply	“was.”
However,	we	must	note	that	the	meaning	of	a	word	is	controlled	by	its	context,

and	that	verse	2	is	circumstantial	to	verse	1.	Thus	“was”	is	the	most	natural	and
appropriate	translation	for	e[ vbq[ e.	It	is	rendered	this	way	in	most	English	versions
(as	well	as	in	the	LXX).	Furthermore,	in	Genesis	1:2	e[ vbq[ e	is	not	followed	by	the
preposition	ib,	which	would	have	removed	any	ambiguity	in	the	Hebrew	and



required	the	translation	“became.”

/ 438	and	2438
The	words	ql er 	and	] l er ,	usually	translated	“formless	and	void,”	are	used

in	Genesis	1:2.	They	imply	that	the	original	universe	was	created	unformed	and
unfilled	and	was,	during	six	days,	formed	and	filled	by	God’s	creative	actions.
Gappists	claim	that	these	words	imply	a	process	of	judgmental	destruction	and

that	they	indicate	a	sinful,	and	therefore	not	an	original,	state	of	the	earth.
However,	this	brings	interpretations	from	other	parts	of	the	Old	Testament	with
very	different	contexts	(namely,	Isaiah	34:11	and	Jeremiah	4:23)	and	imports	them
into	Genesis	1.
Rl er 	and	] l er 	appear	together	only	in	the	three	above-mentioned	places	in	the

Old	Testament.	However,	ql er 	appears	alone	in	a	number	of	other	places	and	in	all
cases	simply	means	“formless.”	The	word	itself	does	not	tell	us	about	the	cause	of
formlessness;	this	has	to	be	gleaned	from	the	context.	Isaiah	45:18	(often	quoted	by
gappists)	is	rendered	in	the	KJV	“he	created	it	not	in	vain	[ql er ],	he	formed	it	to	be
inhabited.”	In	the	context,	Isaiah	is	speaking	about	Israel,	God’s	people,	and	His
grace	in	restoring	them.	He	did	not	choose	His	people	in	order	to	destroy	them,	but
to	be	their	God	and	for	them	to	be	His	people.	Isaiah	draws	an	analogy	with	God’s
purpose	in	creation:	He	did	not	create	the	world	for	it	to	be	empty.	No,	He	created
it	to	be	formed	and	filled,	a	suitable	abode	for	His	creation.	Gappists	miss	the	point
altogether	when	they	argue	that	because	Isaiah	says	God	did	not	create	the
world	ql er ,	it	must	have	] b‘ l j b	ql er 	at	some	later	time.	Isaiah	45:18	is	about	God’s
purpose	in	creating,	not	about	the	original	state	of	the	creation.
Though	the	expression	“ql er 	and	] l er ”	in	Isaiah	34:11	and	Jeremiah	4:23	speaks

of	a	formlessness	and	emptiness	resulting	from	divine	judgment	for	sin,	this
meaning	is	not	implicit	in	the	expression	itself	but	is	gained	from	the	particular
contexts	in	which	it	occurs.	It	is	not	valid	therefore	to	infer	that	same	meaning
from	Genesis	1:2,	where	the	context	does	not	suggest	any	judgment.	As	an	analogy,
we	might	think	of	a	word	like	“blank”	in	reference	to	a	computer	screen.	It	can	be
blank	because	nothing	has	been	typed	on	the	keyboard,	or	it	can	be	blank	because
the	screen	has	been	erased.	The	word	“blank”	does	not	suggest,	in	itself,	the	reason
why	the	screen	is	blank.	Likewise	with	“formless	and	void”—the	earth	began	that
way	simply	because	it	was	not	yet	formed	and	filled,	or	it	was	that	way	because	of
judgment.
Theologians	call	the	form	of	use	of	ql er 	and/or	] l er 	in	Isaiah	34:11	and	Jeremiah

4:23	a	“verbal	allusion.”	These	passages	on	judgment	allude	to	the	formless	and



empty	earth	at	the	beginning	of	creation	to	suggest	the	extent	of	God’s	judgment	to
come.	God’s	judgment	will	be	so	complete	that	the	result	will	be	like	the	earth
before	it	was	formed	and	filled—formless	and	empty.	This	does	not	imply	that	the
state	of	the	creation	in	Genesis	1:2	was	arrived	at	by	some	sort	of	judgment	or
destruction	as	imagined	by	gappists.	As	theologian	Robert	Chisholm,	Jr.	wrote,	“By
the	way,	allusion	only	works	one	way.	It	is	unwarranted	to	assume	that	Jeremiah’s
use	of	the	phrase	in	a	context	of	judgment	implies	some	sort	of	judgment	in	the
context	of	Genesis	1:2.	Jeremiah	is	not	interpreting	the	meaning	of	Genesis	1:2.”23

“Replenish”
Many	gappists	have	used	the	word	“replenish”	in	the	KJV	translation	of	Genesis

1:28	to	justify	the	gap	theory	on	the	basis	that	this	word	means	“refill.”	Thus,	they
claim	that	God	told	Adam	and	Eve	to	refill	the	earth,	implying	it	was	once	before
filled	with	people	(the	pre-Adamites).	However,	this	is	wrong.	The	Hebrew	word
translated	“replenish,”	male,24	simply	means	“fill”	(or	“fulfill”	or	“be	filled”).
The	English	word	“replenish”	meant	“fill”	from	the	thirteenth	to	the	seventeenth

centuries;	then	it	changed	to	mean	“refill.”	When	the	KJV	was	published	in	1611,
the	translators	used	the	English	word	“replenish,”	which	at	that	time	meant	only
“fill,”	not	“refill.”25

The	straightforward	meaning	of	Genesis	1:1–2
The	gap	(or	ruin-reconstruction)	theory	is	based	on	a	very	tenuous	interpretation

of	Scripture.
The	simple,	straightforward	meaning	of	Genesis	1:1–2	is	that,	when	God	created

the	earth	at	the	beginning,	it	was	initially	formless,	empty,	and	dark,	and	God’s
Spirit	was	there	above	the	waters.	It	was	through	His	creative	energy	that	the	world
was	then	progressively	formed	and	filled	during	the	six	days	of	creation.
Consider	the	analogy	of	a	potter	making	a	vase.	The	first	thing	he	does	is	gather	a

ball	of	clay.	What	he	has	is	good,	but	it	is	unformed.	Next,	he	shapes	it	into	a	vase,
using	his	potter’s	wheel.	Now	the	ball	of	clay	is	no	longer	formless.	He	then	dries	it,
applies	glaze,	and	fires	it.	Now	it	is	ready	to	be	filled—with	flowers	and	water.	At
no	time	could	one	of	the	stages	be	considered	evil	or	bad.	It	was	just	unfinished—
unformed	and	unfilled.	When	the	vase	was	finally	formed	and	filled,	it	could	be
described	as	“very	good.”



Warning
Many	sincere	Christians	have	invented	reinterpretations	of	Scripture	to	avoid

intellectual	conflicts	with	popular	scientific	ideas.	The	gap	theory	was	one	such
reinterpretation	designed	to	fit	in	with	scientific	concepts	that	arose	in	the	early
1800s	and	are	still	popular	today.
In	reality,	though,	the	gap	theory	was	an	effective	anesthetic	that	put	the	church

to	sleep	for	over	100	years.	When	the	children	who	learned	this	compromise
position	went	on	to	higher	education,	they	were	shocked	to	discover	that	this	theory
explained	nothing.	Many	of	them	then	accepted	the	only	remaining	“respectable”
theory—evolution—which	went	hand-in-hand	with	millions	of	years.	The	results
were	usually	disastrous	for	their	faith.
Today,	other	compromise	positions,	such	as	progressive	creation	or	theistic

evolution,	have	mostly	replaced	the	gap	theory.26	The	gappists,	by	attempting	to
maintain	a	literal	Genesis	but	adhering	to	the	long	ages	(millions	of	years),	opened
the	door	for	greater	compromise	in	the	next	generation—the	reinterpretation	of	the
days,	God	using	evolution,	etc.
But	whether	it	is	the	gap	theory,	day-age/progressive	creation,	or	theistic

evolution,	the	results	are	the	same.	These	positions	may	be	acceptable	in	some
churches,	but	the	learned	in	the	secular	world	will,	with	some	justification,	mock
those	who	hold	them	because	they	see	the	inconsistencies.
In	Martin	Luther’s	day	the	church	compromised	what	the	Bible	clearly	taught,

and	he	nailed	his	L fkbqv-Dfsb	Rebpbp	to	the	door	of	the	church	to	call	them	back	to
the	authority	of	God’s	Word.	In	the	same	way,	the	church	today	has,	by	and	large,
neglected	what	the	Bible	clearly	says	in	Genesis	1–11.	It’s	time	to	call	the	church



back	to	the	authority	of	God’s	Word	beginning	with	Genesis.
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22	The	word	“and”	is	included	in	the	KJV	translation	but	is	translated`	“now”	in	the	NIV	and	is	not

translated	at	all	in	the	NKJV	or	the	NASB.	
23	R.B.	Chisholm,	Jr.,	Dol j 	Cubdbpfp	ql 	Cuml pfqfl k9	=	No[ ‘qf‘ [ i	E r fab	ql 	S pfkd	? f] if‘ [ i	F b] obt 	(Baker	Books,

1998),	p.	41.	
24	Qqol kd(p	Al k‘ l oa[k‘b,	Hebrew	word	No.	4390.	
25	See	C.	Taylor,	“What	does	‘replenish	the	earth’	mean?”	Aob[qfl k	18(2):44–45,	1996,	for	more	details	on

the	history	of	the	meaning	of	“replenish.”	
26	A	strange	modern	gap	theory	is	found	in	Ebkbpfp	S k] l r ka,	by	J.	Sailhamer	(Multnomah	Books,	1996).

The	author	fits	the	supposed	millions	of	years	of	geologic	history	into	Genesis	1:1	and	then	claims	the	six	days
of	creation	relate	to	the	Promised	Land.	He	states	his	motivation	for	this	novel	approach	on	p.	29:	“If	billions	of
years	really	are	covered	by	the	simple	statement,	‘In	the	beginning	God	created	the	heavens	and	the	earth,’	then
many	of	the	processes	described	by	modern	scientists	fall	into	the	period	covered	by	the	Hebrew	term
‘beginning.’	Within	that	‘beginning’	would	fit	the	countless	geologic	ages,	ice	ages,	and	the	many	global	climatic
changes	on	our	planet.	The	many	biological	eras	would	also	fit	within	‘the	beginning’	of	Genesis	1:1,	including
the	long	ages	during	which	the	dinosaurs	roamed	the	earth.	By	the	time	human	beings	were	created	on	the	sixth
day	of	the	week,	the	dinosaurs	already	could	have	flourished	and	become	extinct—all	during	the	‘beginning’
recorded	in	Genesis	1:1.”	Many	of	the	problems	with	the	classical	gap	theory	also	apply	to	this	attempt	to	fit
millions	of	years	into	the	Bible.	

http://www.answersingenesis.org/go/young
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One	result	of	compromising	with	our	evolutionary	culture	is	the	view	of	creation
called	the	“day-age”	theory	or	“progressive	creation.”	This	view,	while	not	a	new
one,	has	received	wide	publicity	in	the	past	several	years.	Much	of	this	publicity	is
due	to	the	publications	and	lectures	of	astronomer	Dr.	Hugh	Ross—probably	the
world’s	leading	progressive	creationist.	Dr.	Ross’s	views	on	how	to	interpret	the
Book	of	Genesis	won	early	endorsements	from	many	well-known	Christian	leaders,
churches,	seminaries,	and	Christian	colleges.	The	teachings	of	Dr.	Ross	seemingly
allowed	Christians	to	use	the	term	“creationist”	but	still	gave	them	supposed
academic	respectability	in	the	eyes	of	the	world	by	rejecting	six	literal	days	of
creation	and	maintaining	billions	of	years.	However,	after	his	views	became	more
fully	understood,	many	who	had	previously	embraced	progressive	creation	realized
how	bankrupt	those	views	are	and	removed	their	endorsement.
In	this	chapter,	some	of	the	teachings	of	progressive	creation	will	be	examined	in

light	of	Scripture	and	good	science.1

In	summary,	progressive	creation	teaches:

The	big-bang	origin	of	the	universe	occurred	about	13–15	billion	years	ago.
The	days	of	creation	were	overlapping	periods	of	millions	and	billions	of	years.
Over	millions	of	years,	God	created	new	species	as	others	kept	going	extinct.
The	record	of	nature	is	just	as	reliable	as	the	Word	of	God.
Death,	bloodshed,	and	disease	existed	before	Adam	and	Eve.
Manlike	creatures	that	looked	and	behaved	much	like	us	(and	painted	on	cave
walls)	existed	before	Adam	and	Eve	but	did	not	have	a	spirit	that	was	made	in
the	image	of	God,	and	thus	had	no	hope	of	salvation.
The	Genesis	Flood	was	a	local	event.

The	big	bang	origin	of	the	universe
Progressive	creation	teaches	that	the	modern	big-bang	theory	of	the	origin	of	the

universe	is	true	and	has	been	proven	by	scientific	inquiry	and	observation.	For



Hugh	Ross	and	others	like	him,	big-bang	cosmology	becomes	the	basis	by	which
the	Bible	is	interpreted.	This	includes	belief	that	the	universe	and	the	earth	are
billions	of	years	old.	Dr.	Ross	even	goes	so	far	as	to	state	that	life	would	not	be
possible	on	earth	without	billions	of	years	of	earth	history:

It	only	works	in	a	cosmos	of	a	hundred-billion	trillion	stars	that’s	precisely
sixteen-billion-years	old.	This	is	the	narrow	window	of	time	in	which	life	is
possible.2

Life	is	only	possible	when	the	universe	is	between	12	and	17	billion	years.3
This,	of	course,	ignores	the	fact	that	God	is	omnipotent—He	could	make	a	fully

functional	universe	ready	for	life	right	from	the	beginning,	for	with	God	nothing	is
impossible	(Matthew	19:26).4

The	days	of	creation	in	Genesis	1
Progressive	creationists	claim	that	the	days	of	creation	in	Genesis	1	represent	long

periods	of	time.	In	fact,	Dr.	Ross	believes	day	3	of	creation	week	lasted	more	than	3
billion	years!5	This	assertion	is	made	in	order	to	allow	for	the	billions	of	years	that
evolutionists	claim	are	represented	in	the	rock	layers	of	earth.	This	position,
however,	has	problems,	both	biblically	and	scientifically.
The	text	of	Genesis	1	clearly	states	that	God	supernaturally	created	all	that	is	in

six	actual	days.	If	we	are	prepared	to	let	the	words	of	the	text	speak	to	us	in	accord
with	the	context	and	their	normal	definitions,	without	influence	from	outside	ideas,
then	the	word	for	“day”	in	Genesis	1	obviously	means	an	ordinary	day	of	about	24
hours.	It	is	qualified	by	a	number,	the	phrase	“evening	and	morning,”	and	for	day
1,	the	words	“light	and	darkness.”6
Dr.	James	Barr,	Regius	Professor	of	Hebrew	at	Oxford	University,	who	himself

does	not	believe	Genesis	is	true	history,	admitted	the	following,	as	far	as	the
language	of	Genesis	1	is	concerned:

So	far	as	I	know,	there	is	no	professor	of	Hebrew	or	Old	Testament	at	any
world-class	university	who	does	not	believe	that	the	writer(s)	of	Gen.	1–11
intended	to	convey	to	their	readers	the	ideas	that	(a)	creation	took	place	in	a
series	of	six	days	which	were	the	same	as	the	days	of	24	hours	we	now
experience,	(b)	the	figures	contained	in	the	Genesis	genealogies	provided	by
simple	addition	a	chronology	from	the	beginning	of	the	world	up	to	later	stages
in	the	biblical	story,	(c)	Noah’s	Flood	was	understood	to	be	world-wide	and
extinguish	all	human	and	animal	life	except	for	those	in	the	ark.7

Besides	the	textual	problems,	progressive	creationists	have	scientific	dilemmas	as



well.	They	accept	modern	scientific	measurements	for	the	age	of	the	earth,	even
though	these	measurements	are	based	on	evolutionary,	atheistic	assumptions.	Dr.
Ross	often	speaks	of	the	“facts	of	nature”	and	the	“facts	of	science”	when	referring
to	the	big	bang	and	billions	of	years.	This	demonstrates	his	fundamental
misunderstanding	of	evidence.	The	scientific	“facts”	that	evolutionists	claim	as
proof	of	millions	of	years	are	really	interpretations	of	selected	observations	that	have
been	made	with	antibiblical	and	usually	atheistic,	philosophical	assumptions.	We	all
have	the	same	facts:	the	same	living	creatures,	the	same	DNA	molecules,	the	same
fossils,	the	same	rock	layers,	the	same	Grand	Canyon,	the	same	moon,	the	same
planets,	the	same	starlight	from	distant	stars	and	galaxies,	etc.	These	are	the	facts;
how	old	they	are	and	how	they	formed	are	the	interpretations	of	the	facts.	And	what
one	believes	about	history	will	affect	how	one	interprets	these	facts.	History	is
littered	with	so-called	“scientific	facts”	that	supposedly	had	proven	the	Bible	wrong,
but	which	were	shown	years	or	decades	later	to	be	not	facts	but	erroneously
interpreted	observations	because	of	the	antibiblical	assumptions	used.8

The	order	of	creation
As	their	name	indicates,	progressive	creationists	believe	that	God	progressively

created	species	on	earth	over	billions	of	years,	with	new	species	replacing	extinct
ones,	starting	with	simple	organisms	and	culminating	in	the	creation	of	Adam	and
Eve.	They	accept	the	evolutionary	order	for	the	development	of	life	on	earth,	even
though	this	contradicts	the	order	given	in	the	Genesis	account	of
creation.9	Evolutionary	theory	holds	that	the	first	life	forms	were	marine	organisms,
while	the	Bible	says	that	God	created	land	plants	first.	Reptiles	are	supposed	to	have
predated	birds,	while	Genesis	says	that	birds	came	first.	Evolutionists	believe	that
land	mammals	came	before	whales,	while	the	Bible	teaches	that	God	created	whales
first.

Dr.	Davis	Young,	emeritus	geology	professor	at	Calvin	College,	recognized	this



dilemma	and	abandoned	the	“day-age”	theory.	Here	is	part	of	his	explanation	as	to
why	he	discarded	it:

The	biblical	text,	for	example,	has	vegetation	appearing	on	the	third	day	and
animals	on	the	fifth	day.	Geology,	however,	had	long	realized	that	invertebrate
animals	were	swarming	in	the	seas	long	before	vegetation	gained	a	foothold	on
the	land.	.	.	.	Worse	yet,	the	text	states	that	on	the	fourth	day	God	made	the
heavenly	bodies	after	the	earth	was	already	in	existence.	Here	is	a	blatant
confrontation	with	science.	Astronomy	insists	that	the	sun	is	older	than	the
earth.10

The	sixty-seventh	book	of	the	Bible
Dr.	Ross	has	stated	that	he	believes	nature	to	be	“just	as	perfect”	as	the	Bible.

Here	is	the	full	quote:
Not	everyone	has	been	exposed	to	the	sixty-six	books	of	the	Bible,	but

everyone	on	planet	Earth	has	been	exposed	to	the	sixty-seventh	book—the	book
that	God	has	written	upon	the	heavens	for	everyone	to	read.
And	the	Bible	tells	us	it’s	impossible	for	God	to	lie,	so	the	record	of	nature

must	be	just	as	perfect,	and	reliable	and	truthful	as	the	sixty-six	books	of	the
Bible	that	is	part	of	the	Word	of	God.	.	.	.	And	so	when	astronomers	tell	us
[their	attempts	to	measure	distance	in	space]	.	.	.	it’s	part	of	the	truth	that	God
has	revealed	to	us.	It	actually	encompasses	part	of	the	Word	of	God.3
Dr.	Ross	is	right	that	God	cannot	lie,	and	God	tells	us	in	Romans	8:22	that	“the

whole	creation	groans	and	labors	with	birth	pangs”	because	of	sin.	And	not	only
was	the	universe	cursed,	but	man	himself	has	been	affected	by	the	Fall.	So	how	can
sinful,	fallible	human	beings	in	a	sin-cursed	universe	say	that	their	interpretation	of
the	evidence	is	as	perfect	as	God’s	written	revelation?	Scientific	assertions	must
use	fallible	assumptions	and	fallen	reasoning—how	can	this	be	the	Word	of	God?



The	respected	systematic	theologian	Louis	Berkhof	said:
Since	the	entrance	of	sin	into	the	world,	man	can	gather	true	knowledge	about

God	from	His	general	revelation	only	if	he	studies	it	in	the	light	of	Scripture,	in
which	the	elements	of	God’s	original	self-revelation,	which	were	obscured	and
perverted	by	the	blight	of	sin,	are	republished,	corrected,	and	interpreted.	.	.	.
Some	are	inclined	to	speak	of	God’s	general	revelation	as	a	second	source;	but
this	is	hardly	correct	in	view	of	the	fact	that	nature	can	come	into	consideration
here	only	as	interpreted	in	the	light	of	Scripture.11
In	other	words,	Christians	should	build	their	thinking	on	the	Bible,	not	on	fallible

interpretations	of	scientific	observations	about	the	past.

Death	and	disease	before	Adam
Progressive	creationists	believe	the	fossil	record	was	formed	from	the	millions	of

animals	that	lived	and	died	before	Adam	and	Eve	were	created.	They	accept	the	idea
that	there	was	death,	bloodshed,	and	disease	(including	cancer)	before	sin,	which
goes	directly	against	the	teaching	of	the	Bible	and	dishonors	the	character	of	God.
God	created	a	perfect	world	at	the	beginning.	When	He	was	finished,	God	stated

that	His	creation	was	“very	good.”	The	Bible	makes	it	clear	that	man	and	all	the
animals	were	vegetarians	before	the	Fall	(Genesis	1:29-30).	Plants	were	given	to
them	for	food	(plants	do	not	have	a	kbmebpe	[life	spirit]	as	man	and	animals	do	and
thus	eating	them	would	not	constitute	“death”	in	the	biblical	sense12).



Concerning	the	entrance	of	sin	into	the	world,	Dr.	Ross	writes,	“The	groaning	of
creation	in	anticipation	of	release	from	sin	has	lasted	fifteen	billion	years	and
affected	a	hundred	billion	trillion	stars.”13
However,	the	Bible	teaches	something	quite	different.	In	the	context	of	human

death,	the	apostle	Paul	states,	“Through	one	man	sin	entered	the	world,	and	death
through	sin”	(Romans	5:12).	It	is	clear	that	there	was	no	sin	in	the	world	before
Adam	sinned,	and	thus	no	death.
God	killed	the	first	animal	in	the	Garden	and	shed	blood	because	of	sin.	If	there

were	death,	bloodshed,	disease,	and	suffering	before	sin,	then	the	basis	for	the
atonement	is	destroyed.	Christ	suffered	death	because	death	was	the	penalty	for	sin.
There	will	be	no	death	or	suffering	in	the	perfect	“restoration”—so	why	can’t	we
accept	the	same	in	a	perfect	(“very	good”)	creation	before	sin?
God	must	be	quite	incompetent	and	cruel	to	make	things	in	the	way	that

evolutionists	imagine	the	universe	and	earth	to	have	evolved,	as	most	creatures	that
ever	existed	died	cruel	deaths.	Progressive	creation	denigrates	the	wisdom	and
goodness	of	God	by	suggesting	that	this	was	God’s	method	of	creation.	This	view
attacks	His	truthfulness	as	well.	If	God	really	created	over	the	course	of	billions	of
years,	then	He	has	misled	most	believers	for	4,000	years	into	believing	that	He	did
it	in	six	days.14



Spiritless	hominids	before	Adam
Since	evolutionary	radiometric	dating	methods	have	dated	certain	humanlike

fossils	as	older	than	Ross’s	date	for	modern	humans	(approx.	40,000	years),	he	and
other	progressive	creationists	insist	that	these	are	fossils	of	pre-Adamic	creatures	that
had	no	spirit,	and	thus	no	salvation.
Dr.	Ross	accepts	and	defends	these	evolutionary	dating	methods,	so	he	must

redefine	all	evidence	of	humans	(descendants	of	Noah)	if	they	are	given
evolutionary	dates	of	more	than	about	40,000	years	(e.g.,	the	Neanderthal	cave
sites)	as	related	to	spiritless	“hominids,”	which	the	Bible	does	not	mention.
However,	these	same	methods	have	been	used	to	“date”	the	Australian	Aborigines
back	at	least	60,000	years	(some	have	claimed	much	older)	and	fossils	of
“anatomically	modern	humans”	to	over	100,000	years.15	By	Ross’s	reasoning,	none
of	these	(including	the	Australian	Aborigines)	could	be	descendants	of	Adam	and
Eve.	However,	Acts	17:26	says,	“And	He	has	made	from	one	blood	every	nation	of
men	to	dwell	on	all	the	face	of	the	earth,	and	has	determined	their	preappointed
times	and	the	boundaries	of	their	dwellings”	(NKJV).	All	people	on	earth	are
descendants	of	Adam.



In	addition,	the	fossil	record	cannot,	by	its	very	nature,	conclusively	reveal	if	a
creature	had	a	spirit	or	not,	since	spirits	are	not	fossilized.	But	there	is	clear	evidence
that	creatures,	which	Ross	(following	the	evolutionists)	places	before	Adam,	had	art
and	clever	technology	and	that	they	buried	their	dead	in	a	way	that	many	of	Adam’s
descendants	have.16	Therefore,	we	have	strong	reason	to	believe	that	they	were	fully
human	and	actually	descendants	of	Adam,	and	that	they	lived	only	a	few	thousand
years	ago.

The	Genesis	Flood
One	important	tenet	of	progressive	creation	is	that	the	Flood	of	Noah’s	day	was	a

local	flood,	limited	to	the	Mesopotamian	region.	Progressive	creationists	believe
that	the	rock	layers	and	fossils	found	around	the	world	are	the	result	of	billions	of



years	of	evolutionary	earth	history,	rather	than	from	the	biblical	Flood.

Dr.	Ross	often	says	that	he	believes	in	a	“universal”	or	“worldwide”	flood,	but	in
reality	he	does	not	believe	that	the	Flood	covered	the	whole	earth.	He	argues	that
the	text	of	Genesis	7	doesn’t	really	say	that	the	Flood	covered	the	whole	earth.	But
read	it	for	yourself:

19	They	[the	flood	waters]	rose	greatly	on	the	earth,	and	[ ii	the	high
mountains	under	the	bkqfob	heavens	were	covered.
21	Csbov	living	thing	that	moved	on	the	earth	perished	—	birds,	livestock,

wild	animals,	[ ii	the	creatures	that	swarm	over	the	earth,	and	[ ii	mankind.
22	Csbovqefkd	on	dry	land	that	had	the	breath	of	life	in	its	nostrils	died.
23	Csbov	living	thing	on	the	face	of	the	earth	was	wiped	out;	men	and	animals

and	the	creatures	that	move	along	the	ground	and	the	birds	of	the	air	were
wiped	from	the	earth.	Mkiv	Noah	was	left,	and	those	with	him	in	the	ark
[emphasis	added].
Also,	many	questions	remain	for	those	who	teach	that	the	Genesis	flood	was	only

local:

If	the	Flood	was	local,	why	did	Noah	have	to	build	an	ark?	He	could	have
walked	to	the	other	side	of	the	mountains	and	missed	it.
If	the	Flood	was	local,	why	did	God	send	the	animals	to	the	ark	so	they	could
escape	death?	There	would	have	been	other	animals	to	reproduce	that	kind	if
these	particular	ones	had	died.
If	the	Flood	was	local,	why	was	the	ark	big	enough	to	hold	all	the	different
kinds	of	vertebrate	land	animals?	If	only	Mesopotamian	animals	were	aboard,
the	ark	could	have	been	much	smaller.17



- 	YcROY	UYccS	gWOg	ecfT	OPci T	gWT	a chbgOXbf’

If	the	Flood	was	local,	why	would	birds	have	been	sent	on	board?	These	could
simply	have	winged	across	to	a	nearby	mountain	range.
If	the	Flood	was	local,	how	could	the	waters	rise	to	15	cubits	(8	meters)	above
the	mountains	(Genesis	7:20)?	Water	seeks	its	own	level.	It	couldn’t	rise	to
cover	the	local	mountains	while	leaving	the	rest	of	the	world	untouched.
If	the	Flood	was	local,	people	who	did	not	happen	to	be	living	in	the	vicinity
would	not	be	affected	by	it.	They	would	have	escaped	God’s	judgment	on	sin.
If	this	had	happened,	what	did	Christ	mean	when	He	likened	the	coming
judgment	of	all	men	to	the	judgment	of	“all”	men	in	the	days	of	Noah
(Matthew	24:37–39)?	A	partial	judgment	in	Noah’s	day	means	a	partial
judgment	to	come.
If	the	Flood	was	local,	God	would	have	repeatedly	broken	His	promise	never
to	send	such	a	flood	again.

Conclusion
It	is	true	that	whether	one	believes	in	six	literal	days	does	not	ultimately	affect

one’s	salvation,	if	one	is	truly	born	again.	However,	we	need	to	stand	back	and	look



at	the	“big	picture.”	In	many	nations,	the	Word	of	God	was	once	widely	respected
and	taken	seriously.	But	once	the	door	of	compromise	is	unlocked	and	Christian
leaders	concede	that	we	shouldn’t	take	the	Bible	as	written	in	Genesis,	why	should
the	world	take	heed	of	it	in	[ kv	area?	Because	the	Church	has	told	the	world	that
one	can	use	man’s	interpretation	of	the	world	(such	as	billions	of	years)	to
reinterpret	the	Bible,	it	is	seen	as	an	outdated,	scientifically	incorrect	“holy	book,”
not	intended	to	be	taken	seriously.
As	each	subsequent	generation	has	pushed	this	door	of	compromise	open	farther

and	farther,	increasingly	they	are	not	accepting	the	morality	or	salvation	of	the	Bible
either.	After	all,	if	the	history	in	Genesis	is	not	correct	as	written,	how	can	one	be
sure	the	rest	can	be	taken	as	written?	Jesus	said,	“If	I	have	told	you	earthly	things
and	you	do	not	believe,	how	will	you	believe	if	I	tell	you	heavenly	things?”	(John
3:12).
It	would	not	be	exaggerating	to	claim	that	the	majority	of	Christian	leaders	and

laypeople	within	the	church	today	do	not	believe	in	six	literal	days.	Sadly,	being
influenced	by	the	world	has	led	to	the	Church	no	longer	powerfully	influencing	the
world.
The	“war	of	the	worldviews”	is	not	ultimately	one	of	young	earth	versus	old	earth,

or	billions	of	years	versus	six	days,	or	creation	versus	evolution—the	real	battle	is	the
authority	of	the	Word	of	God	versus	man’s	fallible	theories.
Belief	in	a	historical	Genesis	is	important	because	progressive	creation	and	its

belief	in	millions	of	years	(1)	contradicts	the	clear	teaching	of	Scripture,	(2)	assaults
the	character	of	God,	(3)	severely	damages	and	distorts	the	Bible’s	teaching	on
death,	and	(4)	undermines	the	gospel	by	undermining	the	clear	teaching	of	Genesis,
which	gives	the	whole	basis	for	Christ’s	atonement	and	our	need	for	a	Redeemer.	So
ultimately,	the	issue	of	a	literal	Genesis	is	about	the	authority	of	the	Word	of	God
versus	the	authority	of	the	words	of	sinful	men.
Why	do	Christians	believe	in	the	bodily	resurrection	of	Jesus	Christ?	Because	of

the	t l oap	l c	Q‘ofmqr ob	(“according	to	the	Scriptures”).
And	why	should	Christians	believe	in	six	literal	days	of	creation?	Because	of

the	t l oap	l c	Q‘ofmqr ob	(“In	six	days	the	Lord	made	.	.	.”).
The	real	issue	is	one	of	authority—let	us	unashamedly	stand	upon	God’s	Word	as

our	sole	authority!
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The	atheistic	formula	for	evolution	is:

Evolution	=	matter	+	evolutionary	factors	(chance	and	necessity	+	mutation	+
selection	+	isolation	+	death)	+	very	long	time	periods.
In	the	theistic	evolutionary	view,	God	is	added:
Theistic	evolution	=	matter	+	evolutionary	factors	(chance	and	necessity	+

mutation	+	selection	+	isolation	+	death)	+	very	long	time	periods	+	God.

What	is	theistic	evolution?
The	following	evolutionary	assumptions	are	generally	applicable	to	theistic

evolution:

The	basic	principle,	evolution,	is	taken	for	granted.
It	is	believed	that	evolution	is	a	universal	principle.
As	far	as	scientific	laws	are	concerned,	there	is	no	difference	between	the	origin
of	the	earth	and	all	life	and	their	subsequent	development	(the	principle	of
uniformity).
Evolution	relies	on	processes	that	allow	increases	in	organization	from	the
simple	to	the	complex,	from	non-life	to	life,	and	from	lower	to	higher	forms	of
life.
The	driving	forces	of	evolution	are	mutation,	selection,	isolation,	and	mixing.
Chance	and	necessity,	long	time	epochs,	ecological	changes,	and	death	are
additional	indispensable	factors.
The	time	line	is	so	prolonged	that	anyone	can	have	as	much	time	as	he/she
likes	for	the	process	of	evolution.
The	present	is	the	key	to	the	past.
There	was	a	smooth	transition	from	non-life	to	life.
Evolution	will	persist	into	the	distant	future.

In	addition	to	these	evolutionary	assumptions,	three	additional	beliefs	apply	to
theistic	evolution:



1.	 God	used	evolution	as	a	means	of	creating.
2.	 The	Bible	contains	no	usable	or	relevant	ideas	which	can	be	applied	in	present-

day	origins	science.
3.	 Evolutionistic	pronouncements	have	priority	over	biblical	statements.	The

Bible	must	be	reinterpreted	when	and	wherever	it	contradicts	the	present
evolutionary	worldview.

In	this	system	God	is	not	the	omnipotent	Lord	of	all	things,	who’s	Word	has	to
be	taken	seriously	by	all	men,	but	He	is	integrated	into	the	evolutionary	philosophy.
This	leads	to	10	dangers	for	Christians.1

Danger	no.	1:	Misrepresentation	of	the	nature	of	God
The	Bible	reveals	God	to	us	as	our	Father	in	Heaven,	who	is	absolutely	perfect

(Matthew	5:48),	holy	(Isaiah	6:3),	and	omnipotent	(Jeremiah	32:17).	The	Apostle
John	tells	us	that	God	is	love,	light,	and	life	(1	John	4:16;	1:5;	1:1–2).	When	this
God	creates	something,	His	work	is	described	as	“very	good”	(Genesis	1:31)	and
“perfect”	(Deuteronomy	32:4).
Theistic	evolution	gives	a	false	representation	of	the	nature	of	God	because	death

and	ghastliness	are	ascribed	to	the	Creator	as	principles	of	creation.

Danger	no.	2:	God	becomes	a	God	of	the	gaps
The	Bible	states	that	God	is	the	Prime	Cause	of	all	things.	“Yet	for	us	there	is	one

God,	the	Father,	of	whom	are	all	things	.	.	.	and	one	Lord	Jesus	Christ,	through
whom	are	all	things.”	(1	Corinthians	8:6).
However,	in	theistic	evolution	the	only	workspace	allotted	to	God	is	that	part	of

nature	which	evolution	cannot	“explain”	with	the	means	presently	at	its	disposal.	In
this	way	He	is	reduced	to	being	a	“god	of	the	gaps”	for	those	phenomena	about
which	there	are	doubts.	This	leads	to	the	view	that	“God	is	therefore	not	absolute,
but	He	Himself	has	evolved—He	is	evolution.”2

Danger	no.	3:	Denial	of	central	biblical	teachings
The	entire	Bible	bears	witness	that	we	are	dealing	with	a	source	of	truth	authored

by	God	(2	Timothy	3:16),	with	the	Old	Testament	as	the	indispensable	“ramp”
leading	to	the	New	Testament,	like	an	access	road	leads	to	a	motor	freeway	(John
5:39).	The	biblical	creation	account	should	not	be	regarded	as	a	myth,	a	parable,	or
an	allegory,	but	as	a	historical	report,	because:



Biological,	astronomical,	and	anthropological	facts	are	given	in	didactic
[teaching]	form.
In	the	Ten	Commandments	God	bases	the	six	working	days	and	one	day	of
rest	on	the	same	time-span	as	that	described	in	the	creation	account	(Exodus
20:8–11).
In	the	New	Testament	Jesus	referred	to	facts	of	the	creation	(e.g.	Matthew
19:4–5).
Nowhere	in	the	Bible	are	there	any	indications	that	the	creation	account
should	be	understood	in	any	other	way	than	as	a	factual	report.

The	doctrine	of	theistic	evolution	undermines	this	basic	way	of	reading	the	Bible,
as	vouched	for	by	Jesus,	the	prophets,	and	the	apostles.	Events	reported	in	the	Bible
are	reduced	to	mythical	imagery,	and	an	understanding	of	the	message	of	the	Bible
as	being	true	in	word	and	meaning	is	lost.

Danger	no.	4:	Loss	of	the	way	for	finding	God
The	Bible	describes	man	as	being	completely	ensnared	by	sin	after	Adam’s	fall

(Romans	7:18–19).	Only	those	persons	who	realize	that	they	are	sinful	and	lost	will
seek	the	Savior	who	came	“to	seek	and	to	save	that	which	was	lost”	(Luke	19:10).
However,	evolution	knows	no	sin	in	the	biblical	sense	of	missing	one’s	purpose

(in	relation	to	God).	Sin	is	made	meaningless,	and	that	is	exactly	the	opposite	of
what	the	Holy	Spirit	does—He	declares	sin	to	be	sinful.	If	sin	is	seen	as	a	harmless
evolutionary	factor,	then	one	has	lost	the	key	for	finding	God,	which	is	not	resolved
by	adding	“God”	to	the	evolutionary	scenario.

Danger	no.	5:	The	doctrine	of	God’s	incarnation	is	undermined
The	incarnation	of	God	through	His	Son	Jesus	Christ	is	one	of	the	basic	teachings

of	the	Bible.	The	Bible	states	that	“the	Word	became	flesh	and	dwelt	among	us”
(John	1:14)	and	that	Jesus	Christ	came	“in	the	likeness	of	men”	(Philippians	2:7).3

Danger	no.	6:	The	biblical	basis	of	Jesus’s	work	of	redemption	is
mythologized
The	Bible	teaches	that	the	first	man’s	fall	into	sin	was	a	real	event	and	that	this

was	the	direct	cause	of	sin	in	the	world.	“Therefore,	just	as	through	one	man	sin
entered	the	world,	and	death	through	sin,	and	thus	death	spread	to	all	men,	because
all	sinned”	(Romans	5:12).
Theistic	evolution	does	not	acknowledge	Adam	as	the	first	man,	nor	that	he	was



created	directly	from	“the	dust	of	the	ground”	by	God	(Genesis	2:7).	Most	theistic
evolutionists	regard	the	creation	account	as	being	merely	a	mythical	tale,	albeit	with
some	spiritual	significance.	However,	the	sinner	Adam	and	the	Savior	Jesus	are
linked	together	in	the	Bible—Romans	5:16–18.	Thus,	any	theological	view	which
mythologizes	Adam	undermines	the	biblical	basis	of	Jesus’s	work	of	redemption.

Danger	no.	7:	Loss	of	biblical	chronology
The	Bible	provides	us	with	a	time	scale	for	history	and	this	underlies	a	proper

understanding	of	the	Bible.	This	time	scale	includes:

There	is	a	well-defined	beginning	in	Genesis	1:1,	as	well	as	a	moment	when
physical	time	will	end	(Matthew	24:14).	The	time	scale	cannot	be	extended
indefinitely	into	the	past,	nor	into	the	future.
The	total	duration	of	creation	was	six	days	(Exodus	20:11).
The	age	of	the	universe	may	be	estimated	in	terms	of	the	genealogies	recorded
in	the	Bible	(but	note	that	it	cannot	be	calculated	exactly).	It	is	of	the	order	of
several	thousand	years,	not	billions.
Galatians	4:4	points	out	the	most	outstanding	event	in	the	world’s	history:
“But	when	the	fullness	of	the	time	had	come,	God	sent	forth	His	Son.”	This
happened	nearly	2,000	years	ago.
The	return	of	Christ	in	power	and	glory	is	the	greatest	expected	future	event.

Supporters	of	theistic	evolution	(and	progressive	creation)	disregard	the	biblically
given	measures	of	time	in	favor	of	evolutionist	time-scales	involving	billions	of	years
both	past	and	future	(for	which	there	are	no	convincing	physical	grounds).	This	can
lead	to	two	errors:

1.	 Not	all	statements	of	the	Bible	are	to	be	taken	seriously.
2.	 Vigilance	concerning	the	second	coming	of	Jesus	may	be	lost.

Danger	no.	8:	Loss	of	creation	concepts
Certain	essential	creation	concepts	are	taught	in	the	Bible.	These	include:

God	created	matter	without	using	any	available	material.
God	created	the	earth	first,	and	on	the	fourth	day	He	added	the	moon,	the
solar	system,	our	local	galaxy,	and	all	other	star	systems.	This	sequence



conflicts	with	all	ideas	of	‘cosmic	evolution’,	such	as	the	“big	bang”	cosmology.

Theistic	evolution	ignores	all	such	biblical	creation	principles	and	replaces	them
with	evolutionary	notions,	thereby	contradicting	and	opposing	God’s	omnipotent
acts	of	creation.

Danger	no.	9:	Misrepresentation	of	reality
The	Bible	carries	the	seal	of	truth,	and	all	its	pronouncements	are	authoritative—

whether	they	deal	with	questions	of	faith	and	salvation,	daily	living,	or	matters	of
scientific	importance.
Evolutionists	brush	all	this	aside,	e.g.	Richard	Dawkins	says,	“Nearly	all	peoples

have	developed	their	own	creation	myth,	and	the	Genesis	story	is	just	the	one	that
happened	to	have	been	adopted	by	one	particular	tribe	of	Middle	Eastern	herders.	It
has	no	more	special	status	than	the	belief	of	a	particular	West	African	tribe	that	the
world	was	created	from	the	excrement	of	ants.”4
If	evolution	is	false,	then	numerous	sciences	have	embraced	false	testimony.

Whenever	these	sciences	conform	to	evolutionary	views,	they	misrepresent	reality.
How	much	more	then	a	theology	which	departs	from	what	the	Bible	says	and
embraces	evolution!

Danger	no.	10:	Missing	the	purpose
In	no	other	historical	book	do	we	find	so	many	and	such	valuable	statements	of

purpose	for	man,	as	in	the	Bible.	For	example:

1.	 Man	is	God’s	purpose	in	creation	(Genesis	1:27–28).
2.	 Man	is	the	purpose	of	God’s	plan	of	redemption	(Isaiah	53:5).
3.	 Man	is	the	purpose	of	the	mission	of	God’s	Son	(1	John	4:9).
4.	 We	are	the	purpose	of	God’s	inheritance	(Titus	3:7).
5.	 Heaven	is	our	destination	(1	Peter	1:4).

However,	the	very	thought	of	purposefulness	is	anathema	to	evolutionists.
“Evolutionary	adaptations	never	follow	a	purposeful	program,	they	thus	cannot	be
regarded	as	teleonomical.”5	Thus	a	belief	system	such	as	theistic	evolution	that
marries	purposefulness	with	non-purposefulness	is	a	contradiction	in	terms.

Conclusion



The	doctrines	of	creation	and	evolution	are	so	strongly	divergent	that
reconciliation	is	totally	impossible.	Theistic	evolutionists	attempt	to	integrate	the
two	doctrines,	however	such	syncretism	reduces	the	message	of	the	Bible	to
insignificance.	The	conclusion	is	inevitable:	There	is	no	support	for	theistic
evolution	in	the	Bible.
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If	the	days	of	creation	are	really	geologic	ages	of	millions	of	years,	then	the	gospel
message	is	undermined	at	its	foundation	because	it	puts	death,	disease,	thorns,	and
suffering	before	the	Fall.	The	effort	to	define	“days”	as	“geologic	ages”	results	from
an	erroneous	approach	to	Scripture—reinterpreting	the	Word	of	God	on	the	basis
of	the	fallible	theories	of	sinful	people.
It	is	a	good	exercise	to	read	Genesis	1	and	try	to	put	aside	outside	influences	that

may	cause	you	to	have	a	predetermined	idea	of	what	the	word	“day”	may	mean.	Just
let	the	words	of	the	passage	speak	to	you.

Taking	Genesis	1	in	this	way,	at	face	value,	without	doubt	it	says	that	God	created
the	universe,	the	earth,	the	sun,	moon	and	stars,	plants	and	animals,	and	the	first
two	people	within	six	ordinary	(approximately	24-hour)	days.	Being	really	honest,
you	would	have	to	admit	that	you	could	never	get	the	idea	of	millions	of	years	from
reading	this	passage.
The	majority	of	Christians	(including	many	Christian	leaders)	in	the	Western

world,	however,	do	not	insist	that	these	days	of	creation	were	ordinary-length	days,
and	many	of	them	accept	and	teach,	based	on	outside	influences,	that	they	must
have	been	long	periods	of	time—even	millions	or	billions	of	years.



How	does	God	communicate	to	us?
God	communicates	through	language.	When	He	made	the	first	man,	Adam,	He

had	already	“programmed”	him	with	a	language,	so	there	could	be	communication.
Human	language	consists	of	words	used	in	a	specific	context	that	relates	to	the
entire	reality	around	us.
Thus,	God	can	reveal	things	to	man,	and	man	can	communicate	with	God,

because	words	have	meaning	and	convey	an	understandable	message.	If	this	were
not	so,	how	could	any	of	us	communicate	with	each	other	or	with	God?

Why	“long	days”?
Romans	3:4	declares:	“Let	God	be	true,	and	every	man	a	liar.”
In	bsbov	instance	where	someone	has	kl q	accepted	the	“days”	of	creation	to	be

ordinary	days,	they	have	not	allowed	the	words	of	Scripture	to	speak	to	them	in
context,	as	the	language	requires	for	communication.	They	have	been	influenced	by
ideas	from	l r qpfab	of	Scripture.	Thus,	they	have	set	a	precedent	that	could	allow	any
word	to	be	reinterpreted	by	the	preconceived	ideas	of	the	person	reading	the	words.
Ultimately,	this	will	lead	to	a	communication	breakdown,	as	the	same	words	in	the
same	context	could	mean	different	things	to	different	people.

The	church	fathers
Most	church	fathers	accepted	the	days	of	creation	as	ordinary	days.1	It	is	true	that

some	of	the	early	church	fathers	did	not	teach	the	days	of	creation	as	ordinary	days
—but	many	of	them	had	been	influenced	by	Greek	philosophy,	which	caused	them
to	interpret	the	days	as	allegorical.	They	reasoned	that	the	creation	days	were	related
to	God’s	activities,	and	God	being	timeless	meant	that	the	days	could	not	be	related
to	human	time.2	In	contrast	to	today’s	allegorizers,	they	could	not	accept	that	God
took	as	long	as	six	days.
Thus,	the	non-literal	days	resulted	from	extrabiblical	influences	(i.e.,	influences

from	outside	the	Bible),	not	from	the	words	of	the	Bible.
This	approach	has	affected	the	way	people	interpret	Scripture	to	this	day.	As	the

man	who	started	the	Reformation	said,
The	days	of	creation	were	ordinary	days	in	length.	We	must	understand	that

these	days	were	actual	days	(sbol p	afbp),	contrary	to	the	opinion	of	the	Holy
Fathers.	Whenever	we	observe	that	the	opinions	of	the	Fathers	disagree	with
Scripture,	we	reverently	bear	with	them	and	acknowledge	them	to	be	our	elders.
Nevertheless,	we	do	not	depart	from	the	authority	of	Scripture	for	their	sake.3



Again	and	again,	such	leaders	admit	that	Genesis	1,	taken	in	a	straightforward
way,	seems	to	teach	six	ordinary	days.	But	they	then	say	that	this	cannot	be	because
of	the	age	of	the	universe	or	some	other	extrabiblical	reason.
Consider	the	following	representative	quotes	from	Bible	scholars	who	are

considered	to	be	conservative	yet	who	do	not	accept	the	days	of	creation	as
ordinary-length	days:

From	a	superficial	reading	of	Genesis	1,	the	impression	would	seem	to	be	that
the	entire	creative	process	took	place	in	six	twenty-four-hour	days.	.	.	.	This
seems	to	run	counter	to	modern	scientific	research,	which	indicates	that	the
planet	Earth	was	created	several	billion	years	ago.4

We	have	shown	the	possibility	of	God’s	having	formed	the	Earth	and	its	life	in
a	series	of	creative	days	representing	long	periods.	In	view	of	the	apparent	age	of
the	Earth,	this	is	not	only	possible—it	is	probable.5
It	is	as	if	these	theologians	view	“nature”	as	a	“67th	book	of	the	Bible,”	albeit	with

more	authority	than	the	66	written	books.	Rather,	we	should	consider	the	words	of
Charles	Haddon	Spurgeon,	the	renowned	“prince	of	preachers,”	in	1877:

We	are	invited,	brethren,	most	earnestly	to	go	away	from	the	old-fashioned
belief	of	our	forefathers	because	of	the	supposed	discoveries	of	science.	What	is
science?	The	method	by	which	man	tries	to	conceal	his	ignorance.	It	should	not
be	so,	but	so	it	is.	You	are	not	to	be	dogmatical	in	theology,	my	brethren,	it	is
wicked;	but	for	scientific	men	it	is	the	correct	thing.	You	are	never	to	assert
anything	very	strongly;	but	scientists	may	boldly	assert	what	they	cannot	prove,
and	may	demand	a	faith	far	more	credulous	than	any	we	possess.	Forsooth,	you
and	I	are	to	take	our	Bibles	and	shape	and	mould	our	belief	according	to	the
evershifting	teachings	of	so-called	scientific	men.	What	folly	is	this!	Why,	the
march	of	science,	falsely	so	called,	through	the	world	may	be	traced	by	exploded
fallacies	and	abandoned	theories.	Former	explorers	once	adored	are	now
ridiculed;	the	continual	wreckings	of	false	hypotheses	is	a	matter	of	universal
notoriety.	You	may	tell	where	the	learned	have	encamped	by	the	debris	left
behind	of	suppositions	and	theories	as	plentiful	as	broken	bottles.6
Those	who	would	use	historical	science	(as	propounded	by	people	who,	by	and

large,	ignore	God’s	written	revelation)	to	interpret	the	Bible,	to	teach	us	things
about	God,	have	matters	front	to	back.	Because	we	are	fallen,	fallible	creatures,	we
need	God’s	written	Word,	illuminated	by	the	Holy	Spirit,	to	properly	understand
natural	history.	The	respected	systematic	theologian	Berkhof	said:

Since	the	entrance	of	sin	into	the	world,	man	can	gather	true	knowledge	about



God	from	His	general	revelation	only	if	he	studies	it	in	the	light	of	Scripture,	in
which	the	elements	of	God’s	original	self-revelation,	which	were	obscured	and
perverted	by	the	blight	of	sin,	are	republished,	corrected,	and	interpreted.	.	.	.
Some	are	inclined	to	speak	of	God’s	general	revelation	as	a	second	source;	but
this	is	hardly	correct	in	view	of	the	fact	that	nature	can	come	into	consideration
here	only	as	interpreted	in	the	light	of	Scripture.7
In	other	words,	Christians	should	build	their	thinking	on	the	Bible,	not	on

science.

The	“days”	of	Genesis	1
What	does	the	Bible	tell	us	about	the	meaning	of	“day”	in	Genesis	1?	A	word	can

have	more	than	one	meaning,	depending	on	the	context.	For	instance,	the	English
word	“day”	can	have	perhaps	14	different	meanings.	For	example,	consider	the
following	sentence:	“Back	in	my	grandfather’s	day,	it	took	12	days	to	drive	across
the	country	during	the	day.”
Here	the	first	occurrence	of	“day”	means	“time”	in	a	general	sense.	The	second

“day,”	where	a	number	is	used,	refers	to	an	ordinary	day,	and	the	third	refers	to	the
daylight	portion	of	the	24-hour	period.	The	point	is	that	words	can	have	more	than
one	meaning,	depending	on	the	context.
To	understand	the	meaning	of	“day”	in	Genesis	1,	we	need	to	determine	how	the

Hebrew	word	for	“day,”	vl j ,	is	used	in	the	context	of	Scripture.	Consider	the
following:

A	typical	concordance	will	illustrate	that	vl j 	can	have	a	range	of	meanings:	a
period	of	light	as	contrasted	to	night,	a	24-hour	period,	time,	a	specific	point
of	time,	or	a	year.

A	classic,	well-respected	Hebrew-English	lexicon8	(a	dictionary)	has	seven
headings	and	many	subheadings	for	the	meaning	of	vl j —but	it	defines	the
creation	days	of	Genesis	1	as	ordinary	days	under	the	heading	“day	as	defined
by	evening	and	morning.”
A	number	and	the	phrase	“evening	and	morning”	are	used	with	each	of	the	six
days	of	creation	(Gen.	1:5,	8,	13,	19,	23,	31).
Outside	Genesis	1,	vl j 	is	used	with	a	number	359	times,	and	each	time	it
means	an	ordinary	day.9	Why	would	Genesis	1	be	the	exception?10

Outside	Genesis	1,	vl j 	is	used	with	the	word	“evening”	or	“morning”11	23
times.	“Evening”	and	“morning”	appear	in	association,	but	without	vl j ,	38



times.	All	61	times	the	text	refers	to	an	ordinary	day.	Why	would	Genesis	1	be
the	exception?12

In	Genesis	1:5,	vl j 	occurs	in	context	with	the	word	“night.”	Outside	of
Genesis	1,	“night”	is	used	with	vl j 	53	times,	and	each	time	it	means	an
ordinary	day.	Why	would	Genesis	1	be	the	exception?	Even	the	usage	of	the
word	“light”	with	vl j 	in	this	passage	determines	the	meaning	as	ordinary
day.13

The	plural	of	vl j ,	which	does	not	appear	in	Genesis	1,	can	be	used	to
communicate	a	longer	time	period,	such	as	“in	those	days.”14	Adding	a
number	here	would	be	nonsensical.	Clearly,	in	Exodus	20:11,	where	a	number
is	used	with	“days,”	it	unambiguously	refers	to	six	earth-rotation	days.
There	are	words	in	biblical	Hebrew	(such	as	olam	or	qedem)	that	are	very
suitable	for	communicating	long	periods	of	time,	or	indefinite	time,
but	none	of	these	words	are	used	in	Genesis	1.15	Alternatively,	the	days	or
years	could	have	been	compared	with	grains	of	sand	if	long	periods	were
meant.

Dr.	James	Barr	(Regius	Professor	of	Hebrew	at	Oxford	University),	who	himself
does	not	believe	Genesis	is	true	history,	nonetheless	admitted	as	far	as	the	language
of	Genesis	1	is	concerned	that

So	far	as	I	know,	there	is	no	professor	of	Hebrew	or	Old	Testament	at	any
world-class	university	who	does	not	believe	that	the	writer(s)	of	Gen.	1–11
intended	to	convey	to	their	readers	the	ideas	that	(a)	creation	took	place	in	a
series	of	six	days	which	were	the	same	as	the	days	of	24	hours	we	now	experience
(b)	the	figures	contained	in	the	Genesis	genealogies	provided	by	simple	addition
a	chronology	from	the	beginning	of	the	world	up	to	later	stages	in	the	biblical
story	(c)	Noah’s	Flood	was	understood	to	be	worldwide	and	extinguish	all
human	and	animal	life	except	for	those	in	the	ark.16

In	like	manner,	nineteenth	century	liberal	Professor	Marcus	Dods,	New	College,
Edinburgh,	said,

If,	for	example,	the	word	“day”	in	these	chapters	does	not	mean	a	period	of
twenty-four	hours,	the	interpretation	of	Scripture	is	hopeless.17

Conclusion	about	“day”	in	Genesis	1
If	we	are	prepared	to	let	the	words	of	the	language	speak	to	us	in	accord	with	the



context	and	normal	definitions,	without	being	influenced	by	outside	ideas,	then	the
word	for	“day”	found	in	Genesis	1—which	is	qualified	by	a	number,	the	phrase
“evening	and	morning”	and	for	Day	1	the	words	“light	and	darkness”—
obviously	means	an	ordinary	day	(about	24	hours).
In	Martin	Luther’s	day,	some	of	the	church	fathers	were	saying	that	God	created

everything	in	only	one	day	or	in	an	instant.	Martin	Luther	wrote:
When	Moses	writes	that	God	created	Heaven	and	Earth	and	whatever	is	in

them	in	six	days,	then	let	this	period	continue	to	have	been	six	days,	and	do	not
venture	to	devise	any	comment	according	to	which	six	days	were	one	day.	But,
if	you	cannot	understand	how	this	could	have	been	done	in	six	days,	then	grant
the	Holy	Spirit	the	honor	of	being	more	learned	than	you	are.	For	you	are	to
deal	with	Scripture	in	such	a	way	that	you	bear	in	mind	that	God	Himself	says
what	is	written.	But	since	God	is	speaking,	it	is	not	fitting	for	you	wantonly	to
turn	His	Word	in	the	direction	you	wish	to	go.18

Similarly,	John	Calvin	stated,	“Albeit	the	duration	of	the	world,	now	declining	to
its	ultimate	end,	has	not	yet	attained	six	thousand	years.	.	.	.	God’s	work	was
completed	not	in	a	moment	but	in	six	days.”19
Luther	and	Calvin	were	the	backbone	of	the	Protestant	Reformation	that	called

the	church	back	to	Scripture—Sola	Scriptura	(Scripture	alone).	Both	of	these	men
were	adamant	that	Genesis	1	taught	six	ordinary	days	of	creation—only	thousands
of	years	ago.

Why	six	days?
Exodus	31:12	says	that	God	commanded	Moses	to	say	to	the	children	of	Israel:
Six	days	may	work	be	done,	but	on	the	seventh	is	the	sabbath	of	rest,	holy	to

the	Lord.	Whoever	does	any	work	in	the	Sabbath	day,	he	shall	surely	be	put	to
death.	Therefore	the	sons	of	Israel	shall	keep	the	Sabbath,	to	observe	the
Sabbath	throughout	their	generations,	for	an	everlasting	covenant.	It	is	a	sign
between	me	and	the	sons	of	Israel	forever.	For	in	six	days	the	Lord	made	the
heavens	and	the	earth,	and	on	the	seventh	day	He	rested,	and	was
refreshed	(Exodus	31:15–17).
Then	God	gave	Moses	two	tablets	of	stone	upon	which	were	written	the

commandments	of	God,	written	by	the	finger	of	God	(Exodus	31:18).
Because	God	is	infinite	in	power	and	wisdom,	there’s	no	doubt	He	could	have

created	the	universe	and	its	contents	in	no	time	at	all,	or	six	seconds,	or	six	minutes,
or	six	hours—after	all,	with	God	nothing	shall	be	impossible	(Luke	1:37).



However,	the	question	to	ask	is,	“Why	did	God	take	so	long?	Why	as	long	as	six
days?”	The	answer	is	also	given	in	Exodus	20:11,	and	that	answer	is	the	basis	of	the
Fourth	Commandment:

For	in	six	days	the	LORD	made	the	heavens	and	the	earth,	the	sea,	and	all
that	is	in	them,	and	rested	the	seventh	day.	Therefore	the	LORD	blessed	the
Sabbath	day	and	hallowed	it.
The	seven-day	week	has	no	basis	outside	of	Scripture.	In	this	Old	Testament

passage,	God	commands	His	people,	Israel,	to	work	for	six	days	and	rest	for	one—
thus	giving	us	a	reason	why	He	deliberately	took	as	long	as	six	days	to	create
everything.	He	set	the	example	for	man.	Our	week	is	patterned	after	this	principle.
Now	if	He	created	everything	in	six	thousand	(or	six	million)	years,	followed	by	a
rest	of	one	thousand	or	one	million	years,	then	we	would	have	a	very	interesting
week	indeed.
Some	say	that	Exodus	20:11	is	only	an	analogy	in	the	sense	that	man	is	to	work

and	rest—not	that	it	was	to	mean	six	literal	ordinary	days	followed	by	one	literal



ordinary	day.	However,	Bible	scholars	have	shown	that	this	commandment	“does
not	use	analogy	or	archetypal	thinking	but	that	its	emphasis	is	‘stated	in	terms	of
the	imitation	of	God	or	a	divine	precedent	that	is	to	be	followed.’”20	In	other
words,	it	was	to	be	six	literal	days	of	work,	followed	by	one	literal	day	of	rest,	just	as
God	worked	for	six	literal	days	and	rested	for	one.
Some	have	argued	that	“the	heavens	and	the	earth”	is	just	earth	and	perhaps	the

solar	system,	not	the	whole	universe.	However,	this	verse	clearly	says	that	God
made	everything	in	six	days—six	consecutive	ordinary	days,	just	like	the
commandment	in	the	previous	verse	to	work	for	six	consecutive	ordinary	days.
The	phrase	“heaven(s)	and	earth”	in	Scripture	is	an	example	of	a	figure	of	speech

called	a	merism,	where	two	opposites	are	combined	into	an	all-encompassing	single
concept,	in	this	case	the	totality	of	creation.	A	linguistic	analysis	of	the	words
“heaven(s)	and	earth”	in	Scripture	shows	that	they	refer	to	the	totality	of	all	creation
(the	Hebrews	did	not	have	a	word	for	“universe”).	For	example,	in	Genesis
14:19	God	is	called	“Creator	of	heaven	and	earth.”	In	Jeremiah	23:24God	speaks	of
Himself	as	filling	“heaven	and	earth.”	See	also	Genesis	14:22;	2	Kings	19:15;	2
Chronicles	2:12;	Psalms	115:15,	121:2,	124:8,	134:3,	146:6;	and	Isaiah	37:16.
Thus,	there	is	no	scriptural	warrant	for	restricting	Exodus	20:11	to	earth	and	its

atmosphere	or	the	solar	system	alone.	So	Exodus	20:11	does	show	that	the	whole
universe	was	created	in	six	ordinary	days.

Implication
As	the	days	of	creation	are	ordinary	days	in	length,	then	by	adding	up	the	years	in

Scripture	(assuming	no	gaps	in	the	genealogies21),	the	age	of	the	universe	is	only
about	six	thousand	years.22

Refuting	common	objections	to	six	literal	days
Objection	1
yQ‘fbk‘b 	e[p	pel t k	qeb	b[oqe	[ ka	r kfsbopb	[ob	] fiifl kp	l c	vb[op	l ia:	qebobcl ob	qeb

ya[ vp 	l c	‘ob[qfl k	j r pq	] b	il kd	mbofl ap	)l o	fkabcfkfqb	mbofl ap+	l c	qfj b.

Answer

1.	 The	age	of	the	earth,	as	determined	by	man’s	fallible	methods,	is	based	on
unproven	assumptions,	so	it	is	not	proven	that	the	earth	is	billions	of	years
old.23

2.	 This	unproven	age	is	being	used	to	force	an	interpretation	on	the	language	of



the	Bible.	Thus,	man’s	fallible	theories	are	allowed	to	interpret	the	Bible.	This
ultimately	undermines	the	use	of	language	to	communicate.

3.	 Evolutionary	scientists	claim	the	fossil	layers	over	the	earth’s	surface	date	back
hundreds	of	millions	of	years.	As	soon	as	one	allows	millions	of	years	for	the
fossil	layers,	then	one	has	accepted	death,	bloodshed,	disease,	thorns,	and
suffering	before	Adam’s	sin.

The	Bible	makes	it	clear24	that	death,	bloodshed,	disease,	thorns,	and	suffering	are
a	consequence	of	sin.25	In	Genesis	1:29–30,	God	gave	Adam	and	Eve	and	the
animals	plants	to	eat	(this	is	reading	Genesis	at	face	value,	as	literal	history,	as	Jesus
did	in	Matthew	19:3–6).	In	fact,	there	is	a	theological	distinction	made	between
animals	and	plants.	Human	beings	and	higher	animals	are	described	in	Genesis	1	as
having	a	kbmebpe,	or	life	principle.	(This	is	true	of	at	least	the	vertebrate	land
animals	as	well	as	the	birds	and	fish:	Genesis	1:20,	24.)	Plants	do	not	have
this	kbmebpe—they	are	not	“alive”	in	the	same	sense	animals	are.	They	were	given
for	food.
Man	was	permitted	to	eat	meat	only	after	the	Flood	(Genesis	9:3).	This	makes	it

obvious	that	the	statements	in	Genesis	1:29–30	were	meant	to	inform	us	that	man
and	the	animals	were	vegetarian	to	start	with.	Also,	in	Genesis	9:2,	we	are	told	of	a
change	God	apparently	made	in	the	way	animals	react	to	man.
God	warned	Adam	in	Genesis	2:17	that	if	he	ate	of	the	“tree	of	the	knowledge	of

good	and	evil”	he	would	“die.”	The	Hebrew	grammar	actually	means,	“dying,	you
will	die.”	In	other	words,	it	would	be	the	commencement	of	a	process	of	physical
dying	(see	Genesis	3:19).	It	also	clearly	involved	spiritual	death	(separation	from
God).
After	Adam	disobeyed	God,	the	Lord	clothed	Adam	and	Eve	with	“coats	of	skins”

(Genesis	3:21).26	To	do	this	He	must	have	killed	and	shed	the	blood	of	at	least	one
animal.	The	reason	for	this	can	be	summed	up	by	Hebrews	9:22:
And	according	to	the	law	almost	all	things	are	purified	with	blood,	and	without

shedding	of	blood	there	is	no	remission.
God	requires	the	shedding	of	blood	for	the	remission	of	sins.	What	happened	in

the	garden	was	a	picture	of	what	was	to	come	in	Jesus	Christ,	who	shed	His	blood
on	the	Cross	as	the	Lamb	of	God	who	took	away	the	sin	of	the	world	(John	1:29).
Now	if	the	Garden	of	Eden	were	sitting	on	a	fossil	record	of	dead	things	millions

of	years	old,	then	blood	was	shed	before	sin.	This	would	destroy	the	foundation	of
the	Atonement.	The	Bible	is	clear:	the	sin	of	Adam	brought	death	and	suffering



into	the	world.	As	Romans	8:19–22	tells	us,	the	whole	of	creation	“groans”	because
of	the	effects	of	the	fall	of	Adam,	and	the	creation	will	be	liberated	“from	the
bondage	of	corruption	into	the	glorious	liberty	of	the	children	of	God”	(Rom.
8:21).	Also,	bear	in	mind	that	thorns	came	into	existence	after	the	Curse.	Because
there	are	thorns	in	the	fossil	record,	it	had	to	be	formed	after	Adam	and	Eve	sinned.

The	pronouncement	of	the	death	penalty	on	Adam	was	both	a	curse	and	a
blessing.	A	curse	because	death	is	horrible	and	continually	reminds	us	of	the
ugliness	of	sin;	a	blessing	because	it	meant	the	consequences	of	sin—separation
from	fellowship	with	God—need	not	be	eternal.	Death	stopped	Adam	and	his
descendants	from	living	in	a	state	of	sin,	with	all	its	consequences,	forever.	And
because	death	was	the	just	penalty	for	sin,	Jesus	Christ	suffered	physical	death,
shedding	His	blood,	to	release	Adam’s	descendants	from	the	consequences	of	sin.
The	Apostle	Paul	discusses	this	in	depth	in	Romans	5	and	1	Corinthians	15.
Revelation	21–22	makes	it	clear	that	there	will	be	a	“new	heavens	and	a	new

earth”	one	day,	where	there	will	be	“no	more	death”	and	“no	more	curse”—just	like
it	was	before	sin	changed	everything.	If	there	are	to	be	animals	as	part	of	the	new
earth,	obviously	they	will	not	be	dying	or	eating	each	other,	nor	eating	the
redeemed	people!
Thus,	adding	the	supposed	millions	of	years	to	Scripture	destroys	the	foundations

of	the	message	of	the	Cross.

Objection	2
=‘ ‘ l oafkd	ql 	Ebkbpfp	1,	qeb	pr k	t [p	kl q	‘ob[qba	r kqfi	B [ v	3.	F l t 	‘ l r ia	qebob	] b	a[ v

[ka	kfdeq	)l oafk[ov	a[ vp+	t fqel r q	qeb	pr k	cl o	qeb	cfopq	qeobb	a[ vp;

Answer



1.	 Again,	it	is	important	for	us	to	let	the	language	of	God’s	Word	speak	to	us.	If
we	come	to	Genesis	1	without	any	outside	influences,	as	has	been	shown,	each
of	the	six	days	of	creation	appears	with	the	Hebrew	word	vl j 	qualified	by	a
number	and	the	phrase	“evening	and	morning.”	The	first	three	days	are
written	the	same	way	as	the	next	three.	So	if	we	let	the	language	speak	to	us,	all
six	days	were	ordinary	earth	days.

2.	 The	sun	is	not	needed	for	day	and	night.	What	is	needed	is	light	and	a	rotating
earth.	On	the	first	day	of	creation,	God	made	light	(Genesis	1:3).	The	phrase
“evening	and	morning”	certainly	implies	a	rotating	earth.	Thus,	if	we	have
light	from	one	direction,	and	a	spinning	earth,	there	can	be	day	and	night.

Where	did	the	light	come	from?	We	are	not	told,27		but	Genesis	1:3	certainly
indicates	it	was	a	created	light	to	provide	day	and	night	until	God	made	the	sun	on
Day	4	to	rule	the	day.	Revelation	21:23	tells	us	that	one	day	the	sun	will	not	be
needed	because	the	glory	of	God	will	light	the	heavenly	city.
Perhaps	one	reason	God	did	it	this	way	was	to	illustrate	that	the	sun	did	not	have

the	priority	in	the	creation	that	people	have	tended	to	give	it.	The	sun	did	not	give
birth	to	the	earth	as	evolutionary	theories	postulate;	the	sun	was	God’s	created	tool
to	rule	the	day	that	God	had	made	(Genesis	1:16).
Down	through	the	ages,	people	such	as	the	Egyptians	have	worshiped	the	sun.

God	warned	the	Israelites,	in	Deuteronomy	4:19,	not	to	worship	the	sun	as	the
pagan	cultures	around	them	did.	They	were	commanded	to	worship	the	God	who
made	the	sun—not	the	sun	that	was	j [ ab	by	God.
Evolutionary	theories	(the	“big	bang”	hypothesis	for	instance)	state	that	the	sun

came	before	the	earth	and	that	the	sun’s	energy	on	the	earth	eventually	gave	rise	to
life.	Just	as	in	pagan	beliefs,	the	sun	is,	in	a	sense,	given	credit	for	the	wonder	of
creation.
It	is	interesting	to	contrast	the	speculations	of	modern	cosmology	with	the

writings	of	the	early	church	father	Theophilus:
On	the	fourth	day	the	luminaries	came	into	existence.	Since	God	has

foreknowledge,	he	understood	the	nonsense	of	the	foolish	philosophers	who
were	going	to	say	that	the	things	produced	on	Earth	came	from	the	stars,	so	that
they	might	set	God	aside.	In	order	therefore	that	the	truth	might	be
demonstrated,	plants	and	seeds	came	into	existence	before	stars.	For	what	comes
into	existence	later	cannot	cause	what	is	prior	to	it.28

Objection	3



2	Peter	3:8	pq[qbp	qe[q	yl kb	a[ v	fp	t fqe	qeb	J l oa	[p	[ 	qel r p[ka	vb[op, 	qebobcl ob	qeb
a[ vp	l c	‘ob[qfl k	‘ l r ia	] b	il kd	mbofl ap	l c	qfj b.

Answer

1.	 This	passage	has	no	creation	context—it	is	not	referring	to	Genesis	or	the	six
days	of	creation.

2.	 This	verse	has	what	is	called	a	“comparative	article”—“as”	or	“like”—which	is
not	found	in	Genesis	1.	In	other	words,	it	is	not	saying	a	day	is	a	thousand
years;	it	is	comparing	a	real,	literal	day	to	a	real,	literal	thousand	years.	The
context	of	this	passage	is	the	Second	Coming	of	Christ.	It	is	saying	that,	to
God,	a	day	is	like	a	thousand	years,	because	God	is	outside	of	time.	God	is	not
limited	by	natural	processes	and	time	as	humans	are.	What	may	seem	like	a
long	time	to	us	(e.g.,	waiting	for	the	Second	Coming),	or	a	short	time,	is
nothing	to	God,	either	way.

3.	 The	second	part	of	the	verse	reads	“and	a	thousand	years	as	one	day,”	which,
in	essence,	cancels	out	the	first	part	of	the	verse	for	those	who	want	to	equate	a
day	with	a	thousand	years.	Thus,	it	cannot	be	saying	a	day	is	a	thousand	years
or	vice	versa.

4.	 Psalm	90:4	states,	“For	a	thousand	years	in	your	sight	are	as	yesterday	when	it
is	past,	and	as	a	watch	in	the	night.”	Here	a	thousand	years	is	being	compared
with	a	“watch	in	the	night”	(four	hours29).	Because	the	phrase	“watch	in	the
night”	is	joined	in	a	particular	way	to	“yesterday,”	it	is	saying	that	a	thousand
years	is	being	compared	with	a	short	period	of	time—not	simply	to	a	day.

5.	 If	one	used	this	passage	to	claim	that	“day”	in	the	Bible	means	a	thousand
years,	then,	to	be	consistent,	one	would	have	to	say	that	Jonah	was	in	the	belly
of	the	fish	three	thousand	years,	or	that	Jesus	has	not	yet	risen	from	the	dead
after	two	thousand	years	in	the	grave.

Objection	4
Gkpfpqfkd	l k	pfu	pl i[ o	a[ vp	cl o	‘ob[qfl k	ifj fqp	E l a,	t ebob[p	[ iil t fkd	E l a	] fiifl kp	l c

vb[op	al bp	kl q	ifj fq	F fj .

Answer
Actually,	insisting	on	six	ordinary	earth-rotation	days	of	creation	is	not

limiting	E l a,	but	limiting	r p	to	believing	that	God	actually	did	what	He	tells	us	in
His	Word.	Also,	if	God	created	everything	in	six	days,	as	the	Bible	says,	then	surely



this	reveals	the	power	and	wisdom	of	God	in	a	profound	way—	Almighty	God	did
not	kbba	eons	of	time.	However,	the	billions-of-years	scenarios	diminish	God	by
suggesting	that	mere	chance	could	create	things	or	that	God	needed	huge	amounts
of	time	to	create	things—this	would	be	limiting	God’s	power	by	reducing	it	to
naturalistic	explanations.

Objection	5
=a[ j 	‘ l r ia	kl q	e[ sb	[ ‘ ‘ l j mifpeba	[ ii	qe[q	qeb	? f] ib	pq[qbp	fk	l kb	a[ v	)B [ v	5+.	F b

‘ l r ia	kl q	e[ sb	k[ j ba	[ ii	qeb	[ kfj [ ip,	cl o	fkpq[k‘b:	qebob	t [p	kl q	bkl r de	qfj b.

Answer
Adam	did	not	have	to	name	[ ii	the	animals—only	those	God	brought	to	him.	For

instance,	Adam	was	commanded	to	name	“every	beast	of	the	field”	(Genesis	2:20),
not	“beast	of	the	earth”	(Genesis	1:25).	The	phrase	“beast	of	the	field”	is	most	likely
a	subset	of	the	larger	group	“beast	of	the	earth.”	He	did	not	have	to	name
“everything	that	creeps	upon	the	earth”	(Genesis	1:25)	or	any	of	the	sea	creatures.
Also,	the	number	of	“kinds”	would	be	much	less	than	the	number	of	species	in
today’s	classification.

When	critics	say	that	Adam	could	not	name	the	animals	in	less	than	one	day,
what	they	really	mean	is	they	do	not	understand	how	qebv	could	do	it,	so	Adam
could	not.	However,	our	brain	has	suffered	from	6,000	years	of	the	Curse—it	has
been	greatly	affected	by	the	Fall.	Before	sin,	Adam’s	brain	was	perfect.
When	God	made	Adam,	He	must	have	programmed	him	with	a	perfect	language.

Today	we	program	computers	to	“speak”	and	“remember.”	How	much	more	could



our	Creator	God	have	created	Adam	as	a	mature	human	(he	was	not	born	as	a	baby
needing	to	learn	to	speak),	having	in	his	memory	a	perfect	language	with	a	perfect
understanding	of	each	word.	(That	is	why	Adam	understood	what	God	meant
when	he	said	he	would	“die”	if	he	disobeyed,	even	though	he	had	not	seen	any
death.)	Adam	may	also	have	had	a	“perfect”	memory	(something	like	a
photographic	memory,	perhaps).
It	would	have	been	no	problem	for	this	first	perfect	man	to	make	up	words	and

name	the	animals	God	brought	to	him	and	remember	the	names—in	far	less	than
one	day.30

Objection	6
Genesis	2	fp	[ 	afccbobkq	[ ‘ ‘ l r kq	l c	‘ob[qfl k,	t fqe	[ 	afccbobkq	l oabo,	pl 	el t 	‘ [ k	qeb	cfopq

‘e[mqbo	] b	[ ‘ ‘bmqba	[p	qb[ ‘efkd	pfu	ifqbo[ i	a[ vp;

Answer
Actually,	Genesis	2	is	not	a	different	account	of	creation.	It	is	a	more

detailed	account	of	Day	6	of	creation.	Chapter	1	is	an	overview	of	the	whole	of
creation;	chapter	2	gives	details	surrounding	the	creation	of	the	garden,	the	first
man,	and	his	activities	on	Day	6.31
Between	the	creation	of	Adam	and	the	creation	of	Eve,	the	King	James	Version

says,	“Out	of	the	ground	the	Lord	God	formed	every	beast	of	the	field	and	every
fowl	of	the	air”	(Genesis	2:19).	This	seems	to	say	that	the	land	beasts	and	birds	were
created	between	the	creation	of	Adam	and	Eve.	However,	Jewish	scholars	did	not
recognize	any	such	conflict	with	the	account	in	chapter	1,	where	Adam	and	Eve
were	both	created	after	the	beasts	and	birds	(Genesis	1:23–25).	There	is	no
contradiction,	because	in	Hebrew	the	precise	tense	of	a	verb	is	determined	by	the
context.	It	is	clear	from	chapter	1	that	the	beasts	and	birds	were	created	before
Adam,	so	Jewish	scholars	would	have	understood	the	verb	“formed”	to	mean	“had
formed”	or	“having	formed”	in	Genesis	2:19	If	we	translate	verse	19,	“Now	the
Lord	God	had	formed	out	of	the	ground	all	the	beasts	of	the	field,”	the	apparent
disagreement	with	Genesis	1	disappears	completely.
Regarding	the	plants	and	herbs	in	Genesis	2:5	and	the	trees	in	Genesis

2:9	(compare	with	Genesis	1:12),	the	plants	and	herbs	are	described	as	“of	the	field”
and	they	needed	a	man	to	tend	them.	These	are	clearly	cultivated	plants,	not	just
plants	in	general	(Genesis	1).	Also,	the	trees	(Genesis	2:9)	are	only	the	trees	planted
in	the	garden,	not	trees	in	general.
In	Matthew	19:3–6	Jesus	Christ	quotes	from	both	Genesis	1:27	and	Genesis

2:24	when	referring	to	the	p[ j b	j [ k	[ ka	t l j [ k	in	teaching	the	doctrine	of



marriage.	Clearly,	Jesus	saw	them	as	‘ l j mibj bkq[ov	accounts,	kl q	contradictory
ones.

Objection	7
There	is	no	“evening	and	morning”	for	the	seventh	day	of	the	Creation	Week

(Genesis	2:2).	Thus,	we	must	still	be	in	the	“seventh	day,”	so	none	of	the	days	can
be	ordinary	days.

Answer
Look	again	at	the	section	entitled	“Why	Six	Days?”	above.	Exodus	20:11	is	clearly

referring	to	seven	literal	days—six	for	work	and	one	for	rest.
Also,	God	stated	that	He	“rested”	from	His	work	of	creation	(not	that	He	is

resting!).	The	fact	that	He	rested	from	His	work	of	creation	does	not	preclude	Him
from	continuing	to	rest	from	this	activity.	God’s	work	now	is	different—it	is	a	work
of	sustaining	His	creation	and	of	reconciliation	and	redemption	because	of	man’s
sin.
The	word	vl j 	is	qualified	by	a	number	(Genesis	2:2–3),	so	the	context	still

determines	that	it	is	an	ordinary	solar	day.	Also,	God	blessed	this	seventh	day	and
made	it	holy.	In	Genesis	3:17–19	we	read	of	the	Curse	on	the	earth	because	of	sin.
Paul	refers	to	this	in	Romans	8:22.	It	does	not	make	sense	that	God	would	call	this
day	holy	and	blessed	if	He	cursed	the	ground	on	this	“day.”	We	live	in	a	sin-cursed
earth—we	are	not	in	the	seventh	blessed	holy	day!
Note	that	in	arguing	that	the	seventh	day	is	not	an	ordinary	day	because	it	is	not

associated	with	“evening	and	morning,”	proponents	are	tacitly	agreeing	that	the
other	six	days	are	ordinary	days	because	they	are	defined	by	an	evening	and	a
morning.
Some	have	argued	that	Hebrews	4:3–4	implies	that	the	seventh	day	is	continuing

today:
For	we	who	have	believed	do	enter	that	rest,	as	He	has	said:	“So	I	swore	in	My

wrath,	‘They	shall	not	enter	My	rest,’”	although	the	works	were	finished	from	the
foundation	of	the	world.	For	He	has	spoken	in	a	certain	place	of	the	seventh	day	in
this	way:	“And	God	rested	on	the	seventh	day	from	all	His	works...	.”
However,	verse	4	reiterates	that	God	rested	(past	tense)	on	the	seventh	day.	If

someone	says	on	Monday	that	he	rested	on	Friday	and	is	still	resting,	this	would	not
suggest	that	Friday	continued	through	to	Monday!	Also,	only	those	who	have
believed	in	Christ	will	enter	that	rest,	showing	that	it	is	a	spiritual	rest,	which	is
compared	with	God’s	rest	since	the	Creation	Week.	It	is	not	some	sort	of
continuation	of	the	seventh	day	(otherwise	everyone	would	be	“in”	this	rest).32



Hebrews	does	not	say	that	the	seventh	day	of	Creation	Week	is	continuing	today,
merely	that	the	rest	He	instituted	is	continuing.

Objection	8
Genesis	2:4	states,	“In	the	day	that	the	Lord	God	made	the	earth	and	the

heavens.”	As	this	refers	to	all	six	days	of	creation,	it	shows	that	the	word	“day”	does
not	mean	an	ordinary	day.

Answer
The	Hebrew	word	vl j 	as	used	here	is	kl q	qualified	by	a	number,	the	phrase

“evening	and	morning,”	or	light	or	darkness.	In	this	context,	the	verse	really	means
“in	the	time	God	created”	(referring	to	the	Creation	Week)	or	“when	God	created.”

Other	problems	with	long	days	and	similar	interpretations

If	the	plants	made	on	Day	3	were	separated	by	millions	of	years	from	the	birds
and	nectar	bats	(created	Day	5)	and	insects	(created	Day	6)	necessary	for	their
pollination,	then	such	plants	could	not	have	survived.	This	problem	would	be
especially	acute	for	species	with	complex	symbiotic	relationships	(each
depending	on	the	other;	e.g.,	the	yucca	plant	and	the	associated	moth33).
Adam	was	created	on	Day	6,	lived	through	Day	7,	and	then	died	when	he	was
930	years	old	(Genesis	5:5).	If	each	day	were	a	thousand	years	or	millions	of
years,	this	would	make	no	sense	of	Adam’s	age	at	death.
Some	have	claimed	that	the	word	for	“made”	([p[ e)	in	Exodus	20:11	actually
means	“show.”	They	propose	that	God	showed	or	revealed	the	information
about	creation	to	Moses	during	a	six-day	period.	This	allows	for	the	creation
itself	to	have	occurred	over	millions	of	years.	However,	“showed”	is	not	a	valid
translation	for	[ p[ e.	Its	meaning	covers	“to	make,	manufacture,	produce,	do,”
etc.,	but	not	“to	show”	in	the	sense	of	reveal.34	Where	[p[ e	is	translated	as
“show”—for	example,	“show	kindness”	(Genesis	24:12)—it	is	in	the	sense	of
“to	do”	or	“make”	kindness.
Some	have	claimed	that	because	the	word	[p[ e	is	used	for	the	creation	of	the
sun,	moon,	and	stars	on	Day	4,	and	not	the	word	] [ o[ ,	which	is	used
in	Genesis	1:1	for	“create,”	this	means	God	only	revealed	the	sun,	moon,	and
stars	at	this	stage.	They	insist	the	word	[p[ e	has	the	meaning	of	“revealed.”	In
other	words,	the	luminaries	were	supposedly	already	in	existence	and	were	only
revealed	at	this	stage.	However,	] [ o[ 	and	[p[ e	are	used	in	Scripture	to	describe



the	same	event.	For	example,	[ p[ e	is	used	in	Exodus	20:11	to	refer	to	the
creation	of	the	heavens	and	the	earth,	but	] [ o[ 	is	used	to	refer	to	the	creation
of	the	heavens	and	the	earth	in	Genesis	1:1.	The	word	[p[ e	is	used	concerning
the	creation	of	the	first	people	in	Genesis	1:26—they	did	not	previously	exist.
And	then	they	are	said	to	have	been	created	(] [ o[ )	in	Genesis	1:27.	There	are
many	other	similar	examples.	[ p[ e	has	a	broad	range	of	meanings	involving	“to
do”	or	“to	make,”	which	includes	] [ o[ 	creation.
Some	accept	that	the	days	of	creation	are	ordinary	days	as	far	as	the	language
of	Genesis	is	concerned	but	not	as	literal	days	of	history	as	far	as	man	is
concerned.	This	is	basically	the	view	called	the	“framework	hypothesis.”35	This
is	a	very	complex	and	contrived	view	which	has	been	thoroughly	refuted	by
scholars.36

The	real	purpose	of	the	framework	hypothesis	can	be	seen	in	the	following	quote
from	an	article	by	one	of	its	proponents:

To	rebut	the	literalist	interpretation	of	the	Genesis	creation	“week”
propounded	by	the	young-earth	theorists	is	a	central	concern	of	this	article.37

Some	people	want	the	days	of	creation	to	be	long	periods	in	an	attempt	to
harmonize	evolution	or	billions	of	years	with	the	Bible’s	account	of	origins.
However,	the	order	of	events	according	to	long-age	beliefs	does	not	agree	with	that
of	Genesis.	Consider	the	following	table:

Contradictions	between	the	order	of	creation	in	the	Bible	and	evolution/long-ages

Biblical	account	of	creation Evolutionary/long-age	speculation

5OegW	PTUceT	gWT	fhb	ObS	fgOef

5OegW	Rci TeTS	Xb	k OgTe	XbXgXOYYm

DRTObf	UXefg&	gWTb	Sem	YObS

AXUT	UXefg	ReTOgTS	cb	gWT	YObS

EYObgf	ReTOgTS	PTUceT	gWT	fhb

AObS	ObXa OYf	ReTOgTS	OUgTe	PXeSf

L WOYTf	PTUceT	YObS	ObXa OYf

GgOef	ObS	fhb	PTUceT	TOegW

5OegW	O	a cYgTb	PYcP	XbXgXOYYm

4em	YObS&	gWTb	gWT	cRTObf

AXUT	fgOegTS	Xb	gWT	cRTObf

EYObgf	ROa T	YcbV	OUgTe	gWT	fhb

AObS	ObXa OYf	Tl XfgTS	PTUceT	PXeSf

AObS	ObXa OYf	PTUceT	k WOYTf

Clearly,	those	who	do	not	accept	the	six	literal	days	are	the	ones	reading	their	own
preconceived	ideas	into	the	passage.

Long-age	compromises
Other	than	the	“gap	theory”	(the	belief	that	there	is	a	gap	of	indeterminate	time



between	the	first	two	verses	of	Genesis	1),	the	major	compromise	positions	that	try
to	harmonize	long	ages	and/or	evolution	with	Genesis	fall	into	two	categories:

1.	 “theistic	evolution”	wherein	God	supposedly	directed	the	evolutionary	process
of	millions	of	years,	or	even	just	set	it	up	and	let	it	run,	and

2.	 “progressive	creation”	where	God	supposedly	intervened	in	the	processes	of
death	and	struggle	to	create	millions	of	species	at	various	times	over	millions	of
years.

All	long-age	compromises	reject	Noah’s	Flood	as	global—it	could	only	be	a	local
event	because	the	fossil	layers	are	accepted	as	evidence	for	millions	of	years.	A	global
Flood	would	have	destroyed	this	record	and	produced	another.	Therefore,	these
positions	cannot	allow	a	catastrophic	global	Flood	that	would	form	layers	of	fossil-
bearing	rocks	over	the	earth.	This,	of	course,	goes	against	Scripture,	which
obviously	teaches	a	global	Flood	(Genesis	6–9).38	Sadly,	most	theologians	years	ago
simply	tried	to	add	this	belief	to	the	Bible	instead	of	realizing	that	these	layers	were
laid	down	by	Noah’s	Flood.

Does	it	really	matter?
Yes,	it	does	matter	what	a	Christian	believes	concerning	the	days	of	creation	in

Genesis	1.	Most	importantly,	all	schemes	which	insert	eons	of	time	into,	or	before,
creation	undermine	the	gospel	by	putting	death,	bloodshed,	disease,	thorns,	and
suffering	before	sin	and	the	Fall,	as	explained	above	(see	answer	to	Objection	1).
Here	are	two	more	reasons:

1.	 It	is	really	a	matter	of	how	one	approaches	the	Bible,	in	principle.	If	we	do	not
allow	the	language	to	speak	to	us	in	context,	but	try	to	make	the	text	fit	ideas
outside	of	Scripture,	then	ultimately	the	meaning	of	any	word	in	any	part	of
the	Bible	depends	on	man’s	interpretation,	which	can	change	according	to
whatever	outside	ideas	are	in	vogue.

2.	 If	one	allows	science	(which	has	wrongly	become	synonymous	with	evolution
and	materialism)	to	determine	our	understanding	of	Scripture,	then	this	can
lead	to	a	slippery	slope	of	unbelief	through	the	rest	of	Scripture.	For	instance,
science	would	proclaim	that	a	person	cannot	be	raised	from	the	dead.	Does
this	mean	we	should	interpret	the	Resurrection	of	Christ	to	reflect	this?	Sadly,
some	do	just	this,	saying	that	the	Resurrection	simply	means	that	Jesus’
teachings	live	on	in	His	followers.



When	people	accept	at	face	value	what	Genesis	is	teaching	and	accept	the	days	as
ordinary	days,	they	will	have	no	problem	accepting	and	making	sense	of	the	rest	of
the	Bible.
Martin	Luther	once	said:
I	have	often	said	that	whoever	would	study	Holy	Scripture	should	be	sure	to

see	to	it	that	he	stays	with	the	simple	words	as	long	as	he	can	and	by	no	means
departs	from	them	unless	an	article	of	faith	compels	him	to	understand	them
differently.	For	of	this	we	must	be	certain:	no	clearer	speech	has	been	heard	on
Earth	than	what	God	has	spoken.39

Pure	words
God’s	people	need	to	realize	that	the	Word	of	God	is	something	very	special.	It	is

not	just	the	words	of	men.	As	Paul	said	in	1	Thessalonians	2:13,	“You	received	it
not	as	the	word	of	men,	but	as	it	is,	truly	the	word	of	God.”
Proverbs	30:5–6	states	that	“every	word	of	God	is	pure	...	.	Do	not	add	to	His

words,	lest	He	reprove	you	and	you	be	found	a	liar.”	The	Bible	cannot	be	treated	as
just	some	great	literary	work.	We	need	to	“tremble	at	his	word”	(Isaiah	6:5)	and	not
forget:

All	Scripture	is	given	by	inspiration	of	God,	and	is	profitable	for	doctrine,	for
reproof,	for	correction,	for	instruction	in	righteousness,	that	the	man	of	God
may	be	complete,	thoroughly	equipped	for	every	good	work	(2	Timothy	3:16–
17).
In	the	original	autographs,	every	word	and	letter	in	the	Bible	is	there	because	God

put	it	there.	Let	us	listen	to	God	speaking	to	us	through	His	Word	and	not
arrogantly	think	we	can	tell	God	what	He	really	means!
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by	Terry	Mortenson
There	is	an	intensifying	controversy	in	the	church	all	over	the	world	regarding	the
age	of	the	earth.	For	the	first	18	centuries	of	church	history,	the	almost	universal
belief	of	Christians	was	that	God	created	the	world	in	six	literal	days	roughly	4,000
years	before	Christ	and	destroyed	the	world	with	a	global	Flood	at	the	time	of
Noah.
But	about	200	years	ago	some	scientists	developed	new	theories	of	earth	history,

which	proposed	that	the	earth	and	universe	are	millions	of	years	old.	Over	the	past
200	years	Christian	leaders	have	made	various	attempts	to	fit	the	millions	of	years
into	the	Bible.	These	include	the	day-age	view,	gap	theory,	local	flood	view,
framework	hypothesis,	theistic	evolution,	and	progressive	creation.
A	growing	number	of	Christians	(now	called	young-earth	creationists),	including

many	scientists,	hold	to	the	traditional	view,	believing	it	to	be	the	only	view	that	is
truly	faithful	to	Scripture	and	that	fits	the	scientific	evidence	far	better	than	the
reigning	old-earth	evolutionary	theory.
Many	Christians	say	that	the	age	of	the	earth	is	an	unimportant	and	divisive	side

issue	that	hinders	the	proclamation	of	the	gospel.	But	is	that	really	the	case?
Answers	in	Genesis	and	many	other	creationist	organizations	think	not.
In	this	chapter,	I	want	to	introduce	you	to	some	of	the	reasons	we	think	that

Christians	cannot	accept	the	millions	of	years	without	doing	great	damage	to	the
church	and	her	witness	in	the	world.	Other	chapters	in	this	book	will	go	into	much
more	detail	on	these	issues.

1.	 FSP	2TMWP	NWPL]Wf 	aPLNSP‘ 	aSLa	7 ZO	N]PLaPO	TY	‘Te	WTaP]LW	+, &SZb]	OLf ‘ 	L	QPd
aSZb‘LYO	f PL]‘ 	LRZ’	The	Hebrew	word	for	day	in	Genesis	1	is	vl j .	In	the
vast	majority	of	its	uses	in	the	Old	Testament	it	means	a	literal	day;	and	where
it	doesn’t,	the	context	makes	this	clear.



2.	 FSP	NZYaPea	ZQ	7 PYP‘T‘ 	) 	NWPL]Wf 	‘ SZd ‘ 	aSLa	aSP	OLf ‘ 	ZQ	N]PLaTZY	d P]P	WTaP]LW
OLf ‘ ’	First,	vl j 	is	defined	the	first	time	it	is	used	in	the	Bible	(Genesis	1:4–5)
in	its	two	literal	senses:	the	light	portion	of	the	light/dark	cycle	and	the	whole
light/dark	cycle.	Second,	vl j 	is	used	with	“evening”	and	“morning.”
Everywhere	these	two	words	are	used	in	the	Old	Testament,	either	together	or
separately	and	with	or	without	vl j 	in	the	context,	they	always	mean	a	literal
evening	or	morning	of	a	literal	day.	Third,	vl j 	is	modified	with	a	number:
one	day,	second	day,	third	day,	etc.,	which	everywhere	else	in	the	Old
Testament	indicates	literal	days.	Fourth,	vl j 	is	defined	literally	in	Genesis
1:14	in	relation	to	the	heavenly	bodies.

3.	 FSP	RPYPLWZRTP‘ 	ZQ	7 PYP‘T‘ 	- 	LYO	) ) 	X LVP	Ta	NWPL]	aSLa	aSP	N]PLaTZY	OLf ‘
SL[ [ PYPO	ZYWf 	LMZba	. ( ( ( 	f PL]‘ 	LRZ’	It	is	transparent	from	the	genealogies
of	Genesis	5	and	11	(which	give	very	detailed	chronological	information,
unlike	the	clearly	abbreviated	genealogy	in	Matthew	1	and	other	chronological
information	in	the	Bible	that	the	Creation	Week	took	place	only	about	6,000
years	ago.

4.	 5eZOb‘ 	+( 0/ i ) ) 	MWZNV‘ 	LWW	LaaPX [ a‘ 	aZ	QTa	XTWWTZY‘ 	ZQ	f PL]‘ 	TYaZ	7 PYP‘T‘
) ’	“Six	days	you	shall	labor	and	do	all	your	work,	but	the	seventh	day	is	a
sabbath	of	the	LORD	your	God;	in	it	you	shall	not	do	any	work,	you	or	your
son	or	your	daughter,	your	male	or	your	female	servant	or	your	cattle	or	your



sojourner	who	stays	with	you.	For	in	six	days	the	LORD	made	the	heavens
and	the	earth,	the	sea	and	all	that	is	in	them,	and	rested	on	the	seventh	day;
therefore	the	LORD	blessed	the	sabbath	day	and	made	it	holy”	(Exodus	20:9-
11).	
This	passage	gives	the	reason	for	God’s	command	to	Israel	to	work	six	days
and	then	take	a	sabbath	rest.	Wl j 	is	used	in	both	parts	of	the	commandment.
If	God	meant	that	the	Jews	were	to	work	six	days	because	He	created	over	six
long	periods	of	time,	He	could	have	said	that	using	one	of	three	indefinite
Hebrew	time	words.	He	chose	the	only	word	that	means	a	literal	day,	and	the
Jews	understood	it	literally	(until	the	idea	of	millions	of	years	developed	in	the
early	nineteenth	century).	For	this	reason,	the	day-age	view	or	framework
hypothesis	must	be	rejected.	The	gap	theory	or	any	other	attempt	to	put
millions	of	years	before	the	six	days	are	also	false	because	God	says	that	in	six
days	He	made	the	heaven	and	the	earth	and	the	sea	and	[ ii	that	is	in	them.	So
He	made	everything	in	those	six	literal	days	and	nothing	before	the	first	day.

5.	 AZLS!‘ 	6WZZO	d L‘SP‘ 	Ld Lf 	XTWWTZY‘ 	ZQ	f PL]‘ ’	The	evidence	in	Genesis	6–
9	for	a	global	catastrophic	flood	is	overwhelming.	For	example,	the	Flood	was
intended	to	destroy	not	only	all	sinful	people	but	also	all	land	animals	and
birds	and	the	surface	of	the	earth,	which	only	a	global	flood	could	accomplish.
The	Ark’s	purpose	was	to	save	two	of	every	kind	of	land	animal	and	bird	(and
seven	of	some)	to	repopulate	the	earth	after	the	Flood.	The	Ark	was	totally
unnecessary	if	the	Flood	was	only	local.	People,	animals,	and	birds	could	have
migrated	out	of	the	flood	zone	before	it	occurred,	or	the	zone	could	have	been
populated	from	creatures	outside	the	area	after	the	Flood.	The	catastrophic
nature	of	the	Flood	is	seen	in	the	nonstop	rain	for	at	least	40	days,	which
would	have	produced	massive	erosion,	mud	slides,	hurricanes,	etc.	The
Hebrew	words	translated	“the	fountains	of	the	great	deep	burst	open”	(Genesis
7:11)	clearly	point	to	tectonic	rupturing	of	the	earth’s	surface	in	many	places
for	150	days,	resulting	in	volcanoes,	earthquakes,	and	tsunamis.	Noah’s	Flood
would	produce	exactly	the	kind	of	complex	geological	record	we	see	worldwide
today:	thousands	of	feet	of	sediments	clearly	deposited	by	water	and	later
hardened	into	rock	and	containing	billions	of	fossils.	If	the	year-long	Flood	is
responsible	for	most	of	the	rock	layers	and	fossils,	then	those	rocks	and	fossils
cannot	represent	the	history	of	the	earth	over	millions	of	years,	as	evolutionists
claim.

6.	 : P‘b‘ 	d L‘ 	L	f ZbYR&PL]aS	N]PLaTZYT‘a’	Jesus	consistently	treated	the	miracle
accounts	of	the	Old	Testament	as	straightforward,	truthful,	historical	accounts



(e.g.,	creation	of	Adam,	Noah	and	the	Flood,	Lot	and	his	wife	in	Sodom,
Moses	and	the	manna,	and	Jonah	in	the	fish).	He	continually	affirmed	the
authority	of	Scripture	over	men’s	ideas	and	traditions	(Matthew	15:1–9).
In	Mark	10:6	we	have	the	clearest	(but	not	the	only)	statement	showing	that
Jesus	was	a	young-earth	creationist.	He	teaches	that	Adam	and	Eve	were	made
at	the	“] bdfkkfkd	of	creation,”	not	billions	of	years	after	the	beginning,	as
would	be	the	case	if	the	universe	were	really	billions	of	years	old.	So,	if	Jesus
was	a	young-earth	creationist,	then	how	can	His	faithful	followers	have	any
other	view?

7.	 2PWTPQ	TY	XTWWTZY‘ 	ZQ	f PL]‘ 	bYOP]XTYP‘ 	aSP	2TMWP!‘ 	aPLNSTYR	ZY	OPLaS	LYO
ZY	aSP	NSL]LNaP]	ZQ	7 ZO’	Genesis	1	says	six	times	that	God	called	the	creation
“good,”	and	when	He	finished	creation	on	Day	6,	He	called	everything	“very
good.”	Man	and	animals	and	birds	were	originally	vegetarian	(Genesis	1:29–
30,	plants	are	not	“living	creatures,”	as	people	and	animals	are,	according	to
Scripture).	But	Adam	and	Eve	sinned,	resulting	in	the	judgment	of	God	on
the	whole	creation.	Instantly	Adam	and	Eve	died	spiritually,	and	after	God’s
curse	they	began	to	die	physically.	The	serpent	and	Eve	were	changed
physically	and	the	ground	itself	was	cursed	(Genesis	3:14–19).	The	whole
creation	now	groans	in	bondage	to	corruption,	waiting	for	the	final
redemption	of	Christians	(Romans	8:19–25)	when	we	will	see	the	restoration



of	all	things	(Acts	3:21,	Colossians	1:20)	to	a	state	similar	to	the	pre-Fall
world,	when	there	will	be	no	more	carnivorous	behavior	(Isaiah	11:6–9)	and
no	disease,	suffering,	or	death	(Revelation	21:3–5)	because	there	will	be	no
more	Curse	(Revelation	22:3).	To	accept	millions	of	years	of	animal	death
before	the	creation	and	Fall	of	man	contradicts	and	destroys	the	Bible’s
teaching	on	death	and	the	full	redemptive	work	of	Christ.	It	also	makes	God
into	a	bumbling,	cruel	creator	who	uses	(or	can’t	prevent)	disease,	natural
disasters,	and	extinctions	to	mar	His	creative	work,	without	any	moral	cause,
but	still	calls	it	all	“very	good.”

8.	 FSP	TOPL	ZQ	XTWWTZY‘ 	ZQ	f PL]‘ 	OTO	YZa	NZXP	Q]ZX 	aSP	‘NTPYaTQTN	QLNa‘ ’	This
idea	of	long	ages	was	developed	by	deistic	and	atheistic	geologists	in	the	late
eighteenth	and	early	nineteenth	centuries.	These	men	used	antibiblical
philosophical	and	religious	assumptions	to	interpret	the	geological
observations	in	a	way	that	plainly	contradicted	the	biblical	account	of	creation,
the	Flood,	and	the	age	of	the	earth.	Most	church	leaders	and	scholars	quickly
compromised	using	the	gap	theory,	day-age	view,	local	flood	view,	etc.	to	try
to	fit	“deep	time”	into	the	Bible.	But	they	did	not	understand	the	geological
arguments,	and	they	did	not	defend	their	views	by	careful	Bible	study.	The
“deep	time”	idea	flows	out	of	naturalistic	assumptions,	not	scientific
observations.

9.	 DLOTZXPa]TN	OLaTYR	XPaSZO‘ 	OZ	YZa	[ ]ZcP	XTWWTZY‘ 	ZQ	f PL]‘ ’	Radiometric
dating	was	not	developed	until	the	early	twentieth	century,	by	which	time
virtually	the	whole	world	had	already	accepted	the	millions	of	years.	For	many
years	creation	scientists	have	cited	numerous	examples	in	the	published
scientific	literature	of	these	dating	methods	clearly	giving	erroneous	dates	(e.g.,
a	date	of	millions	of	years	for	lava	flows	that	occurred	in	the	past	few	hundred
years	or	even	decades).	In	recent	years	creationists	in	the	RATE	project	have
done	experimental,	theoretical,	and	field	research	to	uncover	more	such
evidence	(e.g.,	diamonds	and	coal,	which	the	evolutionists	say	are	millions	of
years	old,	were	dated	by	carbon-14	to	be	only	thousands	of	years	old)	and	to
show	that	decay	rates	were	orders	of	magnitude	faster	in	the	past,	which
shrinks	the	millions	of	years	to	thousands	of	years,	confirming	the	Bible.1

Conclusion
These	are	just	some	of	the	reasons	why	we	believe	that	the	Bible	is	giving	us	the

true	history	of	the	world.	God’s	Word	must	be	the	final	authority	on	all	matters



about	which	it	speaks—not	just	the	moral	and	spiritual	matters,	but	also	its
teachings	that	bear	on	history,	archaeology,	and	science.
What	is	at	stake	here	is	the	authority	of	Scripture,	the	character	of	God,	the

doctrine	of	death,	and	the	very	foundation	of	the	gospel.	If	the	early	chapters	of
Genesis	are	not	true	literal	history,	then	faith	in	the	rest	of	the	Bible	is	undermined,
including	its	teaching	about	salvation	and	morality.	I	urge	you	to	carefully	read	the
other	chapters	in	this	book.	The	health	of	the	church,	the	effectiveness	of	her
mission	to	a	lost	world,	and	the	glory	of	God	are	at	stake.

1	For	the	results	of	the	RATE	project,	see	Larry	Vardiman,	Andrew	Snelling,	and	Eugene	Chaffin,
eds.,	P[ afl fpfqlmbp	[ka	qeb	=db	l c	qeb	C[oqe,	Vol.	2	(Master	Books,	2005);	and	Don	DeYoung,	Rel r p[kap	...	L l q
? fiifl kp	(Master	Books,	2005).



KYV	? eeU	E Vmh
You	may	have	heard	the	word	gospel	used	in	different	ways.	Someone	may	claim
the	story	they	are	telling	you	is	the	“gospel	truth,”	or	you	may	hear	of	a	gospel
quartet	coming	to	the	local	music	hall.	But	what	does	that	word	mean	and	where
did	it	come	from?
In	Greek	culture,	heralds	were	sent	on	behalf	of	generals	or	kings	to	announce	the

news.	The	word	in	Greek	for	“good	news”	is	where	the	word	evangelism	comes
from.	When	Christians	evangelize,	they	are	spreading	the	good	news	of	the	gospel.
But	in	order	to	have	good	news,	there	must	be	some	bad	news.
The	bad	news	goes	back	thousands	of	years	to	a	time	when	God	had	created	a

perfect	universe.	There	was	no	death,	suffering,	or	disease,	and	the	first	people,
Adam	and	Eve,	obeyed	God	perfectly.	Then	it	all	changed.	They	broke	God’s
command	and	sin	entered	into	the	world.	That	sin	broke	the	relationship	between
man	and	God	and	has	infected	all	of	humanity—even	you.
If	you	stop	and	analyze	your	life	in	light	of	what	the	Bible	reveals	about	God’s

commands	to	His	creatures,	you	will	realize	that	sin	is	part	of	your	life.	The	essence
of	the	commands	of	God	are	summed	up	by	Jesus	when	He	said,	“You	shall	love
the	Lord	your	God	with	all	your	heart,	with	all	your	soul,	and	with	all	your	mind.
This	is	the	first	and	great	commandment.	And	the	second	is	like	it:	You	shall	love
your	neighbor	as	yourself”	(Matthew	22:37–39).
Have	you?
The	Bible	makes	the	claim	that	all	men	have	fallen	short	of	this	standard	(Romans

3:9–23).	To	reject	this	authority	is	like	telling	a	judge	you	don’t	believe	he	can
enforce	the	speeding	law	you	are	accused	of	breaking.	But	there	is	a	difference,	God
is	a	perfectly	just	judge	and	His	punishment	is	eternal	(Psalm	7:11).	If	you	die
having	committed	even	a	single	sin	against	God,	you	face	that	judgment	(Hebrews
9:27).
But	there	is	good	news!	God	is	also	merciful	and	gracious,	and	He	has	provided	a

way	of	escape	for	sinners.	Jesus	Christ,	who	is	God	in	the	flesh,	stepped	into	this
corrupted	world,	lived	a	life	of	perfect	obedience,	took	the	wrath	of	God	against	sin
upon	Himself	as	He	died	on	the	Cross,	and	was	raised	to	life.	All	of	those	who	turn
from	their	sins	and	place	their	trust	in	Jesus	have	their	record	wiped	clean—all	their
debts	paid—and	the	perfect	record	of	Jesus	applied	to	their	account.	God	has
provided	a	great	exchange—your	sin	for	the	righteousness	of	Jesus—and	that
goodness	should	bring	you	to	call	upon	His	mercy	(Romans	2:1–16).
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