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In the defining apologetic battle of the last 150 years, 7he Answers Book,
(and now 7he New Answers Book) stands as one of the top introductory
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Is There Really a God?

KEN HAM & JASON LISLE

God—an Eternal, Uncreated Being?

] n our everyday experience, just about everything seems to have a begin-
ning. In fact, the laws of science show that even things which look the
same through our lifetime, such as the sun and other stars, are, in reality,
running down. The sun is using up its fuel at millions of tons each second—
since the sun cannot last forever, it had to have a beginning. The same can be
shown to be true for the entire universe.

So when Christians claim that the God of the Bible created all the basic
entities of life and the universe, some will ask what seems to be a logical ques-
tion: “Who created God?”

The very first verse in the Bible declares: “In the beginning God ... .”
There is no attempt in these words to prove the existence of God or imply in
any way that God had a beginning. In fact, the Bible makes it clear in many
places that God is outside time. He is eternal, with no beginning or end. He
also knows all things, being infinitely intelligent.’

Is it logical, though, to accept the existence of such an eternal being? Can
modern science, which has produced our technology of computers, space shut-
tles, and medical advances, even allow for such a notion?

! Psalm 90:2; 106:48; 147:5. Notice that only things which have a beginning have to have a

cause.
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What Would We Look For?

What evidence would we expect to find if there really is an infinite God
who created all things as the Bible claims? How would we even recognize the
hand of such an omnipotent (all-powerful) Creator?

The Bible claims that God knows all things—He is omniscient! There-
fore, He is infinitely intelligent. To recognize His handiwork, one would have
to know how to recognize the evidence of the works of His intelligence.

How Do We Recognize the Evidence of Intelligence?

Why do scientists become so excited when they discover stone tools
together with bones in a cave? The stone tools show signs of intelligence.
The scientists recognize that these tools could not have designed themselves
but that they are a product of intelligent input. Thus, the researchers right-
ly conclude that an intelligent creature was responsible for making these
tools.

In a similar way, one would
never look at the Great Wall of
China, the U.S. Capitol building
in Washington, D.C., or the Syd-
ney Opera House in Australia and

conclude that such structures were
formed after explosions in a brick
factory.

Neither would anyone believe
that the presidents’ heads on Mt.
Rushmore were the products of mil-

lions of years of erosion. We can rec-
ognize design, the evidence of the

outworkings of intelligence. We see
man-made objects all around us—
cars, airplanes, computers, stereos,
houses, appliances, and so on. And
yet, at no time would anyone ever
suggest that such objects were just
the products of time and chance.
Design is everywhere. It would nev-

er enter our minds that metal, left
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to itself, would eventually form into engines, transmissions, wheels, and all
the other intricate parts needed to produce an automobile.

This “design argument” is often associated with the name of William
Paley, an Anglican clergyman who wrote on this topic in the late eighteenth
century. He is particularly remembered for his example of the watch and
the watchmaker. In discussing a comparison between a stone and a watch,
he concluded that “the watch must have had a maker; that there must have
existed, at some time and at some place or other, an artificer or artificers, who
formed it for the purpose which we find it actually to answer; who compre-
hended its construction, and designed its use.”

Paley thus believed that, just as the watch implied a watchmaker, so too
does design in living things imply a Designer. Although he believed in a God
who created all things, his God was a Master Designer who is now remote
from His Creation, not the personal God of the Bible.?

Today, however, a large proportion of the population, including many
leading scientists, believe that all plants and creatures, including the intelligent
engineers who make watches, cars, etc., were the product of an evolutionary
process—not a Creator God.* But this is not a defensible position, as we will
see.

Living Things Show Evidence of Design!

The late Isaac Asimov, an ardent anti-creationist, declared, “In man is a
three-pound brain which, as far as we know, is the most complex and orderly
arrangement of matter in the universe.” It is much more complex than the
most complicated computer ever built. Wouldn't it be logical to assume that
if man’s highly intelligent brain designed the computer, then the human brain
was also the product of design?

Scientists who reject the concept of a Creator God agree that all living

2 W. Paley, Natural Theology: or Evidences of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity, Collected
from the Appearances of Nature, reprinted in 1972 by St. Thomas Press, Houston, Texas, 3.

3 L Taylor, In the Minds of Men, TFE Publishing, Toronto, Canada, 1991, 121.

# This is the process by which life is supposed to have arisen spontaneously from nonlife.
Over long periods of time, different kinds of animals and plants have then supposedly
developed as a result of small changes, resulting in an increase in genetic information. For
instance, evolutionists propose that fish developed into amphibians, amphibians into reptiles,
reptiles evolved into birds and mammals. Man eventually evolved from an ancestor shared
with apes.

> 1. Asimov, In the game of energy and thermodynamics you can’t even break even,
Smithsonian, June 1970, 10.
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things exhibit evidence of design. In essence, they accept the design argument
of Paley, but not Paley’s Designer. For example, Dr. Michael Denton, a non-
Christian medical doctor and scientist with a doctorate in molecular biology,
concludes:

It is the sheer universality of perfection, the fact that everywhere we
look, to whatever depth we look, we find an elegance and ingenuity of
an absolutely transcending quality, which so mitigates against the idea
of chance.

Alongside the level of ingenuity and complexity exhibited by the molec-
ular machinery of life, even our most advanced artifacts appear clumsy.
We feel humbled, as neolithic man would in the presence of twentieth-
century technology.

It would be an illusion to think that what we are aware of at present
is any more than a fraction of the full extent of biological design. In
practically every field of fundamental biological research ever-increasing
levels of design and complexity are being revealed at an ever-accelerating
rate.®

Dr. Richard Dawkins, holder of the Charles Simonyi Chair of Public Un-
derstanding of Science at Oxford University, has become one of the world’s
leading evolutionist spokespersons. His fame has come as the result of the
publication of books, including 7he Blind Watchmaker, which defend modern
evolutionary theory and claim to refute once and for all the notion of a Cre-
ator God. He said, “We have seen that living things are too improbable and
too beautifully ‘designed’ to have come into existence by chance.”

There is no doubt that even the most ardent atheist concedes that design
is evident in the animals and plants that inhabit our planet. If Dawkins rejects
“chance” in design, what does he put in place of “chance” if he does not ac-
cept a Creator God?

Who—or What—Is the Designer Then?

Design obviously implies a designer. To a Christian, the design we see
all around us is totally consistent with the Bible’s explanation: “In the begin-
ning God created the heavens and the earth” (Genesis 1:1), and “For by him

¢ M. Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, Adler & Adler Publishers, Bethesda, Maryland,
1986, 32.
7 R. Dawkins, 7he Blind Watchmaker, W.W. Norton & Co., New York, 1987, 43.




Is There Really a God?

[Jesus Christ] all things were created that are in heaven and that are in earth,
visible and invisible, whether thrones or dominions or principalities or pow-
ers. All things were created through him and for him” (Colossians 1:16).

However, evolutionists like Richard Dawkins, who admit the design in
living things, reject the idea of any kind of a Designer/God. In reference to
Paley, Dawkins states:

Paley’s argument is made with passionate sincerity and is informed by
the best biological scholarship of his day, but it is wrong, gloriously and
utterly wrong. The analogy between telescope and eye, between watch
and living organism, is false.®

Why? It is because Dawkins attributes the design to what he calls “blind

y g

forces of physics” and the processes of natural selection. Dawkins writes:
phy: p

All appearance to the contrary, the only watchmaker in nature is the

blind forces of physics, albeit deployed o s

in a very special way. A true watch-
maker has foresight: he designs his
cogs and springs, and plans their in-
terconnections, with future purpose in
his mind’s eye. Natural selection, the
blind, unconscious, automatic process
which Darwin discovered, and which
we now know is the explanation for
the existence and apparently purpose-
ful form of all life, has no purpose in
mind. It has no mind and no mind’s
eye. It does not plan for the future. It
has no vision, no foresight, no sight at
all. If it can be said to play the role of
watchmaker in nature, it is the blind
watchmaker [emphasis added].’

Dawkins does, however, concede that “the more statistically improbable a
thing is, the less can we believe that it just happened by blind chance. Superfi-
cially the obvious alternative to chance is an Intelligent Designer.”*’
Nonetheless, he rejects the idea of an “Intelligent Designer” and instead

offers this “answer”:

8 Ibid., 5.
° Ibid., 5.
10 R. Dawkins, The necessity of Darwinism, New Scientist 94:130, 1982.

11
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The answer, Darwin’s answer, is by gradual, step-by-step transformations
from simple beginnings, from primordial entities sufliciently simple to
have come into existence by chance. Each successive change in the grad-
ual evolutionary process was simple enough, relative to its predecessor,
to have arisen by chance.

But the whole sequence of cumulative steps constitutes anything but
a chance process, when you consider the complexity of the final end
product relative to the original starting point. The cumulative process
is directed by nonrandom survival. The purpose of this chapter is to
demonstrate the power of this cumulative selection as a fundamentally
nonrandom process."!

Basically, then, Dawkins is doing nothing more than insisting that natu-
ral selection'? and mutations " together provide the mechanism for the evo-
lutionary process. He believes these processes are nonrandom and directed.
In reality, this is just a sophisticated way of saying that evolution is itself the
designer.

"' Dawkins, 7he Blind Watchmaker, 43.

2 Dr. Gary Parker, a creationist, argues that natural selection does occur, but operates as

a “preservative” and has nothing to do with one organism changing into another. “Natural
selection is just one of the processes that operates in our present corrupted world to insure
that the created kinds can indeed spread throughout the Earth in all its ecologic and
geographic variety (often, nowadays, in spite of human pollution).” G. Parker, Creation: Facts
of Life, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas, 1994, 75.

“[Richard] Lewontin is an evolutionist and outspoken anticreationist, but he honestly
recognizes the same limitations of natural selection that creation scientists do: ‘... natural
selection operates essentially to enable the organisms to maintain their state of adaptation
rather than to improve it.” Natural selection does not lead to continual improvement
(evolution); it only helps to maintain features that organisms already have (creation).
Lewontin also notes that extinct species seem to have been just as fit to survive as modern
ones, so he adds: ... natural selection over the long run does not seem to improve a species’
chances of survival, but simply enables it to “track,” or keep up with, the constantly changing
environment.”

“It seems to me that natural selection works only because each kind was created with
sufficient variety to multiply and fill the earth in all its ecologic and geographic variety.” G.
Parker, Creation: Facts of Life, 84-86.

13 “After all, mutations are only changes in genes that already exist,” G. Parker, Creation:
Facts of Life, 103.

“In an article paradoxically titled “The Mechanisms of Evolution,” Francisco Ayala defines a
mutation as ‘an error’ in DNA.” G. Parker, Creation: Facts of Life, 99.
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Does Natural Selection Produce Design?

Life is built on information. A great amount of this information is con-
tained in that molecule of heredity, DNA, which makes up the genes of an
organism. Therefore, to argue that natural selection and mutations are the
basic mechanisms of the evolutionary process, one must show that these pro-
cesses produce the information responsible for the design that is evident in
living things.

Anyone who understands basic biology recognizes, of course, as Dar-
win did, that natural selection is a logical process that one can observe.
However, natural selection only operates on the information that is al-
ready contained in the genes—it does not produce new information.'
Actually, this is consistent with the Bible’s account of origins, in that God
created distinct kinds of animals and plants, each to reproduce after its
own kind.

It is true that one can observe great variation in a kind and see the
results of natural selection. For instance, wolves, coyotes, and dingoes
have developed over time as a result of natural selection operating on the
information found in the
genes of the wolf/dog
kind. But the point is that
no new information was
produced—these varieties
of dogs have resulted from
a rearrangement, sorting
out, and separation of
the information in the
original dog kind. One
kind has never been
observed to change into a
totally different kind with
information that previously

INFORMATION
ADDED!

4 L.P. Lester and R.G.Bohlin, 7he Natural Limits to Biological Change, Probe Books, Dallas,
1989, 175-176.

E. Noble et al., Parasitology: The Biology of Animal Parasites, Lea & Febiger, Philadelphia,
1989. Chapter 6: “Evolution of Parasitism?” 516, states, “Natural selection can act only

on those biologic properties that already exist; it cannot create properties in order to meet
adaptational needs.”
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did not exist.”” Without intelligent input to increase information, natural
selection will not work as a mechanism for evolution.

Denton confirms this when he states:

It cannot be stressed enough that evolution by natural selection is analo-
gous to problem solving without any intelligent guidance, without any
intelligent input whatsoever. No activity which involves an intelligent
input can possibly be analogous to evolution by natural selection.'®

Without a way to increase information, natural selection will not work
as a mechanism for evolution. Evolutionists would agree with this, but they
believe that mutations somehow provide the new information for natural
selection to act upon.

Can Mutations Produce New Information?

Actually, scientists now know that the answer is “no!” Dr. Lee Spetner, a
highly qualified scientist who taught information and communication theory
at Johns Hopkins University, makes this abundantly clear in his scholarly and
thoroughly researched book, Not by Chance:

In this chapter I'll bring several examples of evolution, particularly mu-
tations, and show that information is not increased. ... But in all the
reading I've done in the life-sciences literature, I've never found a muta-
tion that added information.!”

All point mutations that have been studied on the molecular level turn
out to reduce the genetic information and not to increase it.'®

The NDT [neo-Darwinian theory] is supposed to explain how infor-
mation of life has been built up by evolution. The essential biological
difference between a human and a bacterium is in the information
they contain. All other biological differences follow from that. The
human genome has much more information than does the bacte-
rial genome. Information cannot be built up by mutations that lose it.

1> For instance, despite many unproved claims to the contrary by evolutionists, nobody has
observed or documented a reptile changing into a bird. The classic example paraded by some
evolutionists as an “in-between” creature, Archaeopteryx, has now been rejected by many
evolutionists.

!¢ M. Denton, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, 317.

17" L. Spetner, Not By Chance, The Judaica Press, Brooklyn, New York, 1997, 131-132.

'8 Ibid., 138.
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A business can’t make money by losing it a little ar a time [emphasis

added].?”

Evolutionary scientists have no way around this conclusion that many sci-
entists, including Dr. Spetner, have now come to. Mutations do not work as a
mechanism for the evolutionary process. Spetner sums it all up as follows:

The neo-Darwinians would like us to believe that large evolutionary
changes can result from a series of small events if there are enough of
them. But if these events all /ose information they cant be the steps in
the kind of evolution the NDT is supposed to explain, no matter how
many mutations there are. Whoever thinks macroevolution can be made
by mutations that lose information is like the merchant who lost a little
money on every sale but thought he could make it up in volume ... .
Not even one mutation has been observed that adds a little information
to the genome. That surely shows that there are not the millions upon
millions of potential mutations the theory demands. There may well not
be any. The failure to observe even one mutation that adds information
is more than just a failure to find support for the theory. It is evidence
against the theory. We have here a serious challenge to neo-Darwinian
theory [emphasis added].

This is also confirmed by Dr. Werner Gitt, a director and professor at the
German Federal Institute of Physics and Technology. In answering the ques-
tion, “Can new information originate through mutations?” he said:

This idea is central in representations of evolution, but mutations can
only cause changes in existing information. There can be no increase in
information, and in general the results are injurious. New blueprints
for new functions or new organs cannot arise; mutations cannot be the
source of new (creative) information [emphasis added].”!

So if natural selection and mutations are eliminated as mechanisms to
produce the information and design of living systems, then another source
must be found.

But there are even more basic problems for those who reject the Creator
God as the source of information.

Y Ibid., 143.

20 Ibid., 159-160.

2 Y. Gitt, In the Beginning Was Information, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas, 2000,
127.
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More Problems!

Imagine yourself sitting in the seat of a 747 airplane, reading about the
construction of this great plane. You are fascinated by the fact that this flying
machine is made up of six million parts—but then you realize that not one
part by itself flies. This realization can be rather disconcerting if you are flying
along at 500 mph (805 km/h) at 35,000 feet (10,668 m).

You can be comforted, however, by the fact that even though not one
part of an airplane flies on its own, when it is assembled as a completed ma-
chine, it does fly.

We can use the construction of an airplane as an analogy to under-
stand the basic mechanisms of the biochemistry of cells that enable organ-
isms to function.

Scientists have found that within the cell there are thousands of what

can be called “biochemi-
cal machines.” For example, COMPLEXITY OF THE
ANIMAL CELL

Smooth endoplasmic
Cytoplasm  Nuclear envelope

one could cite the cell’s abil-
ity to sense light and turn it reticulum
into electrical impulses. But
what scientists once thought
was a simple process within
a cell, such as being able to
sense light and turn it into
electrical impulses, is in fact a
highly complicated event. For
just this one example alone to

work, numerous compounds
. . Cell membrane
must all be in the right place, Mitochondrion

at the right time, in the right Centriole
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concentration—or it just won't happen. In other words, just as all the parts
of a 747 need to be assembled before it can fly, so all the parts of these “bio-
chemical machines” in cells need to be in place, or they can’t function. And
there are literally thousands of such “machines” in a single cell that are vital
for it to operate.

What does this mean? Quite simply, evolution from chemicals to a living
system is impossible.

Scientists now know that life is built on these “machines.” Dr.
Michael Behe, Associate Professor of Biochemistry at Lehigh University
in Pennsylvania, describes these “biochemical machines” as examples of
“irreducible complexity”:

Now it’s the turn of the fundamental science of life, modern biochem-
istry, to disturb. The simplicity that was once expected to be the foundation
of life has proven ro be a phantom; instead, systems of horrendous, ir-
reducible complexity inhabit the cell. The resulting realization that life
was designed by an intelligence is a shock to us in the twentieth century
who have gotten used to thinking of life as the result of simple natural
laws. But other centuries have had their shocks, and there is no reason
to suppose that we should escape them [emphasis added].*

To illustrate this further, con-
sider swatting a mosquito.

Then think about this question:
Why did the mosquito die? You see,
the squashed mosquito has all the
chemicals for life that an evolutionist
could ever hope for in some primor-
dial soup. Yet we know that nothing
is going to evolve from this mosquito
“soup.” So why did the mosquito
die? Because by squashing it, you dis-
organized it.

Once the “machinery” of the
mosquito has been destroyed, the

organism can no longer exist. At a
cellular level, literally thousands of '

“machines” need to exist before life

22 M.]. Behe, Darwin’s Black Box, The Free Press, New York, 1996, 252-253.
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ever becomes possible. This means that evolution from chemicals is 7mpos-
sible. Evolutionist Dawkins recognizes this problem of needing “machinery”
to start with when he states:

A Xerox machine is capable of copying its own blueprints, but it is not
capable of springing spontaneously into existence. Biomorphs readily
replicate in the environment provided by a suitably written computer
program, but they can’t write their own program or build a computer to
run it. The theory of the blind watchmaker is extremely powerful given
that we are allowed to assume replication and hence cumulative selec-
tion. But if replication needs complex machinery, since the only way
we know for complex machinery ultimately to come into existence is
cumulative selection, we have a problem.?

A problem indeed! The more we look into the workings of life, the more
complicated it becomes, and the more we see that life could 7oz arise by itself.
Not only does life require a source of information, but the complex “ma-
chines” of the chemistry of life must be in existence right from the start.

A Greater Problem Still!

Some scientists and educators have tried to get around the above prob-
lems by speculating that as long as all the chemicals that make up the mol-
ecule of heredity (and the information it contains) came together at some
time in the past, then life could have begun.

Life is built upon information. In fact, in just one of the trillions of
cells that make up the human body, the
amount of information in its genes would
fill at least 1,000 books of 500 pages of
typewritten information. Scientists now
think this is hugely underestimated.

Where did all this information come
from? Some try to explain it this way:
imagine a professor taking all the letters
of the alphabet, A-Z, and placing them
in a hat. He then passes the hat around
to students of his class and asks each to

randomly select a letter.

23 Dawkins, 7he Blind Watchmaker, 139—-140.
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It is easy for us to see the possibility (no matter how remote it seems)
of three students in a row selecting B then A and finally T. Put these three
letters together and they spell a word—BAT. Thus, the professor concludes,
given enough time, no matter how improbable it seems, there is always the
possibility one could form a series of words that make a sentence, and even-
tually compile an encyclopedia. The students are then led to believe that no
intelligence is necessary in the evolution of life from chemicals. As long as
the molecules came together in the right order for such compounds as DNA,

°
.
letters, BAT, is a word to whom? Some-

one who speaks English, Dutch, French, B A
German, or Chinese? It is a word only

to someone who knows the language. In

then life could have begun.

On the surface, this sounds like a log-
ical argument. However, there is a basic,
fatal flaw in this analogy. The sequence of

other words, the order of letters is mean-
ingless unless there is a language system
and a translation system already in place
to make the order meaningful.

In the DNA of a cell, the order of
its molecules is also meaningless, except that in the biochemistry of a cell,
there is a language system (other molecules) that makes the order meaning-
ful. DNA without the language system is meaningless, and the language
system without the DNA wouldn’t work either. The other complication is
that the language system that reads the order of the molecules in the DNA
is itself specified by the DNA. This is another one of those “machines” that
must already be in existence and fully formed, or life won’t work!

Can Information Arise from Noninformation?

We have already shown that information cannot come from mutations, a
so-called mechanism of evolution, but is there any other possible way infor-
mation could arise from matter?

Dr. Werner Gitt makes it clear that one of the things we know for sure
from science is that information cannor arise from disorder by chance. It a/-
ways takes (greater) information to produce information, and ultimately in-
formation is the result of intelligence:
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A code system is always the result of a mental process (it requires an
intelligent origin or inventor) ... . It should be emphasized that matter
as such is unable to generate any code. All experiences indicate that a
thinking being voluntarily exercising his own free will, cognition, and
creativity, is required.*

There is no known natural law through which matter can give rise to
information, neither is any physical process or material phenomenon
known that can do this.?’

“There is no known law of nature, no known process and no known
sequence of events which can cause information to originate by itself
in matter.°

What Then 1s the Source of the Information?

We can therefore conclude that the huge amount of information in liv-
ing things must originally have come from an intelligence, which had to have
been far superior to ours. But then, some will say that such a source would
have to be caused by something with even greater information/intelligence.

However, if they reason this way, one could ask where even this great-
er information/intelligence came from. And then where did that one come
from? One could extrapolate to infinity, unless there was a source of infinite
intelligence, beyond our finite understanding. But isn't this what the Bible
indicates when we read, “In the beginning God...”? The God of the Bible is
not bound by limitations of time, space, or anything else.

Even Richard Dawkins recognizes this:

Once we are allowed simply to postulate organized complexity, if only
the organized complexity of the DNA/protein replicating engine, it is
relatively easy to invoke it as a generator of yet more organized com-
plexity. That, indeed, is what most of this book is about. But of course
any God capable of intelligently designing something as complex as the
DNA/protein replicating machine must have been at least as complex
and organized as that machine itself.

Far more so if we suppose him additionally capable of such advanced
functions as listening to prayers and forgiving sins. To explain the origin
of the DNA/protein machine by invoking a supernatural Designer is

* Gitt, In the Beginning Was Information, 64—67.
% Ibid., 79.
2% Tbid., 107.
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to explain precisely nothing, for it leaves unexplained the origin of the
Designer. You have to say something like, “God was always there,” and
if you allow yourself that kind of lazy way out, you might as well just
say “DNA was always there,” or “Life was always there,” and be done

with it.”

So what is the logically defensible position? Is it that matter has eternally

existed (or came into existence by itself for no reason) and then that, by it-

self, matter was arranged into
information systems against
everything observed in real
science? Or did an eternal Be-
ing, the God of the Bible, the
source of infinite intelligence,®
create information systems for
life to exist, which agrees with
real science?

If real science supports the
Bible’s claims about an eternal
Creator God, then why isnt

g

What we see in God's world
agrees with what we read
in God's Word.

this readily accepted? Michael Behe answers with this:

The fourth and most powerful reason for science’s reluctance to embrace
a theory of intelligent design is also based on philosophical consider-
ations. Many people, including many important and well-respected sci-
entists, just don't want there to be anything beyond nature. They don’t
want a supernatural being to affect nature, no matter how brief or con-
structive the interaction may have been. In other words ... they bring
an a priori philosophical commitment to their science that restricts what
kinds of explanations they will accept about the physical world. Some-

times this leads to rather odd behavior.?

The crux of the matter is this: if one accepts there is a God who cre-
ated us, then that God also owns us. If this God is the God of the Bible, He
owns us and thus has a right to set the rules by which we must live. More

important, He also tells us in the Bible that we are in rebellion against Him,

27 Dawkins, 7he Blind Watchmaker, 141.

% Thus, it is capable of generating infinite information, and certainly the enormous, though

finite, information of life.
2 Behe, Darwins Black Box, 243.
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our Creator. Because of this rebellion (called sin), our physical bodies are
sentenced to death; but we will live on forever, either with God or without
Him in a place of judgment. But the good news is that our Creator provided a
means of deliverance for our sin of rebellion, so that those who come to Him
in faith and repentance for their sin can receive the forgiveness of a holy God
and spend eternity with Him.

God 1s the Foundation for Science and Reason

As stated before, the Bible takes God’s existence as a given. It never at-
tempts to prove the existence of God, and this for a very good reason. When
we logically prove a particular thing, we show that it must be true because
it follows logically from something authoritative. But there is nothing more
authoritative than God and His Word. God knows absolutely everything. So
it makes sense to base our worldview on what God has written in His Word.

Some people claim that it is unscientific to start from God’s Word. But
in reality, nothing could be further from the truth. A belief in God is actually
foundational to logical thought and scientific inquiry. Think about it: why is
logical reasoning possible? There are laws of logic that we use when we reason.
For example, there is the law of noncontradiction, which states that you can’t
have “A” and “not-A” at the same time and in the same relationship. We all
“know” that this is true. But why is it true, and how do we know it?

The Bible makes sense of this: God is self-consistent. He is noncontradic-
tory, and so this law follows from God’s nature. And God has made us in His
image; so we instinctively know this law. It has been hard-wired into us. Logical
reasoning is possible because God is logical and has made us in His image. (Of
course, because of the Curse we sometimes make mistakes in logic.)

But if the universe were merely a chance accident, then why should logi-
cal reasoning be possible? If my brain is merely the product of mutations
(guided only by natural selection), then why should I think that it can deter-
mine what is #rue? The secular, evolutionary worldview cannot account for
the existence of logical reasoning.

Likewise, only a biblical worldview can really account for the existence of
science—the study of the natural world. Science depends on the fact that the
universe obeys orderly laws which do not arbitrarily change. But why should
that be so? If the universe were merely an accident, why should it obey logical,
orderly laws—or any laws at all for that matter? And why should these laws
not be constantly changing, since so many other things change?
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The Bible explains this. There are orderly laws because a logical Law-Giver
upholds the universe in a logical and consistent way. God does not change;
so He sustains the universe in a consistent way. Only a biblical worldview can
account for the existence of science and technology.

Now, does this mean that a non-Christian is incapable of reasoning logi-
cally or doing science? Not at all. But he is being inconsistent. The non-
Christian must “borrow” the above biblical principles in order to do science,
or to think rationally. But this is inconsistent. The unbeliever must use 6ib/i-
cal ideas in order to use science and reason, while he simultaneously denies
that the Bible is true.

So Who Created God?

By very definition, an eternal Being has always existed—nobody created
Him. God is the Self-Existent One—the great “I Am” of the Bible.” He is out-
side time; in fact, He created time. Think about it this way: everything that has
a beginning requires a cause. The universe has a beginning and therefore requires
a cause. But God has no beginning since He is beyond time. So God does not
need a cause. There is nothing illogical about an eternal Being who has always
existed even though it might be difficult to fully understand.

You might argue, “But that means I have to accept this by faith because
I can't totally understand it.”

We read in the book of Hebrews: “But without faith it is impossible to
please Him, for he who comes to God must believe that He is, and that He is
a rewarder of those who diligently seek Him” (11:6).

What kind of faith is Christi-
anity then? It is not blind faith as
some may think. In fact, it is the
evolutionists who deny the Cre-
ator who have the blind “faith.”
They have to believe in something
(i.e., that information can arise

from disorder by chance) which
goes against real science.

But Christ, through the Holy BLiND FAITH

Spirit, actually opens the eyes of

3 See Exodus 3:14; Job 38:4; John 8:58; Revelation 1:18; Isaiah 44:6; Deuteronomy 4:39.
31 See Matthew 13:15; John 12:40; Romans 11:8—10.
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Christians so that they can see that their faith is real.* The Christian faith is a
logically defensible faith. This is why the Bible makes it very clear that anyone
who does not believe in God is without excuse: “For since the creation of the
world His invisible aztributes are clearly seen, being understood by the things
that are made, even His eternal power and Godhead, so that they are without
excuse” (Romans 1:20).

How Do We Know the Creator Is the God of the Bible?

You can believe fallible man’s ideas that there is no God, or trust the per-
fect Word of God, the 66 books of the Bible, that says there is. The issue is
simple; it is a matter of faith—God exists or God doesnt exist. The exciting
thing about being a Christian is knowing that the Bible is not just another
religious book, but it is the Word of the Creator God, as it claims.*

Only the Bible explains why there is beauty and ugliness; why there is life
and death; why there is health and disease; why there is love and hate. Only
the Bible gives the true and reliable account of the origin of all basic entities
of life and the entire universe.

And over and over again, the Bible’s historical account has been con-
firmed by archaeology, biology, geology, and astronomy. No contradiction or
erroneous information has ever been found in its pages, even though it was
written over hundreds of years by many different authors, each inspired by
the Holy Spirit.

Scientists from many different fields have produced hundreds of books
and tapes defending the Bible’s accuracy and its claim that it is a revelation to
us from our Creator. It not only tells us who we are and where we came from,
but it also shares the good news of how we can spend eternity with our Lord
and Savior. Take that first step and place your faith in God and His Word.

32 See Matthew 13:16; Acts 26:18; Ephesians 1:18; 1 John 1:1.
3 See Matthew 5:18; 2 Timothy 3:16; 2 Peter 1:21; Psalms 12:6; 1 Thessalonians 2:13.
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Why Shouldn’t Christians
Accept Millions of Years?

TERRY MORTENSON

There is an intensifying controversy in the church all over the world re-
garding 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 vari-
ous 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 progres-

sive creation. Gﬂp
A growing number I'heory

of Christians (now called
young-earth  creation-
ists), including many
scientists, hold to the
traditional view, believ-
ing it to be the only view
that is truly faithful to
Scripture and that fits
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the scientific evidence far better than the reigning old-earth evolution-

ary theory.

Many Christians say that the age of the earth is an unimportant and divi-

sive 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 dam-

age to the church and her witness in the world. Other chapters in this book

will go into much more detail on these issues.

1.

The Bible clearly teaches that v "
God created in six literal, Eé!)

24-hour days a few thousand 230' TIME

years ago. The Hebrew word /0 S E B b TESTAMENT

for day in Genesis 1 is yom. In
the vast majority of its uses in “YOM” —- "DAY"

the Old Testament it means a

literal day; and where it doesn’, WHY ONI-Y
the context makes this clear. Qu EST ION

The context of Genesis 1 GENE SI s o

the light portion of the light/dark cycle and the whole light/dark cycle.

clearly shows that the days of
creation were literal days. First,

yom is defined the first time it
is used in the Bible (Genesis
1:4-5) in its two literal senses:

Second, yom is used with “evening” and “morning.” Everywhere these two
words are used in the Old Testament, either together or separately and
with or without yom in the context, they always mean a literal evening or
morning of a literal day. Third, yom is modified with a number: one day,
second day, third day, etc., which everywhere else in the Old Testament
indicates literal days. Fourth, yom is defined literally in Genesis 1:14 in
relation to the heavenly bodies.

The genealogies of Genesis 5 and 11 make it clear that the creation
days happened only about 6,000 years ago. It is transparent from the
genealogies of Genesis 5 and 11 (which give very detailed chronologi-
cal information, unlike the clearly abbreviated genealogy in Matthew 1)
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and other chronological information in the Bible that the Creation Week
took place only about 6,000 years ago.

Exodus 20:9-11 blocks all attempts to fit
millions of years into Genesis 1. “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;  y1§ SCRIPTURE WAS
therefore the LORD blessed the sabbath day INSCRIBED Balfogg?ﬁ
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. Yom is used in both parts of the com-
mandment. 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 4// that is in them. So He made everything in those six literal
days and nothing before the first day.

Noah’s Flood washes away millions of years. 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
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6.

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.

Jesus was a young-earth creationist. Jesus consistently treated the miracle
accounts of the Old Testament as straightforward, truthful, historical ac-
counts (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 af-
firmed 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 “beginning 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 faith-
ful followers have any other view?

Belief in millions of years undermines the Bible’s teaching on death
and on the character of God. Genesis 1 says six times that God called
the creation “good,” and when He finished creation on Day 6, He called
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everything “very good.” Man s'X DAY c

and animals and birds were

REATION .

N

originally vegetarian (Gen.
1:29-30, plants are not “liv-
ing 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 (Isaiah11:6-9) and no disease, suf-
fering, 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 cre-
ator who uses (or can’t pre-
vent) disease, natural disas-
ters, and extinctions to mar
His creative work, without
any moral cause, but still
calls it all “very good.”

The idea of millions of years did not come from the scientific facts.
This idea of long ages was developed by deistic and atheistic geologists in
the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. These men used anti-
biblical philosophical and religious assumptions to interpret the geologi-
cal observations in a way that plainly contradicted the biblical account
of creation, the Flood, and the age of the earth. Most church leaders and
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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 as-
sumptions, not scientific observations.

9. Radiometric dating methods do not prove millions of years. Radio-
metric 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 giv-
ing 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.'

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.

! For the results of the RATE project, see Larry Vardiman, Andrew Snelling, and Eugene
Chaflin, eds., Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth, Vol. 2, Master Books, Green Forest,
Arkansas, 2005; and Don DeYoung, Thousands ... Not Billions, Master Books, Green Forest,
Arkansas, 2005.
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Couldn’t God Have
Used Evolution?

KEN HAM

D uring the Scopes Trial in 1925, ACLU attorney Clarence Darrow
placed William Jennings Bryan (seen as the man representing Chris-
tianity) on the stand and questioned him about his faith. In his questioning,
Darrow pitted Bryan’s faith in the Bible against his belief in modern scientific
thinking. Darrow questioned Bryan about the meaning of the word “day” in
Genesis. Bryan’s answer rejected the clear teaching of Scripture, which indi-
cates that the days of Genesis 1 are six actual days of approximately 24 hours.
Bryan accepted modern evolutionary thinking instead when he said, “I think
it would be just as easy for the kind of God we believe in to make the earth
in six days as in six years or in six million years or in 600 million years. I do
not think it important whether we believe one or the other.”! This is not the
first time a Christian has rejected the intended meaning of God’s Word, and
it certainly will not be the last.

Many Christians today claim that millions of years of earth history fit
with the Bible and that God could have used evolutionary processes to cre-
ate. This idea is not a recent invention. For over 200 years, many theologians
have attempted such harmonizations in response to the work of people like
Charles Darwin and Scottish geologist Charles Lyell, who helped popularize
the idea of millions of years of earth history and slow geological processes.

' The World's Most Famous Court Trial, Second Reprint Edition, Bryan College, Dayton,
0Ohio,1990, 296, 302-303.
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When we consider the possibility that God used evolutionary processes
to create over millions of years, we are faced with serious consequences: the
Word of God is no longer authoritative, and the character of our loving God
is questioned.

SCRIPTURAL IMPLICATIONS

Already in Darwin’s day, one of the leading evolutionists saw the com-
promise involved in claiming that God used evolution, and his insightful
comments are worth reading again. Once you accept evolution and its impli-
cations about history, then man becomes free to pick and choose which parts
of the Bible he wants to accept.

From an Evolutionist’s Perspective

The leading humanist of Darwin’s day, Thomas Huxley (1825-1895),
eloquently pointed out the inconsistencies of reinterpreting Scripture to fit
with popular scientific thinking. Huxley, an ardent evolutionary humanist,
was known as “Darwin’s bulldog,” as he did more to popularize Darwin’s
ideas than Darwin himself. Huxley understood Christianity much more
clearly than did compromising theologians who tried to add evolution and
millions of years to the Bible. He used their compromise against them to help
his cause in undermining Christianity.

In his essay “Lights of the Church and Science,” Huxley stated,

I am fairly at a loss to comprehend how anyone, for a moment, can
doubt that Christian theology must stand or fall with the historical
trustworthiness of the Jewish Scriptures. The very conception of the
Messiah, or Christ, is inextricably interwoven with Jewish history;
the identification of Jesus of Nazareth with that Messiah rests upon
the interpretation of the passages of the Hebrew Scriptures which
have no evidential value unless they possess the historical character
assigned to them. If the covenant with Abraham was not made; if
circumcision and sacrifices were not ordained by Jahveh; if the ‘ten
words’ were not written by God’s hand on the stone tables; if Abra-
ham is more or less a mythical hero, such as Theseus; the Story of the
Deluge a fiction; that of the Fall a legend; and that of the Creation
the dream of a seer; if all these definite and detailed narratives of
apparently real events have no more value as history than have the
stories of the regal period of Rome—what is to be said about the
Messianic doctrine, which is so much less clearly enunciated: And
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what about the authority of the writers of the books of the New
Testament, who, on this theory, have not merely accepted flimsy fic-
tions for solid truths, but have built the very foundations of Chris-
tian dogma upon legendary quicksands??

Huxley made the point that if we are to believe the New Testament doc-
trines, we must believe the historical account of Genesis as historical truth.

Huxley was definitely out to destroy the truth of the biblical record.
When people rejected the Bible, he was happy. But when they tried to har-
monize evolutionary ideas with the Bible and reinterpret it, he vigorously
attacked this position.

I confess I soon lose my way when I try to follow those who walk deli-
cately among “types” and allegories. A certain passion for clearness forc-
es me to ask, bluntly, whether the writer means to say that Jesus did
not believe the stories in question or that he did? When Jesus spoke, as
a matter of fact, that “the Flood came and destroyed them all,” did he
believe that the Deluge really took place, or not? It seems to me that,
as the narrative mentions Noal’s wife, and his sons’ wives, there is good
scriptural warranty for the statement that the antediluvians married and
were given in marriage: and I should have thought that their eating and
drinking might be assumed by the firmest believer in the literal truth of
the story. Moreover, I venture to ask what sort of value, as an illustration
of God’s methods of dealing with sin, has an account of an event that
never happened? If no Flood swept the careless people away, how is the
warning of more worth than the cry of “Wolf” when there is no wolf??

Huxley then gave a lesson on New Testament theology. He quoted Mat-
thew 19:4-5: “And He answered and said to them, ‘Have you not read that
He who made #hem at the beginning “made them male and female,” and said,
“For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his
wife, and the two shall become one flesh”?”” Huxley commented, “If divine
authority is not here claimed for the twenty-fourth verse of the second chap-
ter of Genesis, what is the value of language? And again, I ask, if one may play
fast and loose with the story of the Fall as a ‘type’ or ‘allegory,” what becomes
of the foundation of Pauline theology?™*

* T. Huxley, Science and Hebrew Tradition, D. Appleton and Company, New York, 1897,
207.

% Ibid., 232.

4 Ibid., 235-236.
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EVOLUTION

MILLIONS OF YEARS

And to substantiate this, Huxley quoted 1 Corinthians 15:21-22: “For
since by man came death, by Man also came the resurrection of the dead. For
as in Adam all die, even so in Christ all shall be made alive.”

Huxley continued, “If Adam may be held to be no more real a personage
than Prometheus, and if the story of the Fall is merely an instructive ‘type,” com-
parable to the profound Promethean mythos, what value has Paul’s dialectic?™

Thus, concerning those who accepted the New Testament doctrines that
Paul and Christ teach but rejected Genesis as literal history, Huxley claimed
“the melancholy fact remains, that the position they have taken up is hope-
lessly untenable.”®

He was adamant that science (by which he meant evolutionary, long-age
ideas about the past) had proven that one cannot intelligently accept the Gen-
esis account of creation and the Flood as historical truth. He further pointed
out that various doctrines in the New Testament are dependent on the truth
of these events, such as Paul’s teaching on the doctrine of sin, Christ’s teach-
ing on the doctrine of marriage, and the warning of future judgment. Huxley
mocked those who try to harmonize evolution and millions of years with the
Bible, because it requires them to give up a historical Genesis while still trying
to hold to the doctrines of the New Testament.

What was Huxley’s point? He insisted that the theologians had to accept
evolution and millions of years, but he pointed out that, to be consistent,
they had to give up the Bible totally. Compromise is impossible.

5 Ibid., 236.
¢ Ibid., 236.
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From the Teaching of Christian Leaders

B. B. Warfield and Charles Hodge, great leaders of the Christian faith
during the 1800s, adopted the billions-of-years belief concerning the age of
the earth and reinterpreted Genesis 1 accordingly. In regard to a discussion on
Genesis 1 and the days of creation, Hodge said, “The Church has been forced
more than once to alter her interpretation of the Bible to accommodate the
discoveries of science. But this has been done without doing any violence to
the Scriptures or in any degree impairing their authority.”

Even though much of Warfield’s and Hodge’s teachings were biblically
sound, these two men helped unlock the door of compromise, which helped
to begin to undermine biblical authority. Once Christians concede to the world
that we don't have to take the words in Genesis as written but can use outside
beliefs to reinterpret Scripture (e.g., concerning the age of earth), then the door
has been unlocked to do this throughout the whole of Scripture. Once this door
is unlocked, subsequent generations push it open even farther.

In a number of instances throughout the Bible, one sees compromise in
one generation, and in the next, the compromise is usually much greater. It
isn’t long before the godly foundation is eroded (e.g., the kings of Israel; and
idolatry in 2 Kings 14-16, especially in light of Exodus 20:4-6).

Warfield and Hodge taught that Scripture could and should be altered to
agree with the newest “scientific” discoveries (which were really men’s inter-
pretations about the past) while they claimed that the authority of the other
teachings in God’s Word remained. But this thinking is faulty. How can one
portion of God’s Word be open to interpretation while the other portion is
untouchable? It can’t.

Adding evolution to God’s creation has serious scriptural implications
because it undermines and attacks the authority of the Word of God.

CHARACTER IMPLICATIONS

Another result of believing that God used evolution or that millions of
years of earth history can fit into the Bible is that God’s character comes into
question.

7 C. Hodge, Systematic Theology, Vol. 1, Wm. B. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, Michigan,
1997, 573. Hodge was probably referring to the usual humanist spin-doctoring of the
Galileo affair, but for a more accurate portrayal, see R. Grigg, The Galileo “twist,” Creation
19(4):30-32, 1997, and T. Schirrmacher, The Galileo affair: history or heroic hagiography?
77 14(1):91-100, 2000.
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The book of Genesis teaches that death is the result of Adam’s sin
(Genesis 3:19; Romans 5:12, 8:18-22) and that all of God’s creation was
“very good” upon its completion (Genesis 1:31). All animals and humans
were originally vegetarian (Genesis 1:29-30). But if we compromise on
the history of Genesis by adding millions of years, we must believe that
death and disease were part of the world before Adam sinned. You see, the
(alleged) millions of years of earth history in the fossil record shows evidence
of animals eating each other,® diseases like cancer in their bones,” violence,
plants with thorns,'® and so on. All of this supposedly takes place before man
appears on the scene, and thus before sin (and its curse of death, disease,
thorns, carnivory, etc.) entered the world.

Christians who believe in an old earth (billions of years) need to come
to grips with the real nature of the god of an old earth—it is 7oz the loving
God of the Bible. Even many conservative, evangelical Christian leaders
accept and actively promote a belief in millions and billions of years for
the age of rocks. How could a God of love allow such horrible processes as
disease, suffering, and death for millions of years as part of His “very good”
creation?

Interestingly, the liberal camp points out the inconsistencies in holding
to an old earth while trying to cling to evangelical Christianity. For instance,
Bishop John Shelby Spong, the retired bishop of the Episcopal Diocese of
Newark, states:

The Bible began with the assumption that God had created a finished
and perfect world from which human beings had fallen away in an act
of cosmic rebellion. Original sin was the reality in which all life was
presumed to live. Darwin postulated instead an unfinished and thus
imperfect creation... . Human beings did not fall from perfection into
sin as the Church had taught for centuries... . Thus the basic myth of
Christianity that interpreted Jesus as a divine emissary who came to
rescue the victims of the fall from the results of their original sin became
inoperative."'

8 E.g., ground up dinosaur bones were found in the fossil dung of another dinosaur. See
Nature 393(6686):680—-682, 1998.

? D.H. Tanke and B.M. Rothschild, Paleopathology, PJ. Currie and K. Padian, eds.,
Encyclopedia of Dinosaurs, Academic Press, San Diego, 1997, 525-530.

' H.P. Banks, Evolution and Plants of the Past, Wadsworth Publishing Company, Belmont,
California, 1970, 9-10.

" J.S. Spong, A call for a new Reformation, www.dioceseofnewark.org/jsspong/reform.html.
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This is an obvious reference to the millions of years associated with the
fossil record. The god of an old earth is one who uses death as part of creating.
Death therefore can't be the penalty for sin and can’t be described as the last
enemy (1 Corinthians 15:26).

The god of an old earth cannot therefore be the God of the Bible who is
able to save us from sin and death. Thus, when Christians compromise with
the millions of years attributed by many scientists to the fossil record, they
are, in that sense, seemingly worshipping a different god—the cruel god of
an old earth.

People must remember that God created a perfect world; so when they
look at this present world, they are not looking at the nature of God but at
the results of our sin.

The God of the Bible, the God of mercy, grace, and love, sent His one
and only Son to become a man (but God nonetheless), to become our sin-
bearer so that we could be saved from sin and eternal separation from God.
As 2 Corinthians 5:21 says, “For He has made Him who knew no sin, to be
sin for us, that we might become the righteousness of God in Him.”

There’s no doubt—the god of an old earth destroys the gospel.

DOOR OF COMPROMISE

Now it is true that rejection of six literal days doesn’t 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, once Christian lead-
ers concede that we shouldn’t interpret the Bible as written in Genesis, why
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should the world take heed of God’s Word in any 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, this Book is seen as an outdated,
scientifically incorrect holy book not intended to be believed as written.

As each subsequent generation has pushed this door of compromise open
farther and farther, they are increasingly not accepting the morality or sal-
vation of the Bible either. After all, if the history in Genesis is not correct,
how can one be sure the rest is correct? Jesus said, “If I have told you earthly
things, and you do not believe, how will you believe if I tell you of heavenly
things?” (John 3:12).

The battle is not one of young earth vs. old earth, or billions of years vs.
six days, or creation vs. evolution—the real battle is the authority of the Word
of God vs. man’s fallible opinions.

Why do Christians believe in the bodily Resurrection of Jesus Christ?
Because of the words of Scripture (“according to the Scriptures”).

And why should Christians believe in the six literal days of creation? Be-
cause of the words of Scripture (“In six days the Lord made ...”).

The real issue is one of authority—is God’s Word the authority, or is
man’s word the authority? So, couldn’t God have used evolution to create?
The answer is No. A belief in millions of years of evolution not only contra-
dicts the clear teaching of Genesis and the rest of Scripture but also impugns
the character of God. He told us in the book of Genesis that He created the
whole universe and everything in it in six days by His word: “Then God
said... .” His Word is the evidence of how and when God created, and His
Word is incredibly clear.
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Don’t Creationists Deny
the Laws of Nature?

JASON LISLE

The Word of God

E verything in the universe, every plant and animal, every rock, every par-
ticle of matter or light wave, is bound by laws, which it has no choice
but to obey. The Bible tells us that there are laws of nature—“ordinances of
heaven and earth” (Jeremiah 33:25). These laws describe the way God nor-
mally accomplishes His will in the universe.

God’s logic is built into the universe, and so the universe is not haphazard or
arbitrary. It obeys laws of chemistry which are logically derived from the laws of
physics, many of which can be logically derived from other laws of physics and
laws of mathematics. The most fundamental laws of nature exist only because
God wills them to; they are the logical, orderly way that the Lord upholds and
sustains the universe He has created. The atheist is unable to account for the
logical orderly state of the universe. Why should the universe obey laws if there
is no law-giver? But laws of nature are perfectly consistent with biblical creation.
In fact, the Bible is the foundation for natural laws. So, of course, creationists do
not deny these laws; laws of nature are exactly what a creationist would expect.

The Law of Life (Biogenesis)

There is one well-known law of life: the law of biogenesis. This law states
simply that life always comes from life. This is what observational science tells
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us; organisms reproduce other organisms after their own kind. Historically,
Louis Pasteur disproved one form of spontaneous generation; he showed that
life comes from previous life. Since then, we have seen that this law is uni-
versal—with no known exceptions. This is, of course, exactly what we would
expect from the Bible. According to Genesis 1, God supernaturally created
the first diverse kinds of life on earth and made them to reproduce after their
kind. Notice that molecules-to-man evolution violates the law of biogenesis.
Evolutionists believe that life (at least once) spontaneously formed from non-
living chemicals. But this is inconsistent with the law of biogenesis. Real sci-
ence confirms the Bible.

The Laws of Chemistry

Life requires a specific chemistry. Our bodies are powered by chemical re-
actions and depend on the laws of chemistry operating in a uniform fashion.
Every living being has information stored on a long molecule called DNA.
Life as we know it would not be possible if the laws of chemistry were differ-
ent. God created the laws of chemistry in just the right way so that life would
be possible.

The laws of chemistry give different properties to the various elements
(each made of one type of atom) and compounds (made up of two or more
types of atoms that are bonded together) in the universe. For example, when

given sufficient activation energy, the lightest element (hydrogen) will react
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with oxygen to form water. Water itself has some interesting properties such
as the ability to hold an unusually large amount of heat energy. When frozen,
water forms crystals with six-sided symmetry (which is why snowflakes are gen-
erally six-sided). Contrast this with salt (sodium chloride) crystals which tend
to form cubes. It is the six-fold symmetry of water-ice that causes “holes” in its
crystal, making it less dense than its own liquid. That's why ice floats in water
(whereas essentially all other frozen compounds sink in their own liquid.)

The properties of elements and compounds are not arbitrary. In fact,
the elements can be logically organized into a periodic table based on their
physical properties. Substances in the same column on the table tend to
have similar properties. This follows because elements in a vertical column
have the same outer electron structure. It is these outermost electrons which
determine the physical characteristics of the atom. This periodic table did
not happen by chance. Atoms and molecules have their various properties
because their electrons are bound by the laws of quantum physics. In other
words, chemistry is based on physics. If the laws of quantum physics were just
a bit different, atoms might not even be possible. God designed the laws of
physics just right so that the laws of chemistry would come out the way He
wanted them to.

The Laws of Planetary Motion

The creation scientist Johannes Kepler discovered that the planets in our
solar system obey three laws of nature. He found that planets orbit in ellipses
(not perfect circles as had been previously thought) with the sun at one focus
of the ellipse; thus, a given planet is sometimes closer to the sun than at other
times. Kepler found that planets sweep out equal areas in equal times—in other
words, planets speed up as they get closer to the sun within their orbit. And
third, Kepler found the exact mathematical relationship between a planet’s dis-
tance from the sun (a) as measured in AUs, and its orbital period (p) as mea-
sured in years; planets that are farther from the sun take much longer to orbit
than planets that are closer (expressed as p* = a%). Kepler’s laws also apply to the
orbits of moons around a given planet.’

As with the laws of chemistry, these laws of planetary motion are not
fundamental. Rather, they are the logical derivation of other laws of nature.
In fact, it was another creation scientist (Sir Isaac Newton) who discovered

' However, the constant of proportionality is different for the third law. This is due to the
fact that the sun has a different mass than the planets.
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that Kepler’s laws could be derived mathematically from certain laws of
physics—specifically, the laws of gravity and motion (which Newton himself
formulated).

The Laws of Physics

The field of physics describes the behavior of the universe at its most fun-
damental level. There are many different laws of physics. They describe the way
in which the universe operates today. There are laws of physics that describe
how light propagates, how energy is transported, how gravity operates, how
mass moves through space, and many other phenomena. The laws of physics
are usually mathematical in nature; some laws of physics can be described with
a concise formula such as E=mc”. The simple formula F=ma shows how an ob-
ject with mass (m) will accelerate (a) when a net force (F) is applied to it. It is
amazing that every object in the universe consistently obeys these rules.

There is a hierarchy in physics: some laws of physics can be derived from
other laws of physics. For example, Einstein’s famous formula E=mc? can be
derived from the principles and equations of special relativity. Conversely,
there are many laws of physics that cannot be derived from other laws of
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physics; many of these are suspected to be derivative principles, but scientists
have not yet deduced their derivation.

And some laws of physics may be truly fundamental (not based on other
laws); they exist only because God wills them to. In fact, this must be the case
for at least one law of physics (and perhaps several)—the most fundamental.
(Logically, this is because if the most fundamental law were based on some
other law, it would not be the most fundamental law.)

Universal Constants

Additionally, there are many physical constants of nature. These are pa-
rameters within the laws of physics which set the strengths of the fundamen-
tal forces (such as gravity), and the masses of fundamental particles (such
as electrons). As with the laws of physics, some constants depend on oth-
ers, whereas some constants are likely fundamental—God alone has set their
value. These constants are essential for life. In many cases, if the fundamental
constants had a slightly different value, life would not be possible. For ex-
ample, if the strength of the electromagnetic coupling constant were slightly
altered, molecules could not exist.

The Anthropic Principle

The laws of physics (along with their associated constants) are fine-tuned
in just the right way so that life, particularly human life, is possible. This
fact is called the “anthropic principle.” God created the fundamental laws
of physics in just the right way, and gave the constants just the right values
so that the other constants and derivative laws of physics would come out in
just the right way, so that chemistry would work in the right way, so that the
elements and compounds would have the right properties, so that life would
be possible!” It’s an amazingly complex challenge—one that no mere human
being has the intellectual capacity to solve.” In fact, there are many, many

* Anthropic comes from the Greek word for man: anthropos.

3 Of course, there may be more than one possible solution. That is, it might be possible for
God to create life that uses an entirely different chemistry, based on entirely different physics.
God may have had considerable freedom in how He chose to create the universe. But it
seems likely that there are many more possible (hypothetical) universes in which life is not
possible than universes in which life is possible.

4 A number of resources are available on the anthropic principle. See the secular book 7he
Anthropic Cosmological Principle by J. Barrow, E Tipler, and J. Wheeler, Oxford Univ. Press,
New York, 1988.
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aspects of this present universe that we still do not completely understand.
The laws of nature which we have discovered and expressed mathematically are
only imperfect models of reality. Our current understanding of the creation
is imperfect. One is reminded of 1 Corinthians 13:12, which tells us that we
now only “see through a glass darkly.”

The Laws of Mathematics

Notice that the laws of physics are highly mathematical in nature. They
would not work if there were not also laws of mathematics. Mathematical
laws and principles include the rules of addition, the transitive property, the
commutative properties of addition and multiplication, the binomial theo-
rem, and many others. Like the laws of physics, some laws and properties of
mathematics can be derived from other mathematical principles. But unlike
the laws of physics, the laws of mathematics are abstract; they are not “at-
tached” to any specific part of the universe. It is possible to imagine a universe
where the laws of physics are different; but it is difficult to imagine a (consis-
tent) universe where the laws of mathematics are different.’

The laws of mathematics are an example of a “transcendent truth.” They
must be true regardless of what kind of universe God created. This may be be-
cause God’s nature is logical and mathematical. Thus, any universe He chose
to create would necessarily be mathematical in nature. The secular naturalist
cannot account for the laws of mathematics. Certainly, he would believe in
mathematics and would use mathematics; but he is unable to account for the
existence of mathematics within a naturalistic framework since mathematics
is not a part of the physical universe. However, the Christian understands that
there is a God beyond the universe and that mathematics reflects the thoughts
of the Lord. Understanding math is in a sense “thinking God’s thoughts after
Him”® (though in a limited, finite way, of course).

Some have supposed that mathematics is a human invention; it is said
that if human history had been different, an entirely different form of math
would have been constructed—with alternate laws, theorems, axioms, etc.
But such thinking is not consistent. Are we to believe that the universe did
not obey mathematical laws before people discovered them? Did the planets

> Granted, there are different systems of starting definitions and axioms that allow for some
variation in mathematical systems of thought (alternate geometries, etc.), but most of the
basic principles remain unchanged.

¢ This phrase is attributed to the creation astronomer Johannes Kepler.
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orbit differently before Kepler discovered that p* = a’? Clearly, mathematical
laws are something that human beings have discovered—not invented. The
only thing that might have been different (had human history taken a dif-
ferent course) is the notation—the way in which we choose to express math-
ematical truths through symbols. But these truths exist regardless of how they
are expressed. Mathematics is the “language of creation.”

The Laws of Logic

All the laws of nature, from physics and chemistry to the law of bio-
genesis, depend on the laws of logic. Like mathematics, the laws of logic
are transcendent truths. One cannot imagine that the laws of logic could
be anything different than what they are. Take the law of noncontradic-
tion as an example. This law states that you cannot have both “A” and
“not A” at the same time and in the same relationship. Without the laws
of logic, reasoning would be impossible. But where do the laws of logic
come from?

The atheist cannot account for the laws of logic, even though he or she
must accept that they exist in order to do any rational thinking. But accord-
ing to the Bible, God is logical. Indeed, the law of noncontradiction is reflec-
tive of God’s nature; God cannot lie (Numbers 23:19) or be tempted with
evil (James 1:13) since these things contradict His perfect nature. Since we
have been made in God’s image, we instinctively know the laws of logic. We
are able to reason logically (though because of finite minds and sin we don’t
always think entirely logically).

The Uniformity of Nature

The laws of nature are uniform. They do not change arbitrarily, and they
apply throughout the whole cosmos. The laws of nature apply in the future just
as they have applied in the past—this is one of the most basic assumptions in all
of science. Without this assumption, science would be impossible. If the laws
of nature suddenly and arbitrarily changed tomorrow, then past experimental
results would tell us nothing about the future. Why is it that we can depend on
the laws of nature to apply consistently throughout time? The secular scientist
cannot justify this important assumption. But the Christian can; the Bible gives
us the answer. God is Lord over all creation and sustains the universe in a con-
sistent and logical way. God does not change, and so He upholds the universe
in a consistent, uniform way throughout time (Jeremiah 33:25).
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Conclusions

We have seen that the laws of nature depend on other laws of nature,
which ultimately depend on God’s will. Thus, God created the laws of phys-
ics in just the right way so that the laws of chemistry would be correct, so
that life can exist. It is doubtful that any human would have been able to
solve such a complex puzzle. Yet, God has done so. The atheist cannot ac-
count for these laws of nature, even though he agrees that they must exist, for
such laws are inconsistent with naturalism. Yet they are perfectly consistent
with the Bible. We expect the universe to be organized in a logical, orderly
fashion and to obey uniform laws because the universe was created by the
power of God.
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What About the Gap
¢t Ruin-Reconstruction
Theories?

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 heav-
ens 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.
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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 ob-
scure writings of the Dutchman Episcopius (1583-1643), but it was
first recorded from one of the lectures of Thomas Chalmers.! Chalmers
(1780-1847) was a notable Scottish theologian and the first modera-

Genesis 1:1

In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.

Genesis 1:2

And the earth was without form, and void; and darkness
was upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit of God
moved upon the face of the waters.

' 1. Taylor, In the Minds of Men: Darwin and the New World Order, TFE Publishing,
Toronto, Canada, 1984, 363.
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tor of the Free Church of Scotland, and he was perhaps the man most
responsible for the gap theory.” Rev. William Buckland, a geologist, also
did much to popularize the idea.

Although Chalmers’ writings give very little information about the gap
theory, many of the details are obtained from other writers, such as the nine-
teenth century geologist Hugh Miller, who quoted from Chalmers’ lectures
on the subject.*

The most notably influential nineteenth century writer to popularize this
view was G. H. Pember, in his book Earths Earliest Ages,’ first published in
1884. Numerous editions of this work were published, the 15th edition ap-
pearing in 1942.°

The 20th-century writer who published the most academic defense of the
gap theory was Arthur C. Custance in his work Without Form and Void.”

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.”

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) be-
tween Genesis 1:1 and 1:2, there will be no conflict between the Book
of Genesis and science.”

These quotes are typical of the many compromise positions—accepting

2 W.W. Fields, Unformed and Unfilled, Burgeners Enterprises, Collinsville, Illinois, 1976, 40.
> W. Hanna, ed., Natural Theology, Selected works of Thomas Chalmers, Vol. 5, Thomas
Constable, Edinburgh, 1857, 146. The only thing Chalmers basically states concerning the
gap theory in these writings is “The detailed history of creation in the first chapter of Genesis
begins at the middle of the second verse.”

4 H. Miller, 7he Testimony of the Rocks, Boston, Gould and Lincoln, New York, 1867, 143.

> G.H. Pember, Earths Earliest Ages, H. Revell Company, New York, 1900.

¢ Taylor, In the Minds of Men, 363.

7 A.C. Custance, Without Form and Void, Brookville, Canada, 1970.

8 C.I. Scofield, Ed., The Scofield Study Bible, Oxford University Press, New York, 1945.
(Originally published as The Scofield Reference Bible; this edition is unaltered from the
original of 1909.)

? EH. Dake, Dake’s Annotated Reference Bible, Dake Bible Sales, Lawrenceville, Georgia,
1961, 51.
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1

so-called “science” 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 Earth’s
Earliest Ages, has been the struggle of many Christians ever since the idea
of millions of years for the fossil record became popular in the early nine-
teenth 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 au-
thority of Scripture. He was adamant that one had to start from Scripture
alone and nor bring preconceived ideas zo Scripture. He boldly chastened
people who came to the Bible “filled with myths, philosophies, and preju-
dices, 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 trouble-
some, 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 seck to confirm” (p. 8).

What happened to Pember should warn us that no matter how great a theo-
logian we may be or how respected and knowledgeable a Christian leader, we,
as finite, sinful human beings, cannot easily empty ourselves of preconceived

1 Many people now equate the teaching of millions of years and evolution with science.
However, these teachings are 7oz science in the empirical (repeatable, testable) sense.
Scientists have only the present to work with. To connect the present to the past involves
interpretations based on unprovable assumptions.
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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 re-
spected Christian leaders show the same struggle in their commentaries as they
then capitulate to progressive creation or even theistic evolution."

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, recog-
nized that a fossil record of death, decay, and disease before sin was totally in-
consistent 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 be-
longed 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 justi-
fied 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.

""" K. Ham, Millions of years and the “doctrine of Balaam,” Creation 19(3):15-17, 1997.
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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. Eventu-
ally, 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, ani-
mal, 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.”"?

Some versions of the gap theory state that the fossil record (geologic col-
umn) 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 eithteenth 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,” 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 (uniformitarianism'?).
With increased acceptance of uniformitarianism, many theologians urged

12 Fields, Unformed and Unfilled, 7.

13 Those who try to put the fall of Satan (not connected with millions of years) into this gap,
need to consider that if all the angels were a part of the original creation, as Exodus 20:11
indicates and Colossians 1 seems to confirm, then everything God had created by the end of
the sixth day was “very good.” There could not have been any rebellion before this time. So
Satan fell some time after Day 7.

!4 The term “uniformitarian” commonly refers to the idea that geological processes, such as
erosion and sedimentation, have remained essentially the same throughout time, and so the
present is the key to the past. But after the mid-nineteenth century, the application of the
concept has been extended. Huxley said, “Consistent uniformitarianism postulates evolution
as much in the organic as in the inorganic world.” It is now assumed that a closed system
exists, to which neither God nor any other nonhuman or nonnatural force has access (from J.
Rendle-Short, Man: Ape or Image, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas, 1984, 20, note 4).

52



What About the Gap & Ruin-Reconstruction Theories?

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 inconsis-
tencies, especially for a Christian.

1. Itis inconsistent with God creating ev-
erything in six days, as Scripture states.

Exodus 20:11 says, “For in six days the
Lorp made the heavens and earth, the sea,
and all that is in them, and rested the sev-
enth day. Therefore the Lorp blessed the
Sabbath day, and hallowed it.” Thus the
creation of the heavens and the earth (Gen-
esis 1:1) and the sea and all that is in them

. . THIS SCRIPTURE WAS
(the rest of the creation) was completed in INSCRIBED BY GOD!

six days."” Is there any time for a gap? EXODUS 20:11
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 (nephesh’®) or human death. Note also
that there could not have been a race of men before Adam that died in Luci-
fer’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 cre-
ated to eat plants, which is consistent with God’s description of His cre-
ation as “very good.” But how could a fossil record, which gives evidence
of disease, violence, death, and decay (fossils have been found of animals

15 See Chapter 8 for more details.

!¢ The Bible speaks of animals and humans having or being nephesh (Hebrew), or soul-life,
in various contexts suggesting conscious life. The death of a jellyfish, for example, may not be
death of a nephesh animal.
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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 hu-
mans) as seen in the fossil record must have occurred after Adam’s sin. The
historical event of the global Flood, recorded in Genesis, explains the pres-
ence 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 de-
cay and corruption because of sin. When gap theorists believe that disease,
decay, and death existed before Adam sinned, they ignore that this contra-
dicts the teaching of Scripture.'”

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.'®

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 ac-
cept 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

17" See chapter 26; also, K. Ham, 7he Lie: Evolution, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas,
1987, 71-82.

'8 H. Morris, Why the gap theory won't work, Back to Genesis No. 107, Institute for
Creation Research, San Diego, California, 1997.
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judgment upon that sin reduced the previous world to a state of being “with-
out 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 sedi-
ments 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 theo-
rists propose, how could a reasonably ordered assemblage of fossils and sedi-
ments 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 rear-
ranged 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 con-
clude 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."

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) NOAH s
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

1 A.C. Custance, The Flood: local or global? 7he Doorway Papers, Zondervan, Grand
Rapids, Michigan, Vol. 9, 1970.
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consistent with the whole

PRSI  HUNDREDS OF PHYSICAL PROCESSES
SET LIMITS ON THE AGE OF THE WORLD

attribute most fossils to the

global Flood of Noah’s day ; .::iid'r:;.r'::l:shm ; Oldost T 3&5’3;&1
1 por it 13 5 O
m?ﬁp ;F“fei'btm 14 kit

rather than to resort to a
strained interpretation of the
fall of Satan® and a totally
speculative catastrophe that of meleos

contributes nothing to biblical More than 90% of these processes

understanding o to science give an age less than billions of years

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 judg-
ment 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.”

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

2 This also impinges upon the perspicuity of Scripture—that is, that the Bible is clear and
understandable to ordinary Christians in all that’s important.

2 D.R. Humpbhreys, Evidence for a young world, Creation 13(3):46-50, 1991; also available
as a pamphlet. See also www.answersingenesis.org/go/young.

56



What About the Gap & Ruin-Reconstruction Theories?

1 Corinthians 15 and Genesis 3:22-23. These passages tell us that Adam’s
sin led to physical 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 He-
brews 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. Je-
sus 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 Sav-

GOSPEL MESSAGE

ior. They then are received back to God to
spend eternity with Him. That is the mes-
sage of Christianity.

To believe there was death before Ad-
am’s sin destroys the basis of the Christian
message. The Bible states that man’s rebel-
lious actions led to death and the corrup-
tion 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 Unformed and

Unfilled by Weston Fields, published by Burgener Enterprises, 1997.
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Creating and Making (Hebrew: Bara and Asah)

It is generally acknowledged that the Hebrew word bara, 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” (asah) 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 sz/ does not mean
“to create,” but “to form” or even “re-form.” They claim that Exodus 20:11 re-
fers not to six days of creation but to six days of re-forming a ruined world.

Is there such a difference between bara and asah in biblical usage? A num-
ber of verses show that, while 252/ may mean “to do” or “to make,” it can
also mean “to create,” which is the same as bara. For example, Nehemiah 9:6
states that God made (zszh) “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 ex nihilo (out of nothing) creation, but
the word asah 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 bara and asah 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 1
and the events in verse 2. Into this gap—believed by many to be billions
of years—they want to place all the major geological phenomena that have
shaped the world.

This is an unnatural interpretation, not suggested by the plain meaning
of the text. The most straightforward reading of the verses sees verse 1 as a
subject-and-verb clause, with verse 2 containing three circumstantial clauses
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(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 waw, 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).??

“Was” or “Became”?

Gappists translate “the earth was without form and void” to be “the
earth became (or, had become) without form and void.” At stake is the transla-
tion of the Hebrew word hayetah (a form of the Hebrew verb, hayah, mean-
ing “to be”).

Custance, a supporter of the gap theory, claims that out of 1,320 oc-
currences of the verb Aayah in the Old Testament, only 24 can certainly be
said to bear the meaning “to be.” He concludes that in Genesis 1:2 hayetah
must mean “became” and not
simply “was.” Genesis 1:2

However. we must nowe | . And the earth was without
’ form, and void; and darkness [was]

) upon the face of the deep. And the Spirit
controlled by its context, and | of God moved upon the face of the waters.

that verse 2 is circumstantial

that the meaning of a word is

« . the earth the earth
to verse 1. Thus “was’ is 'the WAS OR BECAME
most natural and appropriate formless formless

and void and void

translation for hayetah. It is
rendered this way in most

SEQUENTIAL CLAUSE,

English versions (as well as in the

LXX). Furthermore, in Genesis NOT

1:2 hayetah is not followed by CASUAL

the preposition le, which would [ therefore, the CORRECT reading is:
have removed any ambiguity in And the earth

the Hebrew and required the WAS

translation “became.” formless and void ...

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.
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Tohu and Bohu

‘The words fohu and bohu, 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 destruc-
tion 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 Testa-
ment with very different contexts (namely, Isaiah 34:11 and Jeremiah 4:23)
and imports them into Genesis 1.

Tohu and bohu appear together only in the three above-mentioned places
in the Old Testament. However, tohu 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 [fohu], 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  “WITHOUT FORM AND VOID”
the point altogether when they jnn jn:
argue that because Isaiah says S
God did not create the world Genesis 1:2 Jeremiah 4:23

. And the earth was I beheld the earth,
tohu, it must have become il tre aad S I, T ]
tohu at some later time. Isaiah void; and darkthness ithout m.
45:18 is about God’s purpose in fg‘:ﬂf‘;hpgﬂee;_ heavens, and

; for And the Spirit of they [had] no light.
creating, not abo'ut the original ol tion
state of the creation. the face of the
waters.

Though the expression
‘tohu and bohu”in Isaiah 34:11
and Jeremiah 4:23 speaks of a
formlessness and emptiness re-
sulting from divine judgment
for sin, this meaning is not
implicit in the expression itself

~ AN ALLUSION
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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 noth-
ing 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 zohu and/or bohu 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.”%

“Replenish”

Many gappists have
used the word “replenish”

in the KJV translation of ReplenISh
Genesis 1:28 to justify Then-1611 Today
the gap theory on the ba-

iReplemsi]
sis that this word means

“refill.” Thus, they claim

i Hebrew word
that God told Adam and ] h in Genesis 1:28

Eve to refill the earth, im- : means
plying it was once before Meantto  Means to TO F“.L

filled with people (the FILL REFILL torFILL UP

pre-Adamites). However,

# R.B. Chisholm, Jr., From Exegesis to Exposition: A Practical Guide to Using Biblical Hebrew,
Baker Books, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1998, 41.
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this is wrong. The Hebrew word translated “replenish,” male,* simply
means “fill” (or “fulfill” or “be filled”).

The English word “replenish” meant “fill” from the thirteenth to the sev-
enteenth centuries; then it changed to mean “refill.” When the KJV was pub-
lished in 1611, the translators used the English word “replenish,” which at
that time meant only “fill,” not “refill.”®

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 en-
ergy 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 form-
less. 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 reinterpreta-
tions of Scripture to avoid
intellectual ~ conflicts ~ with
popular scientific ideas. The
gap theory was one such rein-
terpretation designed to fit in
with scientific concepts that
arose in the early 1800s and
are still popular today.

# Strong’s Concordance, Hebrew word No. 4390.
» See C. Taylor, What does “replenish the earth” mean? Creation 18(2):44-45, 1996, for
more details on the history of the meaning of “replenish.”
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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 com-
promise 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?® 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 Nine-
ty-Five Theses to the door of the
church to call them back to the
authority of Gods 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 author-
ity of God’s Word beginning

with Genesis.

% A strange modern gap theory is found in Genesis Unbound, by ]. Sailhamer, Multnomah
Books, Sisters, Oregon, 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.
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Cain’s Wife—
Who Was She?

KEN HAM

Is She the Most-Talked-About Wife in History?

We don’t even know her name, yet she was discussed at the Scopes Tri-

al, mentioned in the movies Inberit the Wind' and Contact,* and talked
about in countries all over the world for hundreds of years.

Skeptics of the Bible have used Cain’s wife time and again to try to discredit
the book of Genesis as a true historical record. Sadly, most Christians have not
given an adequate answer to this question. As a result, the world sees them as
not being able to defend the authority of Scripture and thus the Christian faith.

For instance, at the historic Scopes Trial in Tennessee in 1925, William Jen-
nings Bryan, the prosecutor who stood for the Christian faith, failed to answer the
question about Cain’s wife posed by the ACLU lawyer Clarence Darrow. Con-
sider the following excerpt from the trial record as Darrow interrogates Bryan:

Q—Did you ever discover where Cain got his wife?

A—No, sir; I leave the agnostics to hunt for her.

! 'This is a Hollywood version of the famous Scopes Trial. K. Ham, The wrong way round!
Creation 8(3):38-41, 1996; D. Menton, Inherit the Wind: an historical analysis, Creation
19(1):35-38, 1997.

* Contact, Warner Bros., released July 11, 1997. Based on Carl Sagan’s Conzact, Pocket
Books, New York, 1985.
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Q—You have never found out?
A—1 have never tried to find.
Q—You have never tried to find?
A—No.

Q—The Bible says he got one doesn’t it? Were there other people on the earth
at that time?

A—I cannot say.

Q—You cannot say. Did that ever enter your consideration?
A—Never bothered me.

Q—There were no others recorded, but Cain got a wife.
A—That is what the Bible says.

Q—Where she came from you do not know.?

The world’s press was focused on this trial, and what they heard has af-
fected Christianity to this day—Christians can’t defend the biblical record!

In recent times, this same example was taken up by Carl Sagan in his
book Contact * (which was on the New York Times best-seller list) and used in
the movie of the same name based upon this work.

In the book, we read the fictional character Ellie’s account of how she
could not get answers from a minister’s wife, who was the leader of a church
discussion group:

Ellie had never seriously read the Bible before ... . So over the weekend
preceding her first class, she read through what seemed to be the impor-
tant parts of the Old Testament, trying to keep an open mind. She at
once recognized that there were two different and mutually contradic-
tory stories of Creation ... and had trouble figuring out exactly who it
was that Cain had married.*

Sagan cleverly listed a number of common questions (including Cain’s
wife) that are often directed at Christians in an attempt to supposedly

3 The World’s Most Famous Court Trial, Tennessee Evolution Case (a word-for-word report),
Bryan College (reprinted from the original edition), p. 302, 1990.
4 C. Sagan, Contact, Pocket Books, New York, 1985, 19-20.
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prove the Bible is full of contradictions and can’t be defended. The truth
is—most Christians probably couldn’t answer these questions. And yet
there are answers. But since churches lack in the teaching of apologetics,’
particularly in regard to the book of Genesis, most believers in the church
are not able to be “always be ready to give a defense to everyone who asks
you a reason for the hope that is in you, with meekness and fear” (1 Peter

3:15).

Why 1s 1t Important?

Many skeptics have claimed that for Cain to find a wife, there must have
been other “races” of people on the earth who were not descendants of Adam
and Eve. To many people, this question is a stumbling block to accepting the
creation account of Genesis and its record of only one man and woman at the
beginning of history. Defenders of the gospel must be able to show that all
human beings are descendants of one man and one woman (Adam and Eve)
because only descendants of Adam and Eve can be saved. Thus, believers need

to be able to account for Cain’s wife and show clearly she was a descendant
of Adam and Eve.

Our thinking
in every area!

> Apologetics—{rom the Greek word, dmoloyia (zpologia), meaning “to give a defense.”
The field of Christian apologetics covers the ability of Christians to give a defense of their
faith in Jesus Christ and their hope in Him for salvation, as expressed in 1 Peter 3:15. This
ability requires a thorough knowledge of Scripture, including the doctrines of the creation,
Original Sin, Curse, Flood, Virgin Birth, life and ministry of Jesus of Nazareth, the Cross,
Crucifixion, Resurrection, Ascension, promise of the Second Coming, and a new heaven and
new earth. Then one needs to be able to explain logically and clearly these various doctrines
in a way that justifies one’s faith and hope in Jesus Christ.
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In order to answer this question of where Cain got his wife, we first
need to cover some background information concerning the meaning of the

gospel.
The First Man

“Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin;
and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned” (Romans 5:12).

We read in 1 Corinthians 15:45 that Adam was “the first man.” God did
not start by making a race of men.

The Bible makes it clear that only the descendants of Adam can be saved.
Romans 5 teaches that we sin because Adam sinned. The death penalty, which
Adam received as judgment for his sin of rebellion, has also been passed on
to all his descendants.

Since Adam was the head of the human race, when he fell we who were
in the loins of Adam fell also. Thus, we are all separated from God. The final
consequence of sin would be separation from God in our sinful state forever.
However, the good news is that there is a way for us to return to God.

Because a man brought sin and death into the world, the human
race, who are all descendants of Adam, needed a sinless Man to pay the

penalty for sin and the re-

éiSl'ls sulting judgment of death.
oh rist However, the Bible teaches
A:Ia;:,s,t that “all have sinned” (Ro-

1 Cor. 15:45

mans 3:23). What was the
solution?

The Last Adam

even so in Christ shall all be made alive.
1 Corinthians 15:22

God provided the solu-
tion—a way to deliver man
from his wretched state.
Paul explains in 1 Corinthi-
ans 15 that God provided
another Adam. The Son of

“The

Bt F(limt . God became a man—a perfect
) é,,%r};l Man—ryet still our relation.

Which Adam S 'l'l essenﬁcl" He is called “the last Adam” (1
to the Gospel? Corinthians 15:45) because he
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took the place of the first Adam. He became the new head and, because He
was sinless, was able to pay the penalty for sin:

“For since by [a] man came death, by [a] Man also came the resurrection
of the dead. For as in Adam all die, even so in Christ all shall be made alive”
(1 Corinthians 15:21-22).

Christ suffered death (the penalty for sin) on the Cross, shedding His
blood (“and without shedding of blood there is no remission,” Hebrews 9:22)
so that those who put their trust in His work on the Cross can come in repen-
tance of their sin of rebellion (in Adam) and be reconciled to God.

Thus, only descendants of the first man Adam can be saved.

All Related ONE BLOOD

Acts 17:26
Adam & Eve

1 Corinthians 15:4%
Genesls 3:20

Sons &

Since the Bible describes a//
human beings as sinners, and we
are all related (“And He has made
from one blood every nation of
men to dwell on all the face of
the earth,” Acts 17:26), the gos-
pel makes sense only on the basis

Noah & Sons

Genesis 911719

that all humans alive and all that People at

| Tower of Babel

Genesls 11:8-9

have ever lived (except for the first
woman®) are descendants of the
first man Adam. If this were not

so, then the gospel could not be _
explained or defended. Differen

Thus, there was only oze man

= LY

t eople Groups/Cult

at the beginning—made from the dust of the earth (Genesis 2:7).

This also means that Cain’s wife was a descendant of Adam. She couldn’t
have come from another race of people and must be accounted for from
Adam’s descendants.

The First Woman

In Genesis 3:20 we read, “And Adam called his wife’s name Eve, because

she was the mother of all living.” In other words, all people other than Adam

¢ Eve, in a sense, was a descendant of Adam in that she was made from his flesh and thus
had a direct biological connection to him (Genesis 2:21-23).
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AFTER EDEN

by Dan Lietha
|

are descendants of Eve—she was

the first woman. EVE, YOU'RE THE

FEve was made from Adam’s ONLY ONE FOR ME!

side (Genesis 2:21-24)—cthis
was a unique event. In the New
Testament, Jesus (Matthew
19:4-6) and Paul (Ephesians
5:31) use this historical and one-
time event as the foundation for

www.AnswersinGenesis.org

the marriage of one man and

one woman. : 3
Also, in Genesis 2:20, we rﬂé )
are told that when Adam looked & <¥ i

at the animals, he couldn’t find ~In his first attempt to be romantic,
Adam merely states the obvious.

a mate—there was no one of
his kind.

All this makes it obvious that there was only o7¢ woman, Adam’s wife,
from the beginning. There could not have been a “race” of women.

Thus, if Christians cannot defend that all humans, including Cain’s wife,
can trace their ancestry ultimately to Adam and Eve, then how can they un-
derstand and explain the gospel? How can they justify sending missionaries to
every tribe and nation? Therefore, one needs to be able to explain Cain’s wife, to
illustrate that Christians can defend the gospel and all that it teaches.

Who Was Cain?

Cain was the first child of Adam and Eve recorded in Scripture (Gen-
esis 4:1). He and his brothers, Abel (Genesis 4:2) and Seth (Genesis 4:25),
were part of the first generation of children ever born on this earth. Even
though these three males are specifically mentioned, Adam and Eve had
other children.

Cain’s Brothers and Sisters

In Genesis 5:4 we read a statement that sums up the life of Adam and
Eve: “After he begot Seth, the days of Adam were eight hundred years; and he
had sons and daughters.”

During their lives, Adam and Eve had a number of male and female
children. In fact, the Jewish historian Josephus wrote, “The number of
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Adam’s children, as says the old tradition,
was thirty-three sons and twenty-three
daughters.”

Scripture doesn’t tell us how many
children were born to Adam and Eve,
but considering their long life spans
(Adam lived for 930 years—Genesis
5:5), it would seem logical to suggest
there were many. Remember, they were
commanded to “be fruitful, and multi-
ply” (Genesis 1:28).

The Wife

If we now work totally from Scripture, without any personal prejudic-
es or other extrabiblical ideas, then back at the beginning, when there was
only the first generation, brothers would have had to marry sisters or there
wouldn’t have been any more generations!

We're not told when Cain married or many of the details of other mar-
riages and children, but we can say for certain that Cain’s wife was either his
sister or a close relative.

A closer look at the Hebrew word for “wife” in Genesis reveals some-
thing readers may miss in translation. It was more obvious to those speak-
ing Hebrew that Cain’s wife was likely his sister. (There is a slim possibility
that she was his niece, but either way, a brother and sister would have
married in the beginning.) The Hebrew word for “wife” used in Genesis
4:17 (the first mention of Cain’s wife) is ishshah, and it means “woman/
wife/female.”

And Cain knew his wife [ishshah), and she conceived and bore Enoch.
And he built a city, and called the name of the city after the name of his
son—Enoch (Genesis 4:17).

The word #shshab is the word for “woman,” and it means “from man.” It
is a derivation of the Hebrew word iysh and enowsh, which both mean “man.”
This can be seen in Genesis 2:23 where the name “woman” (ishshah) is given
to one who came from Adam.

7 E Josephus, The Complete Works of Josephus, translated by W. Whiston, Kregel Publications,
Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1981, 27.
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And Adam said: “This is now bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh;
She shall be called Woman [ishshab], because she was taken out of Man
[iysh] 7 (Genesis 2:23).

Thus, Cain’s wife is a descendant of Adam/man. Therefore, she had to
be his sister (or possibly niece). Hebrew readers should be able to make this
connection easier; however, much is lost when translated.

Objections

GOD’S LAWS

Many people immediately reject the conclusion that Adam and Eve’s sons
and daughters married each other by appealing to the law against brother-
sister marriage. Some say that you can’t marry your relation. Actually, if you
don’t marry your relation, you dont marry a human! A wife is related to her
husband before they are married because all people are descendants of Adam
and Eve—all are of one blood. This law forbidding close relatives marrying was
not given until the time of Moses (Leviticus 18-20). Provided marriage was
one man for one woman for life (based on Genesis 1-2), there was no disobe-
dience to God’s law originally (before the time of Moses) when close relatives
(even brothers and sisters) married each other.

Remember that Abraham was married to his half-sister (Genesis 20:12).%
God’s law forbade such marriages,” but that was some four hundred years
later at the time of Moses.

BIOLOGICAL DEFORMITIES

Today, brothers and sisters (and half-brothers and half-sisters, etc.) are
not currently permitted by law to marry and have children.

Now it is true that children produced in a union between brother and
sister have a greater chance to be deformed. As a matter of fact, the closer
the couple are in relationship, the more likely it is that any offspring will be
deformed. It is very easy to understand this without going into all the techni-
cal details.

Each person inherits a set of genes from his or her mother and fa-
ther. Unfortunately, genes today contain many mistakes (because of sin

8 Another example would be Isaac’s wife, Rebekah—she was Isaac’s second cousin (Genesis
24:15).
 Leviticus 18-20.

71



The New ANSWETS Book

and the Curse), and these

Mu tat| ons! mistakes show up in a variety

(GENETIC MISTAKES) of ways. For instance, people

let their hair grow over their

) ] ears to hide the fact that one
Sickle Cell Anemia ear is lower than the other. Or

perhaps someone’s nose is not

Albinism

her face, or someone’s jaw is a
PKU : J

quite in the middle of his or

little out of shape. Let’s face it,
the main reason we call each
other normal is because of our
common agreement to do so!

The more closely related
two people are, the more like-
ly it is that they will have similar mistakes in their genes, inherited from
the same parents. Therefore, brother and sister are likely to have similar
mistakes in their genetic material. If there were to be a union between
these two that produces offspring, children would inherit one set of genes
from each of their parents. Because the genes probably have similar mis-
takes, the mistakes pair together and result in deformities in the children.

Conversely, the further away the parents are in relationship to each oth-
er, the more likely it is that they will have different mistakes in their genes.
Children, inheriting one set of genes from each parent, are likely to end
up with some of the pairs of genes containing only one bad gene in each
pair. The good gene tends to override the bad so that a deformity (a seri-
ous one, anyway) does not occur. Instead of having totally deformed ears,
for instance, a person may have only crooked ones. (Overall, though, the
human race is slowly degenerating as mistakes accumulate generation after
generation.)

However, this fact of present-day life did not apply to Adam and Eve.
When the first two people were created, they were perfect. Everything God
made was “very good” (Genesis 1:31). That means their genes were perfect—
no mistakes. But when sin entered the world because of Adam (Genesis 3:6),
God cursed the world so that the perfect creation then began to degenerate,
that is, suffer death and decay (Romans 8:22). Over a long period of time,
this degeneration would have resulted in all sorts of mistakes occurring in the
genetic material of living things.
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But Cain was in the first generation of children ever born. He, as well as

his brothers and sisters, would have received virtually no imperfect genes from
Adam or Eve, since the effects of sin and the Curse would have been minimal
to start with. In that situation, brother and sister could have married (provided
it was one man for one woman, which is what marriage is all about, Matthew
19:4-6) without any potential to produce deformed offspring.

By the time of Moses (about 2,500 years later), degenerative mistakes
would have accumulated to such an extent in the human race that it would
have been necessary for God to bring in the laws forbidding brother-sister
(and close relative) marriage (Leviticus 18-20)."

(Also, there were
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earth by now, and there
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relations to marry.) * A A &
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forbidding close inter-
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1% Some have claimed this means God changed His mind by changing the laws. But God
didn’t change His mind—because of the changes that sin brought and because God never
changes, He introduced new laws for our sake.
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1. As we have already discussed, there was the need to protect against the in-
creasing potential to produce deformed offspring,.

2. God’s laws were instrumental in keeping the Jewish nation strong,
healthy, and within the purposes of God.

3. 'These laws were a means of protecting the individual, the family struc-
ture, and society at large. The psychological damage caused by incestuous
relationships should not be minimized.

Cain and the Land of Nod

Some claim that the passage in Genesis 4:16—17 means that Cain went to
the land of Nod and found a wife. Thus, they conclude there must have been
another race of people on the earth who were not descendants of Adam, who
produced Cain’s wife.

Then Cain went out from the presence of the LORD and dwelt in the
land of Nod on the east of Eden. And Cain knew his wife, and she con-
ceived and bore Enoch. And he built a city, and called the name of the
city after the name of his son—Enoch.

From what has been stated above, it is clear that 2/ humans, Cain’s wife
included, are descendants of Adam. However, this passage does not say that
Cain went to the land of Nod and found a wife. John Calvin in commenting
on these verses states:

From the context we may gather that Cain, before he slew his brother,
had married a wife; otherwise Moses would now have related something
respecting his marriage."

Cain was married before he went to the land of Nod. He didn’t find a wife
there but “knew” (had sexual relations with) his wife.!?

This makes sense in light of what Nod is, too. Nod means “wandering”
in Hebrew. So when Cain went to the land of Nod, he was literally going to
the land of wandering, not a place full of people.

""" J. Calvin, Commentaries on The First Book of Moses Called Genesis, Vol. 1, reprinted, Baker
House, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1979, 215.

"2 Even if Calvin’s suggestion concerning this matter is not correct, there was still plenty of
time for numerous descendants of Adam and Eve to move out and settle areas such as the

land of Nod.
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Who was Cain Fearful of
(Genesis 4:14)?

Some claim that there had to
be lots of people on the earth oth-
er than Adam and Eve’s descen- |
dants; otherwise Cain wouldn’t
have been fearful of people want-
ing to slay him because he killed
Abel.

First of all, one reason that
someone would want to harm Cain
for killing Abel is if that person was
a close relation of Abel!

Secondly, Cain and Abel were
born quite some time before the
event of Abel’s death. Genesis 4:3 states:

And in the process of time it came to pass that Cain brought an offering
of the fruit of the ground to the LORD.

Note the phrase “in the process of time.” We know Seth was born when
Adam was 130 years old (Genesis 5:3), and Eve saw him as a replacement for
Abel (Genesis 4:25). Therefore, the time period from Cain’s birth to Abel’s
death may have been 100 years or more—allowing plenty of time for other
children of Adam and Eve to marry and have children. By the time Abel was
killed, there may have been a considerable number of descendants of Adam
and Eve involving several generations.

Where Did the Technology Come From?

Some claim that for Cain to go to the land of Nod and build a city, he
would have required a lot of technology that must have already been in that
land, presumably developed by other races.

Adam and Eve’s descendants were very intelligent people. We are told
that Jubal made musical instruments, such as the harp and organ (Genesis
4:21), and Tubal-cain worked with brass and iron (Genesis 4:22).

Because of intense evolutionary indoctrination, many people today have
the idea that their generation is the most advanced that has ever been on this
planet. Just because we have jet airplanes and computers doesn’t mean we are
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the most intelligent or advanced. This modern technology is really a result of
the accumulation of knowledge.

We must remember that our brains have suffered from 6,000 years of the
Curse. We have greatly degenerated compared to people many generations
ago. We may be nowhere near as intelligent or inventive as Adam and Eve’s
children. Scripture gives us a glimpse of what appears to be advanced technol-
ogy almost from the beginning.

Cain had the knowledge and talent to know how to build a city!

Conclusion

One of the reasons many Christians cannot answer the question about
Cain’s wife is that they tend to look at today’s world and the problems that
would be associated with close relations marrying, and they do not look at the
clear historical record God has given to us.

They try to interpret Genesis from our present situation rather than un-
derstand the true biblical history of the world and the changes that have
occurred because of sin. Because they are not building their worldview on
Scripture but taking a secular way of thinking to the Bible, they are blinded
to the simple answers.

Genesis is the record of the God who was there as history happened. It is
the Word of One who knows everything and who is a reliable Witness from
the past. Thus, when we use Genesis as a basis for understanding history, we
can make sense of evidence which would otherwise be a real mystery. You see,
if evolution is true, science has an even bigger problem than Cain’s wife to
explain—namely, how could man ever evolve by mutations (mistakes) in the
first place, since that process would have made everyone’s children deformed?
The mere fact that people can produce offspring that are 7oz largely deformed
is a testimony to creation, not evolution.
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Doesn’t Carbon-14
Dating Disprove the
Bible?

MIKE RIDDLE

Scientists use a technique called radiometric dating to estimate the ages of
rocks, fossils, and the earth. Many people have been led to believe that
radiometric dating methods have proved the earth to be billions of years old.
This has caused many in the church to reevaluate the biblical creation account,
specifically the meaning of the word “day” in Genesis 1. With our focus on one
particular form of radiometric dating—carbon dating—we will see that carbon
dating strongly supports a young earth. Note that, contrary to a popular mis-
conception, carbon dating is not used to date rocks at millions of years old.

Basics

Before we get into the details of how radiometric dating methods are used,
we need to review some preliminary concepts from chemistry. Recall that at-
oms are the basic building blocks of

6 proton
matter. Atoms are made up of much +6 neutrons
smaller particles called protons, neu-
trons, and electrons. Protons and neu-
trons make up the center (nucleus) of

the atom, and electrons form shells

© electron
@ proton
. neutron

around the nucleus.
The number of protons in the

nucleus of an atom determines the

Carbon atom
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element. For example, all carbon atoms have 6 protons, all atoms of nitrogen
have 7 protons, and all oxygen atoms have 8 protons. The number of neutrons
in the nucleus can vary in any given type of atom. So, a carbon atom might have
six neutrons, or seven, or possibly eight—but it would always have six protons.
An “isotope” is any of several different forms of an element, each having different
numbers of neutrons. The illustration below shows the three isotopes of carbon.

Atomic mass —»12 13@ 14@
Atomic number —»6 6 6
Carbon-12 Carbon-13 Carbon-14

The atomic number corresponds to the number of protons in an atom.
Atomic mass is a combination of the number of protons and neutrons
in the nucleus. (The electrons are so much lighter that they do
not contribute significantly to the mass of an atom.)

Some isotopes of certain elements are unstable; they can spontaneously
change into another kind of atom in a process called “radioactive decay.” Since
this process presently happens at a known measured rate, scientists attempt to
use it like a “clock” to tell how long ago a rock or fossil formed. There are two
main applications for radiometric dating. One is for potentially dating fossils
(once-living things) using carbon-14 dating, and the other is for dating rocks
and the age of the earth using uranium, potassium and other radioactive atoms.

Carbon-14 Dating

Carbon-14 (**C), also referred to as radiocarbon, is claimed to be a reliable
dating method for determining the ages of fossils up to 50,000 to 60,000 years.
If this claim is true, the biblical account of a young earth (about 6,000 years) is
in question, since "“C dates of tens of thousands of years are common.!

When a scientist’s interpretation of data does not match the clear mean-
ing of the text in the Bible, we should never reinterpret the Bible. God knows
just what He meant to say, and His understanding of science is infallible,
whereas ours is fallible. So we should never think it necessary to modify His
Word. Genesis 1 defines the days of creation to be literal days (a number with
the word “day” always means a normal day in the Old Testament, and the

! Earth Science (Teachers Edition), Prentice Hall, 2002, p. 301.
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phrase “evening and morning” further defines the days as literal days). Since
the Bible is the inspired Word of God, we should examine the validity of the

standard interpretation of '“C dating by asking several questions:

1. Is the explanation of the data derived from empirical, observational sci-
ence, or an interpretation of past events (historical science)?

2. Are there any assumptions involved in the dating method?
3. Are the dates provided by “C dating consistent with what we observe?
4. Do all scientists accept the C dating method as reliable and accurate?

All radiometric dating methods use scientific procedures in the present to
interpret what has happened in the past. The procedures used are not neces-
sarily in question. The interpretation of past events is in question. The secular
(evolutionary) worldview interprets the universe and world to be billions of
years old. The Bible teaches a young universe and earth. Which worldview
does science support? Can carbon-14 dating help solve the mystery of which
worldview is more accurate?

The use of carbon-14 dating is often misunderstood. Carbon-14 is mostly
used to date once-living things (organic material). It cannot be used directly
to date rocks; however, it can potentially be used to put time constraints
on some inorganic material such as diamonds (diamonds could contain car-
bon-14). Because of the rapid rate of decay of C, it can only give dates in
the thousands-of-year range and not millions.

There are three different naturally occurring varieties (isotopes) of car-
bon: *C, *C, and "C. Carbon-14 is used for dating because it is unstable
(radioactive), whereas '2C and *C are stable. Radioactive means that C will
decay (emit radiation) over time and become a different element. During this
process (called “beta decay”) a neutron in the *C atom will be converted into
a proton and an electron. By losing one neutron and gaining one proton, “C
is changed into nitrogen-14 (**N = 7 protons and 7 neutrons).

If "C is constantly decaying, will the earth eventually run out of “C? The
answer is no. Carbon-14
is constantly being added @ Proton (O Neutron (© Electron
to the atmosphere. Cos-
mic rays from outer space,
which contain high levels
of energy, bombard the

carth’s upper atmosphere.

C-12 Stable C-13 Stable C-14 Unstable
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These cosmic rays collide with atoms in e @@ e @@q@ - :
the atmosphere and can cause them to A0 @@a e Sois © e® e
come apart. Neutrons that come from °oe

these fragmented atoms collide with "N E":fa

atoms (the atmosphere is made mostly of I

nitrogen and oxygen) and convert them
into "C atoms (a proton changes into a
neutron).

Once “C is produced, it combines
with oxygen in the atmosphere (*C be-
haves like “C and also combines with
oxygen) to form carbon dioxide (CO,).
Because CO, gets incorporated into
plants (which means the food we eat
contains “C and '*C), all living things
should have the same ratio of “C and
2C in them as in the air we breathe.

HOW THE CARBON-14 DATING
PROCESS WORKS

Once a living thing dies, the dating
process begins. As long as an organism
is alive it will continue to take in “C;
however, when it dies, it will stop. Since
1C is radioactive (decays into “N), the At death)

e : carbon
amount of "“C in a dead organism gets Sl

less and less over time. Therefore, part STOPS!
of the dating process involves measur-
ing the amount of 'C that remains after
some has been lost (decayed). Scientists
now use a device called an “Accelera-

tor Mass Spectrometer” (AMS) to de-

TG T @ o “C in bone
termine the ratio of “C to *C, which e atotfh;egﬁe
increases the assumed accuracy to about
80,000 years. In order to actually do the T The amount

) . of "C becomes
dating, other things need to be known. fe Co less with time
Two such things include the following

. 3 Many years
questions: later
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1. How fast does "“C decay?

2. What was the starting amount of “C in the creature when it died?

The decay rate of radioactive elements is described in terms of half-life.
The half-life of an atom is the amount of time it takes for half of the atoms in
a sample to decay. The half-life of “C is 5,730 years. For example, a jar starting
full of C atoms at time zero will contain half “C atoms and half "“N atoms
at the end of 5,730 years (one half-life). At the end of 11,460 years (two half-
lives) the jar will contain one-quarter '*C atoms and three-quarter N atoms.

Starting amount

of C-14

Three pieces of data needed
Current amount > to calculate the number of

of C-14 % half-lives or age of the

e creature
14
Half-life of C-14 Known Y,

Since the half-life of "C is known (how fast it decays), the only part left
to determine is the starting amount of "C in a fossil. If scientists know the

original amount of "C in a creature when it died, they can measure the cur-
rent amount and then calculate how many half-lives have passed. Since no
one was there to measure the amount of “C when a creature died, scientists
need to find a method to determine how much C has decayed.

To do this, scientists use the main isotope of carbon, called carbon-12
("?C). Because '*C is a stable isotope of carbon, it will remain constant; how-
ever, the amount of '“C will decrease after a creature dies. All living things
take in carbon (**C and ?C) from eating and breathing. Therefore, the ratio
of '“C to "*C in living creatures will be the same as in the atmosphere. This
ratio turns out to be about one “C atom for every 1 trillion ?C atoms. Scien-
tists can use this ratio to help determine the starting amount of "*C.

When an organism dies, this ratio (1 to 1 trillion) will begin to change.
The amount of >C will remain constant, but the amount of "“C will become
less and less. The smaller the ratio, the longer the organism has been dead.
The following illustration demonstrates how the age is estimated using this
ratio.
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Percent “C  Percent 1>C Number of  Years Dead
Remaining  Remaining Ratio Half-Lives (Age of Fossil)
100 100 lto1T 0 0
50 100 1to2T 1 5,730
25 100 1 to 4T 2 11,460
12.5 100 1to8T 3 17,190
6.25 100 1to 16T 4 22,920
3.125 100 1to 32T 5 28,650
T = Trillion

A Critical Assumption

A critical assumption used in carbon-14 dating has to do with this ra-
tio. It is assumed that the ratio of “C to '?C in the atmosphere has always
been the same as it is today (1 to 1 trillion). If this assumption is true, then
the AMS "C dating method is valid up to about 80,000 years. Beyond this
number, the instruments scientists use would not be able to detect enough
remaining "“C to be useful in age estimates. This is a critical assumption in the
dating process. If this assumption is not true, then the method will give incor-
rect dates. What could cause this ratio to change? If the production rate of “C
in the atmosphere is not equal to the removal rate (mostly through decay),
this ratio will change. In other words, the amount of “C being produced in
the atmosphere must equal the amount being removed to be in a steady state
(also called “equilibrium”). If this is not true, the ratio of '“C to '*C is not a
constant, which would make knowing the starting amount of 'C in a speci-
men difficult or impossible to accurately determine.

Dr. Willard Libby, the founder of the carbon-14 dating method, assumed
this ratio to be constant. His reasoning was based on a belief in evolution,
which assumes the earth must be billions of years old. Assumptions in the
scientific community are extremely important. If the starting assumption is
false, all the calculations based on that assumption might be correct but still
give a wrong conclusion. In Dr. Libby’s original work, he noted that the at-
mosphere did not appear to be in equilibrium. This was a troubling idea for
Dr. Libby since he believed the world was billions of years old and enough
time had passed to achieve equilibrium. Dr. Libby’s calculations showed that
if the earth started with no '“C in the atmosphere, it would take up to 30,000
years to build up to a steady state (equilibrium).
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If the cosmic radiation has remained at its present intensity for 20,000
or 30,000 years, and if the carbon reservoir has not changed appre-
ciably in this time, then there exists at the present time a complete
balance between the rate of disintegration of radiocarbon atoms and
the rate of assimilation of new radiocarbon atoms for all material in

the life-cycle.?

Dr. Libby chose to ignore this discrepancy (nonequilibrium state), and
he attributed it to experimental error. However, the discrepancy has turned
out to be very real. The ratio of “C /"*C is not constant.

The Specific Production Rate (SPR) of C-14 is known to be 18.8 atoms
per gram of total carbon per minute. The Specific Decay Rate (SDR) is
known to be only 16.1 disintegrations per gram per minute.’

What does this mean? If it takes about 30,000 years to reach equilibrium
and "C is still out of equilibrium, then maybe the earth is not very old.

Magnetic Field of the Earth

Other factors can affect the production rate of C in the atmosphere.
The earth has a magnetic field around it which helps protect us from harmful
radiation from outer space. This magnetic field is decaying (getting weaker).
The stronger the field is around the earth, the fewer the number of cosmic
rays that are able to reach the atmosphere. This would result in a smaller pro-
duction of "C in the atmosphere in earth’s past.

The cause for the long term variation of the C-14 level is not known.
The variation is certainly partially the result of a change in the cosmic
ray production rate of radiocarbon. The cosmic-ray flux, and hence the
production rate of C-14, is a function not only of the solar activity but
also of the magnetic dipole moment of the Earth.*

Though complex, this history of the earth’s magnetic field agrees with
Barnes’ basic hypothesis, that the field has always freely decayed ... . The
field has always been losing energy despite its variations, so it cannot be
more than 10,000 years old.

> W. Libby, Radiocarbon Dating, Univ. of Chicago Press, Chicago, Illinois, 1952, 8.

3 C. Sewell, “Carbon-14 and the Age of the Earth,” 1999, www.rae.org/bits23.htm.

# M. Stuiver and H. Suess, On the relationship between radiocarbon dates and true sample
ages, Radiocarbon vol. 8, 1966, 535.

> D.R. Humphreys, The mystery of earth’s magnetic field, ICR Zmpact #292, Feb 1, 1989.
www.icr.org/article/292.

83



The New ANSWETS Book

Earth’s magnetic field is fading. Today it is about 10 percent weaker than
it was when German mathematician Carl Friedrich Gauss started keep-
ing tabs on it in 1845, scientists say.®

If the production rate of 'C in the atmosphere was less in the past, dates
given using the carbon-14 method would incorrectly assume that more "C
had decayed out of a specimen than what has actually occurred. This would
result in giving older dates than the true age.

Genesis Flood

What role might the Genesis Flood have played in the amount of carbon?
The Flood would have buried large amounts of carbon from living organisms
(plant and animal) to form today’s fossil fuels (coal, oil, etc.). The amount of
fossil fuels indicates there must have been a vastly larger quantity of vegeta-
tion in existence prior to the Flood than exists today. This means that the
biosphere just prior to the Flood might have had 500 times more carbon in
living organisms than today. This would further dilute the amount of "“C and
cause the “C /2C ratio to be much smaller than today.

If that were the case, and this C-14 were distributed uniformly through-
out the biosphere, and the total amount of biosphere C were, for ex-
ample, 500 times that of today’s world, the resulting C-14/C-12 ratio
would be 1/500 of today’s level ... .

When the Flood is taken into account, along with the decay of the mag-
netic field, it is reasonable to believe that the assumption of equilibrium is a
false assumption. Because of this false assumption, any age estimates using
"“C on organic material that dates from prior to the Flood will give much
older dates than the true ages. Pre-Flood organic materials would be dated at
perhaps ten times the true age.

The RATE Group Findings

In 1997 an eight-year research project was started to investigate the age of
the earth. The group was called the RATE group (Radioisotopes and the Age
of The Earth). The team of scientists included:

¢J. Roach, National Geographic News, September 9, 2004.

7 J.R. Baumgarder, C-14 evidence for a recent global Flood and a young earth, in L. Vard-
iman, A.A. Snelling, and E.E Chaffin (Eds.), Radivisotopes and the Age of the Earth: Results of
a Young-Earth Creationist Research Initiative, Institute for Creation Research, Santee, Califor-
nia, and Creation Research Society, Chino Valley, Arizona, 2005, 618.
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Larry Vardiman, PhD Atmospheric Science
Russell Humphreys, PhD Physics

Eugene Chafhin, PhD Physics

Donald DeYoung, PhD Physics

John Baumgardner, PhD Geophysics

Steven Austin, PhD Geology

Andrew Snelling, PhD Geology

Steven Boyd, PhD Hebraic and Cognate Studies

The objective was to gather data commonly ignored or censored by evo-
lutionary standards of dating. The scientists reviewed the assumptions and
procedures used in estimating the ages of rocks and fossils. The results of
the carbon-14 dating demonstrated serious problems for long geologic ages.
For example, a series of fossilized wood samples that conventionally have
been dated according to their host strata to be from Tertiary to Permian (40-
250 million years old) all yielded significant, detectable levels of carbon-14
that would conventionally equate to only 30,000-45,000 years “ages” for the
original trees.® Similarly, a survey of the conventional radiocarbon journals
resulted in more than forty examples of supposedly ancient organic materi-
als, including limestones, that contained carbon-14, as reported by leading
laboratories.’

Samples were then taken from ten different coal layers that, according to
evolutionists, represent different time periods in the geologic column (Ce-
nozoic, Mesozoic, and Paleozoic). The RATE group obtained these ten coal
samples from the U.S. Department of Energy Coal Sample Bank, from sam-
ples collected from major coalfields across the United States. The chosen coal
samples, which dated millions to hundreds of millions of years old based on
standard evolution time estimates, all contained measurable amounts of “C.
In all cases, careful precautions were taken to eliminate any possibility of con-
tamination from other sources. Samples, in all three “time periods,” displayed

8 A.A. Snelling, Radioactive “dating” in conflict! Fossil wood in ancient lava flow yields
radiocarbon, Creation Ex Nihilo 20(1):24-27, 1997; A.A. Snelling, Stumping old-age dogma:
Radiocarbon in an “ancient” fossil tree stump casts doubt on traditional rock/fossil dat-

ing, Creation Ex Nihilo 20(4):48-51, 1998; A.A. Snelling, Dating dilemma: Fossil wood in
ancient sandstone: Creation Ex Nihilo 21(3):39-41, 1992; A.A. Snelling, Geological conflict:
Young radiocarbon date for ancient fossil wood challenges fossil dating, Creation Ex Nibilo
22(2):44-47, 2000; A.A. Snelling, Conflicting “ages” of Tertiary basalt and contained fos-
silized wood, Crinum, central Queensland, Australia, Creation Ex Nihilo Technical Journal
14(2):99-122, 2000.

? B, Giem, Carbon-14 content of fossil carbon, Origins 51:6-30, 2001.
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significant amounts of "C. This is a significant discovery. Since the half-life
of C is relatively short (5,730 years), there should be no detectable “C left
after about 100,000 years. The average '“C estimated age for all the layers from
these three time periods was approximately 50,000 years. However, using a
more realistic pre-Flood “C /"*C ratio reduces that age to about 5,000 years.

These results indicate that the entire fossil-bearing geologic column is
much less than 100,000 years old—and even much younger. This confirms
the Bible and challenges the evolutionary idea of long geologic ages.

Because the lifetime of C-14 is so brief, these AMS [Accelerator Mass
Spectrometer] measurements pose an obvious challenge to the standard
geological timescale that assigns millions to hundreds of millions of
years to this part of the rock layer. *°

Another noteworthy observation from the RATE group was the amount
of "C found in diamonds. Secular scientists have estimated the ages of dia-
monds to be millions to billions of years old using other radiometric dating
methods. These methods are also based on questionable assumptions and
are discussed elsewhere.!! Because of their hardness, diamonds (the hardest
known substance) are extremely resistant to contamination through chemi-
cal exchange. Since diamonds are considered to be so old by evolutionary

1 J.R. Baumgardner, ibid., 587.
"' M. Riddle, Does radiometric dating prove the earth is old?, in K.A. Ham (Ed.), 7he New
Answers Book, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas, pp. 113-124, 2006.
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standards, finding any '“C in them would be strong support for a recent
creation.

The RATE group analyzed twelve diamond samples for possible carbon-14
content. Similar to the coal results, all twelve diamond samples contained
detectable, but lower levels of “C. These findings are powerful evidence that
coal and diamonds cannot be the millions or billions of years old that evo-
lutionists claim. Indeed, these RATE findings of detectable “C in diamonds
have been confirmed independently.'? Carbon-14 found in fossils at all layers
of the geologic column, in coal and in diamonds, is evidence which confirms
the biblical timescale of thousands of years and not billions.

Because of C-14’s short half-life, such a finding would argue that carbon
and probably the entire physical earth as well must have a recent origin."

Conclusion

All radiometric dating methods are based on assumptions about events
that happened in the past. If the assumptions are accepted as true (as is typi-
cally done in the evolutionary dating processes), results can be biased toward
a desired age. In the reported ages given in textbooks and other journals, these
evolutionary assumptions have not been questioned, while results inconsis-
tent with long ages have been censored. When the assumptions are evaluated
and shown to be faulty, the results support the biblical account of a global
Flood and young earth. Thus Christians should not be afraid of radiometric
dating methods. Carbon-14 dating is really the friend of Christians, because
it supports a young earth.

The RATE scientists are convinced that the popular idea attributed to
geologist Charles Lyell from nearly two centuries ago, “The present is
the key to the past,” is simply not valid for an earth history of millions
or billions of years. An alternative interpretation of the carbon-14 data
is that the earth experienced a global flood catastrophe which laid down
most of the rock strata and fossils ... . Whatever the source of the car-
bon-14, its presence in nearly every sample tested worldwide is a strong
challenge to an ancient age. Carbon-14 data is now firmly on the side of
the young-earth view of history."

12 R.E. Taylor, and J. Southon, Use of natural diamonds to monitor “C AMS instrument
backgrounds, Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research B 259:282-287, 2007.
"% J.R. Baumgardner, ibid., 609.

" D. DeYoung, Thousands. .. Not Billions, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas, 2005, 61.
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Could God Really Have
Created Everything
in Six Days?

KEN HAM

Why Is 1t Important?

] f 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, dis-
ease, thorns, and suffering before the Fall. The effort to define “days” as “geo-
logic 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 influ-
ences 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.

For in six days the LORD Forins s the LORD

made the heavens and the made the h€avens and the
earth, the sea, an all earth, the sea, an all

that is in them... that is in them...

e

ACCORD y S —— b MILLIONS
[ ?ue Laulgfnré\ @&m O OF YEARS
AND CONTEXT ... . IS TRUE!
NS O oAy~ | |
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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 ani-
mals, 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 or-
dinary-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 every instance where someone has not accepted the “days” of creation
to be ordinary days, they have nor allowed the words of Scripture to speak to
them in context, as the language requires for communication. They have been
influenced by ideas from outside 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 communica-
tion 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." It is
true that some of the early church fathers did not teach the days of creation as

' M. Van Bebber and L. Taylor, Creation and Time: A Report on the Progressive Creationist
Book by Hugh Ross, Films for Christ, Mesa, Arizona, 1994.
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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.? In contrast to today’s al-
legorizers, they could not accept that God took as long as six days.

Thus, the non-literal days resulted from extrabiblical influences (i.e., in-
fluences 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 (veros dies), 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 author-
ity of Scripture for their sake.?

Today’s Church Leaders

Many church leaders today do 7o accept the creation days as ordinary
earth-rotation days. However, when their reasons are investigated, we find
that influences from outside of Scripture (particularly belief in a billions-of-
years-old universe) are the ultimate cause.

- ‘Day’ in ~ Christian
Genesis One * WNCEG[E
cannot be an
ordinary day
because of
millions
s of years. : \
' Seminary ' ' Christian™"
Professors | e College
Profes:?ors

Ministers

2 G. Hasel, The “days” of creation in Genesis 1: literal “days” or figurative “periods/epochs”
of time? Origins 21(1):5-38, 1994.

> Martin Luther as cited in E. Plass, What Martin Luther Says: A Practical In-Home Anthology
for the Active Christian, Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Missouri, 1991, 1523.
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Again and again, such leaders admit that Genesis 1, taken in a straight-
forward way, seems to teach six ordinary days. But they then say that this can-
not 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.*

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.’

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 ever-
shifting 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.®

* G. Archer, A Survey of Old Testament Introduction, Moody Press, Chicago, 1994, 196-197.
> J. Boice, Genesis: An Expositional Commentary, Vol. 1, Genesis 1:1-11, Zondervan
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, 1982, 68.

¢ C.H. Spurgeon, 7he Sword and the Trowel, 1877, 197.
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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, fal-
lible 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, cor-
rected, 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.”

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 12 A
word can have more than one meaning, depending on the context. For in-
stance, 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 Back in my
day, and the third refers to grandfather's day,
the daylight portion of the it took 12 days

24-hour period. The point to drive across

than one meaning, depending the Country
on the context. dl.lnng the day.
= 7

To understand the mean-

is that words can have more

ARE WE
THERE

ing of “day” in Genesis 1, we

7 L. Berkhof, Introductory volume to Systematic Theology, Wm. B. Eerdmans, Grand Rapids,
Michigan, 1946, 60, 96.
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need to determine how the Hebrew word for “day,” yom, is used in the con-
text of Scripture. Consider the following:

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

*  Aclassic, well-respected Hebrew-English lexicon® (a dictionary) has seven
headings and many subheadings for the meaning of yom—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, yom is used with a number 359 times, and each time
it means an ordinary day.” Why would Genesis 1 be the exception?'

*  Outside Genesis 1, yom is used with the word “evening” or “morning”™"!
23 times. “Evening” and “morning” appear in association, but without
yom, 38 times. All 61 times the text refers to an ordinary day. Why would
Genesis 1 be the exception?'?

* In Genesis 1:5, yom occurs in context with the word “night.” Outside of
Genesis 1, “night” is used with yom 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 yom in this passage determines the meaning as
ordinary day."

e The plural of yom, which does not appear in Genesis 1, can be used to
communicate a longer time period, such as “in those days.”"* Adding a

8 E Brown, S. Driver, and C. Briggs, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament,
Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1951, 398.

? Some say that Hosea 6:2 is an exception to this because of the figurative language.
However, the Hebrew idiomatic expression used, “After two days ... in the third day,”
meaning “in a short time,” makes sense only if “day” is understood in its normal sense.
10" J. Stambaugh, The days of creation: a semantic approach, 77 5(1):70-78, April 1991.
Available online at www.answersingenesis.org/go/days.

""" The Jews start their day in the evening (sundown followed by night), obviously based on
the fact that Genesis begins the day with the “evening.”

12 Stambaugh, The days of creation: a semantic approach, 75.

% Ibid., 72.

4 Ibid., 72-73.
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USES OF "DAY”
OUTSIDE OF GENESIS 1

"DAY" WITI-! NUMBER
359 times

(in plural or singular)

“EVENING” AND "MORNING”

TOGETHER WI_THOU‘I’ “DAY"
38 times

"EVENING" OR "MORNING"
TOGETHER WITH "DAY”

23 times each

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 gedem) that are very
suitable for communicating long periods of time, or indefinite time, but
none of these words are used in Genesis 1.5 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 gen-
ealogies 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.'

15 Stambaugh, The days of creation: a semantic approach, 73-74.
16 J. Barr, personal letter to David Watson, April 23, 1984.
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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."”

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.'®

Similarly, John Calvin stated, “Albeit the duration of the world, now de-
clining to its ultimate end, has not yet attained six thousand years. ... God’s
work was completed not in a moment but in six days.”"

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.

7" M. Dods, Expositors Bible, T & T Clark, Edinburgh, 1888, 4, as cited by D. Kelly,
Creation and Change, Christian Focus Publications, Fearn, Scotland, 1997, 112.

'8 Plass, What Martin Luther Says: A Practical In-Home Anthology for the Active Christian,
1523.

¥ J. McNeil, Ed., Calvin: Institutes of the Christian Religion 1, Westminster Press, Louisville,
Kentucky, 1960, 160-161, 182.
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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 Sab-
bath, to observe the Sabbath throughout their generations, for an ever-
lasting 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).

ALL SCRIPTURE IS

INSPIRED BY GOD
=== 2 TIMOTHY 3:16

THIS SCRIPTURE WAS
INSCRIBED BY GOD?!

EXODUS 20:11

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 min-
utes, 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
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rest for one—thus giving us o T

a reason why He deliberately DAYS? VEP! || REALLYDAYS? . YEPI
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) S P,
years, followed by a rest of one SAYS SIXDAYS? + YES! || HE TOOK SO LONG!
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.””*
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 23:24 God 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.

% G. Hasel, The “days” of creation in Genesis 1: literal “days” or figurative “periods/epochs”
of time? Origins 21(1):29, 1994.
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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 genealogies®!), the age of the
universe is only about six thousand years.”

Refuting Common Objections to Six Literal Days
OBJECTION 1

“Science” has shown the earth and universe are billions of years old; therefore
the “days” of creation must be long periods (or indefinite periods) of time.

ANSWER

a. 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.”

b. 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.

21 J. Whitcomb and H. Morris, 7he Genesis Flood, Presbyterian and Reformed Publ.,
Phillipsburg, New Jersey, 1961, 481-483, Appendix II. They allow for the possibility of gaps
in the genealogies because the word “begat” can skip generations. However, they point out
that even allowing for gaps would give a maximum age of around 10,000 years.

22 L. Pierce, The forgotten archbishop, Creation 20(2):42—43, 1998. Ussher carried out a
very scholarly work in adding up all the years in Scripture to obtain a date of creation of
4004 BC. Ussher has been mocked for stating that creation occurred on October 23—he
obtained this date by working backward using the Jewish civil year and accounting for how
the year and month were derived over the years. Thus, he didn’t just pull this date out of the
air but gave a scholarly mathematical basis for it. This is not to say this is the correct date,

as there are assumptions involved, but the point is, his work is not to be scoffed at. Ussher
did ot specify the hour of the day for creation, as some skeptics assert. Young’s Analytical
Concordance, under “creation,” lists many other authorities, including extrabiblical ones, who
all give a date for creation of less than 10,000 years ago.

» See chapters 7 and 9 on these dating methods to see the assumptions involved. See also H.
Morris and J. Morris, Science, Scripture, and the Young Earth, Institute for Creation Research,
El Cajon, California, 1989, 39-44; J. Mortis, The Young Earth, Master Books, Green Forest,
Arkansas, 1996, 51-67; S. Austin, Grand Canyon: Monument to Catastrophe, Institute for
Creation Research, El Cajon, California, pp. 1994, 111-131; L. Vardiman, ed., Radio Isotopes
and the Age of the Earth, Vol. 2, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas, 2005.
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c. 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, dis-
ease, thorns, and suffering before Adam’s sin.

The Bible makes it clear?* that death, bloodshed, disease, thorns, and suf-
fering are a consequence of sin.” 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 distinc-
tion made between animals and plants. Human beings and higher animals
are described in Genesis 1 as having a nephesh, 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 nephesh—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 knowl-
edge 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).2° 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:

2 K. Ham, 7he Lie: Evolution, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas, Introduction, 1987,
xiii—xiv; K. Ham, The necessity for believing in six literal days, Creation 18(1):38-41, 1996;
K. Ham, The wrong way round! Creation 18(3):38—41, 1996; K. Ham, Fathers, promises and
vegemite, Creation 19(1):14-17, 1997; K. Ham, The narrow road, Creation 19(2):47-49,
1997; K. Ham, Millions of years and the “doctrine of Balaam,” Creation 19(3):15-17, 1997.
» 1. Gill, A Body of Doctrinal and Practical Divinity, 1760. Republished by Primitive Baptist
Library, Carthage, Illinois, 1980, 191. This is not just a new idea from modern scholars.

In 1760 John Gill, in his commentaries, insisted there was no death, bloodshed, disease, or
suffering before sin.

% All Eve’s progeny, except the God-man Jesus Christ, were born with original sin (Romans
5:12, 18-19), so Eve could not have conceived when she was sinless. So the Fall must have
occurred fairly quickly, before Eve had conceived any children (they were told to “be fruitful
and multiply”).
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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 hap-
pened 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

.. God curses the Earth after Adam’s sin
Eden were sitting on a fos-

sil record of dead things ‘;ThDrnlS 31!;;)3]1 SOWHAT?
o and thisiles o THORNS HAVE BEEN
1d th Bl ~ AROLND FOR MILLIONS

millions of years old, then it bring forth 4 Girdnicd

»

to thee...” 4

blood was shed before sin.
This would destroy the
foundation of the Atone-
ment. 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 ef-
fects of the fall of Adam,

and the creation will be lib-

erated “from the bondage of 7¢ Devonian
. . : period
corruption into the glorious 400 million years

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
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PEREECTAWORLD RESTORATION

SUFFERING
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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

According to Genesis 1, the sun was not created until Day 4. How could
there be day and night (ordinary days) without the sun for the first three
days?

ANSWER

a. 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
yom 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.

b. The sun is not needed for day and night. What is needed is light and a ro-
tating 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.



The New ANSWETS Book

Genesis 1
And God called thelI%’iﬁ. and the '

darkness he called IR Yevening]
and the mﬁiﬁi‘g were the (i cCEy

And the and LtEImonning]

WE-Rhiz¥second

i RiYevening EilRGEImonning|
were the (it GEY.
And the and the mEMiE

were the {fouIdy GEp.

And the GyEniig and the MEFRG
were the ({7 day’

And the Hevening and the eI
were the gidin GEWm.

Where did the light come from? We are not told,”” but Genesis 1:3 cer-
tainly 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 made 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 eventu-
ally 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

7 Some people ask why God did not tell us the source of this light. However, if God told us
everything, we would have so many books we would not have time to read them. God has
given us all the information we need to come to the right conclusions about the things that
really matter.
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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 be-
fore stars. For what comes into existence later cannot cause what is prior
to it.”

OBJECTION 3

2 Peter 3:8 states that ‘one day is with the Lovd as a thousand years,” there-
fore the days of creation could be long periods of time.

ANSWER

a.

This passage has 7o creation context—it is not referring to Genesis or the
six days of creation.

This verse has what is called a “comparative article”—"as” or “like”—
which is not found in Genesis 1. In other words, it is 7oz 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 /ike 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 Com-
ing), or a short time, is nothing to God, either way.

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

2 Peter 3:8

But, beloved, be not
ignorant of this one
thing, that one day is
with the Lord as a
thousand years,

and a
thousand years
as one day.

% L. Lavallee, The early church defended creation science, Impact, No. 160, p. ii, 1986.
Quotation from Theophilus “To Autolycus,” 2.8, Oxford Early Christian Texts.
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want to equate a day with a thousand years. Thus, it cannot be saying a
day is a thousand years or vice versa.

d. 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 hours®). 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.

e. Ifone 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

Insisting on six solar days for creation limits God, whereas allowing God
billions of years does not limir Him.

ANSWER

Actually, insisting on six ordinary earth-rotation days of creation is not
limiting God, but limiting s 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 need eons of time. However, the billions-of-years sce-
narios diminish God by suggesting that mere chance could create things or
that God needed huge amounts of time to create things—this would be limit-
ing God’s power by reducing it to naturalistic explanations.

OBJECTION 5

Adam could not have accomplished all that the Bible states in one day (Day
6). He could not have named all the animals, for instance; there was not
enough time.

ANSWER

Adam did not have to name #// 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 Jews had three watches during the night (sunset to 10 pm; 10 pm to 2 am; 2 am to
sunrise), but the Romans had four watches, beginning at 6 pm.

104



Could God Really Have Created Everything in Six Da

Vs?

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 #hey 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 L
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.*

OBJECTION 6

Genesis 2 is a different account of creation, with a different order, so how can
the first chapter be accepted as teaching six literal days?

3% Andrew Kulikovsky, How Could Adam Have Named All the Animals in a Single Day?
Answers in Genesis, www.answersingenesis.org/docs2002/1112animals.asp.
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ANSWER

Actually, Genesis 2 is not a different account of creation. It is a more de-
tailed 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.%!

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. How-
ever, 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 same man and woman in teaching the
doctrine of marriage. Clearly, Jesus saw them as complementary accounts, not
contradictory ones.

OBJECTION 7

There is no ‘“evening and morning” for the seventh day of the Creation Weck
(Genesis 2:2). Thus, we must still be in the “seventh day,” so none of the days
can be ordinary days.

31 Paul Taylor, Isnt the Bible Full of Contradictions? chapter 27 in Ken Ham, ed., 7he
New Answers Book 2 (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 2008), 288-291; M. Kruger, An
understanding of Genesis 2:5, CEN Technical Journal 11(1):106-110, 1997.
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ANSWER

Look again at the section entitled “Why Six Days?” on page 97. Exodus
20:11 is clearly referring to seven literal days—six for work and one for rest.

Also, God stated that He “ested” from His work of creation (not that
He is restingl). 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 yom 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 agree-
ing 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 cer-
tain place of the seventh day in this way: “And God rested on the sev-
enth 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).??

Hebrews does 7ot say that the seventh day of Creation Week is continu-
ing today, merely that the rest He instituted is continuing.

32 Tim Chaffey and Jason Lisle, Old Earth Creationism on Trial (Green Forest, AR: Master
Books, 2008), 51-52.
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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 yom as used here is nor 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) neces-
sary 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 moth??).

e 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.

e Some have claimed that the word for “made” (#sz/) 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 asazh. Its meaning cov-
ers “to make, manufacture, produce, do,” etc., but not “to show” in
the sense of reveal.** Where asah is translated as “show”—for exam-
ple, “show kindness” (Genesis 24:12)—it is in the sense of “to do” or
“make” kindness.

% FE Meldau, Why We Believe in Creation Not in Evolution, Christian Victory Publ., Denver,
Colorado, 1972, 114-116.

3% Nothing in Gesenius’s Lexicon supports the interpretation of asah as “show”; See Charles
Taylor’s “Days of Revelation or creation?” (1997) found at www.answersingenesis.org/
docs/188.asp.
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e Some have claimed that because the word asab is used for the creation
of the sun, moon, and stars on Day 4, and not the word bara, 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 aszh has the meaning
of “revealed.” In other words, the luminaries were supposedly already in
existence and were only revealed at this stage. However, bara and asah are
used in Scripture to describe the same event. For example, asab is used in
Exodus 20:11 to refer to the creation of the heavens and the earth, but
bara is used to refer to the creation of the heavens and the earth in Gen-
esis 1:1. The word asab 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 (bara) in Genesis 1:27. There are many other similar
examples. Asah has a broad range of meanings involving “to do” or “to
make,” which includes bara creation.

e 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.”* This is a very complex and contrived view which has been
thoroughly refuted by scholars.*

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

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

*  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:

% M. Kline, Because it had not rained, Westminster Theological Journal 20:146-157,
1957-1958.

3¢ Kruger, An understanding of Genesis 2:5, 106-110; J. Pipa, From chaos to cosmos: a
critique of the framework hypothesis, presented at the Far-Western Regional Annual Meeting
of the Evangelical Theological Society, USA, April 26, 1996; Wayne Grudem’s Systematic
Theology, InterVarsity Press, Downers Grove, Illinois, 1994, 302-305, summarizes the
framework hypothesis and its problems and inconsistencies.

% M. Kline, Space and time in the Genesis cosmology, Perspectives on Science & Christian

Faith 48(1), 1996.
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CONTRADICTIONS BETWEEN THE ORDER OF CREATION
IN THE BIBLE AND EVOLUTION/LONG-AGES

Biblical account of creation Evolutionary/long-age speculation
Earth before the sun and stars Stars and sun before earth
Earth covered in water inidally Earth a molten blob initially
Oceans first, then dry land Dry land, then the oceans
Life first created on the land Life started in the oceans
Plants created before the sun Plants came long after the sun
Land animals created after birds Land animals existed before birds
Whales before land animals Land animals before whales

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 indetermi-
nate 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).%* 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.

% M. Van Bebber and P. Taylor, Creation and Time: A Report on the Progressive Creationist
Book by Hugh Ross, 55—-59; Whitcomb and Morris, The Genesis Flood, 212—-330.
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Does It Really Matter?

Yes, it does matter what a Christian believes concerning the days of cre-
ation 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 evo-
lution and materialism) to determine our understanding of Scripture,
then this can lead to a slippery slope of unbelief through the rest of Scrip-
ture. 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 Resurrec-
tion 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.*’

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

3 Plass, What Martin Luther Says: A Practical In-Home Anthology for the Active Christian, 93.
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be treated as just some great literary work. We need to “tremble at his word”
(Isaiah 66:2) and not forget:

All Scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doc-
trine, 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 be-
cause 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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Does Radiometric Dating
Prove the Earth Is Old?

MIKE RIDDLE

I he presupposition of long ages is an icon and foundational to the evo-
lutionary model. Nearly every textbook and media journal teaches that
the earth is billions of years old.

Using radioactive dating, scientists have determined that the Earth is
about 4.5 billion years old, ancient enough for all species to have been
formed through evolution.!

The carth is now regarded as between 4.5 and 4.6 billion years old.?

The primary dating method scientists use for determining the age of the
earth is radioisotope dating. Proponents of evolution publicize radioisotope
dating as a reliable and consistent method for obtaining absolute ages of
rocks and the age of the earth. This apparent consistency in textbooks and
the media has convinced many Christians to accept an old earth (supposedly

4.6 billion years old).

What Is Radioisotope Dating?

Radioisotope dating (also referred to as radiometric dating) is the process
of estimating the ages of rocks from the decay of radioactive elements in

! Biology: Visualizing Life, Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Austin, Texas, 1998, 117.
2 C. Plummer, D. Carlson, and D. McGeary, Physical Geology, McGraw Hill, New York,
2006, 216.
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them. There are certain kinds of atoms in nature that are unstable and sponta-
neously change (decay) into other kinds of atoms. For example, uranium will
radioactively decay through a series of steps until it becomes the stable ele-
ment lead. Likewise, potassium decays into the element argon. The original
element is referred to as the parent element (in these cases uranium and potas-
sium), and the end result is called the daughter element (lead and argon).

The Importance of Radioisotope Dating

The straightforward reading of Scripture reveals that the days of cre-
ation (Genesis 1) were literal days and that the earth is just thousands of
years old, and not billions. There appears to be a fundamental conflict be-
tween the Bible and the reported ages given by radioisotope dating. Since
God is the Creator of all things (including the human ability to do science),
and His Word is true (“Sanctify them by Your truth. Your word is truth,”
John 17:17), the true age of the earth must agree with His Word. However,
rather than accept the biblical account of creation, many Christians have
accepted the radioisotope dates of billions of years and attempted to fit
long ages into the Bible. The implications of doing this are profound and
affect many parts of the Bible.
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How Radioisotope Dating Works

Radioisotope dating is commonly used to date igneous rocks. These are
rocks which form when hot, molten material cools and solidifies. Types of
igneous rocks include granite and basalt (lava). Sedimentary rocks, which
contain most of the world’s fossils, are not commonly used in radioisotope
dating. These types of rocks are comprised of particles from many preexisting
rocks which were transported (mostly by water) and redeposited somewhere
else. Types of sedimentary rocks include sandstone, shale, and limestone.

The radioisotope dating clock starts when a rock cools. During the molten
state it is assumed that the intense heat will force any gaseous daughter elements
like argon to escape. Once the rock cools it is assumed that no more atoms can
escape and any daughter element found in a rock will be the result of radioactive
decay. The dating process then requires measuring how much daughter element
is in a rock sample and knowing the decay rate (i.e., how long it takes the parent
element to decay into the daughter element—uranium into lead or potassium

Uranium-238 (2*¢U) is an isotope of uranium. 1sotopes are varieties of an element
that have the same number of protons but a different number of neutrons within
the nucleus. For example, carbon-14 ('“C) is a particular isotope. All carbon atoms
have 6 protons but can vary in the number of neutrons. >C has 6 protons and

Uranium to lead decay
sequence

Uranium-238 6 neutronsmin its nucleus. °C has 6 protons and 7
. neutrons. "“C has 6 protons and 8 neutrons. Extra
Thorlum—234 neutrons often lead to instability, or radioactivity.
Protactinium-234 Likewise, all isotopes (varieties) of uranium have 92
Uranium-234 protons. 2*U has 92 protons and 146 neutrons. It is
Thorium-230 unstable and will radioactively decay first into **Th
Radium-226 (thorium-234) and finally into 2°Pb (lead-206).
Radon-222 Sometimes a radioactive decay will cause an atom to
. lose 2 protons and 2 neutrons (called alpha decay).
Polonium-218 For example, the decay of #*®U into ***Th is an alpha
Lead-214 decay process. In this case the atomic mass changes
Bismuth-214 (238 to 234). Atomic mass is the heaviness of an
Polonium-214 atom when compared to hydrogen, which is assigned
Lead-210 the value of one. Another type of decay is called beta
Bismuth-210 decay. ln. beta decay,. either an electron IS.IOSt and a
. neutron is converted into a proton (beta minus decay)
Polonium-210 or an electron is added and a proton is converted into
Lead-206 (stable) a neutron (beta plus decay). In beta decay the total

atomic mass does not change significantly. The decay
of 2*Th into #**Pa (protactinium-234) is an example of
beta decay.
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into argon). The decay rate is measured in terms of half-life. Half-life is defined
as the length of time it takes half of the remaining atoms of a radioactive parent
element to decay. For example, the remaining radioactive parent material will
decrease by 1/2 during the passage of each half-life (131/241/4+1/8%1/16, etc.).
Half-lives as measured today are very accurate, even the extremely slow half-
lives. That is, billion-year half-lives can be measured statistically in just hours of
time. The following table is a sample of different element half-lives.

Parent Daughter Half-life
Polonium-218 Lead-214 3 minutes
Thorium-234 Protactinium-234 24 days
Carbon-14 Nitrogen-14 5,730 years
Potassium-40 Argon-40 1.25 billion years
Uranium-238 Lead-206 4.47 billion years
Rubidium-87 Strontium-87 48.8 billion years

Science and Assumptions

Scientists use observational science to measure the amount of a daugh-
ter element within a rock sample and to determine the present observable
decay rate of the parent element. Dating methods must also rely on an-
other kind of science called historical science. Historical science cannot
be observed. Determining the conditions present when a rock first formed
can only be studied through historical science. Determining how the en-
vironment might have affected a rock also falls under historical science.
Neither condition is directly observable. Since radioisotope dating uses
both types of science, we can’t directly measure the age of something. We
can use scientific techniques in the present, combined with assumptions
about historical events, to estimate the age. Therefore, there are several
assumptions that must be made in radioisotope dating. Three critical as-
sumptions can affect the results during radioisotope dating:

1. 'The initial conditions of the rock sample are accurately known.

2. 'The amount of parent or daughter elements in a sample has not been
altered by processes other than radioactive decay.

3. 'The decay rate (or half-life) of the parent isotope has remained constant
since the rock was formed.
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The Hourglass llustration

Radioisotope dating can be better understood using an illustration with
an hourglass. If we walk into a room and observe an hourglass with sand at
the top and sand at the bottom, we could calculate how long the hourglass
has been running. By estimating how fast the sand is falling and measuring
the amount of sand at the bottom, we could calculate how much time has
elapsed since the hourglass was turned over. All our calculations could be cor-
rect (observational science), but the result could be wrong. This is because we
failed to take into account some critical assumptions.

1. Was there any sand at the bottom when the hourglass was first turned
over (initial conditions)?

2. Has any sand been added or taken out of the hourglass? (Un-
like the open-system nature of a rock, this is not possible for
a sealed hourglass.)

3. Has the sand always been falling at a constant rate?

Since we did not observe the initial conditions when the
hourglass time started, we must make assumptions. All three of

these assumptions can affect our time calculations. If scientists
fail to consider each of these three critical assumptions, then radioisotope
dating can give incorrect ages.

The Facts

We know that radioisotope dating does not always work because we can
test it on rocks of known age. In 1997, a team of eight research scientists
known as the RATE group (Radioisotopes and the Age of The Earth) set
out to investigate the assumptions commonly made in standard radioisotope
dating practices (both single-sample and multiple-samples radioisotope dat-
ing). Their findings were significant and directly impact the evolutionary
dates of millions of years.?

3 L. Vardiman, A.A. Snelling and E.E Chaffin (eds.), Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth:
A Young-Earth Creationist Research Initiative, Institute for Creation Research, Santee,
California, and Creation Research Society, St. Joseph, Missouri, 2000; L. Vardiman, A.A.
Snelling and E.E Chaffin (eds.), Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth: Results of a Young-
Earth Creationist Research Initiative, Institute for Creation Research, Santee, California, and
Creation Research Society, Chino Valley, Arizona, 2005; D. DeYoung, 7housands ... Not
Billions, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas, 2005.
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R A rock sample

: from the newly
formed 1986 lava
dome from Mount
St. Helens was dat-
ed using Potassium-
Argon dating. The

newly formed rock

gave ages for the
different minerals
in it of between 0.5 and 2.8 million years.* These dates show that significant
argon (daughter element) was present when the rock solidified (assumption
1 is false).

Mount Ngauruhoe is located on the North Island of New Zealand and is
one of the country’s most active volcanoes. Eleven samples were taken from
solidified lava and dated. These rocks are known to have formed from erup-
tions in 1949, 1954, and 1975. The rock samples were sent to a respected
commercial laboratory (Geochron Laboratories in Cambridge, Massachu-
setts). The “ages” of the rocks ranged from 0.27 to 3.5 million years old.’
Because these rocks are known to be less than 70 years old, it is apparent that
assumption #1 is again false. When radioisotope dating fails to give accurate
dates on rocks of known age, why should we trust it for rocks of unknown
age? In each case, the ages of the rocks were greatly inflated.

Isochron Dating

There is another form of dating called isochron dating, which involves
analyzing four or more samples from the same rock unit. This form of dating
attempts to eliminate one of the assumptions in single-sample radioisotope
dating by using ratios and graphs rather than counting atoms present. It does
not depend on the initial concentration of the daughter element being zero.
The isochron dating technique is thought to be infallible, because it sup-
posedly eliminates the assumption about starting conditions. However, this

#S.A. Austin, Excess argon within mineral concentrates from the new dacite lava dome at
Mount St Helens volcano, Creation Ex Nibilo Technical Journal 10(3): 335-343, 1996.

5> AA. Snelling, The cause of anomalous potassium-argon “ages” for recent andesite flows

at Mt Ngauruhoe, New Zealand, and the implications for potassium-argon “dating,” in
R.E. Walsh (ed.), Proceedings of the Fourth International Conference on Creationism, Creation
Science Fellowship, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, pp. 503-525, 1998.

118



Does Radiometric Dating Prove the Earth is Old?

method has a different assumption about
starting conditions and can also give incor-

HELIUM

rect dates.

If single-sample and isochron dat-
ing methods are objective and reliable they
should agree. However, they frequently do
not. When a rock is dated by more than one
method it may yield very different ages. For
example, the RATE group obtained radio-
isotope dates from ten different locations.
To omit any potential bias, the rock samples
were analyzed by several commercial labora-
tories. In each case, the isochron dates dif-
fered substantially from the single-sample
radioisotope dates. In some cases the range
was more than 500 million years.® Two con-

clusions drawn by the RATE group include:

1. The single-sample potassium-argon
dates showed a wide variation.

2. A marked variation in ages was found
in the isochron method using different
parent-daughter analyses.

If different methods yield different ages
and there are variations with the same meth-
od, how can scientists know for sure the age
of any rock or the age of the earth?

In one specific case, samples were taken [Raisal
from the Cardenas Basalt, which is among the
oldest strata in the eastern Grand Canyon.

Next, samples from the western canyon ba-

. Helium i
salt lava flows, which are among the youngest h‘z;g";'o'r"
S N P MILLIONS
formations in the canyon, were analyzed. Us ’ OEVERRS

ing the rubidium-strontium isochron dating

¢ A.A. Snelling, Isochron discordances and the role of inheritance and mixing of
radioisotopes in the mantle and crust, in Vardiman et al., Radioisotopes and the Age of the
Earth, pp. 393-524, 2005; D. DeYoung, Thousands ... Not Billions, pp. 123-139, 2005.
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method, an age of 1.11 billion years was assigned to the oldest rocks and a
date of 1.14 billion years to the youngest lava flows. The youngest rocks gave
a billion year age the same as the oldest rocks! Are the dates given in textbooks
and journals accurate and objective? When assumptions are taken into con-
sideration and discordant (disagreeing or unacceptable) dates are not omitted,
radioisotope dating often gives inconsistent and inflated ages.

Two Case Studies

The RATE team selected two locations to collect rock samples to conduct
analyses using multiple radioisotope dating methods. Both sites are under-
stood by geologists to date from the Precambrian (supposedly 543—4,600
million years ago). The two sites chosen were the Beartooth Mountains of
northwest Wyoming near Yellowstone National Park, and the Bass Rapids sill
in the central portion of Arizona’s Grand Canyon. All rock samples (whole
rock and separate minerals within the rock) were analyzed using four radio-
isotope methods. These included the isotopes potassium-argon (K-Ar), ru-
bidium-strontium (Rb-Sr), samarium-neodymium (Sm-Nd), and lead-lead
(Pb-Pb). In order to avoid any bias, the dating procedures were contracted
out to commercial laboratories located in Colorado, Massachusetts, and On-
tario, Canada.

In order to have a level of confidence in dating, different radioisotope
methods used to date a rock sample should closely coincide in age. When this
occurs, the sample ages are said to be concordant. In contrast, if multiple re-
sults for a rock disagree with each other in age they are said to be discordant.

Beartooth Mountains Sample Results

Geologists believe the Beartooth Mountains rock unit to contain
some of the oldest rocks in the United States, with an estimated age of
2,790 million years. The following table summarizes the RATE results.”

The results show a significant scatter in the ages for the various minerals
and also between the isotope methods. In some cases, the whole rock age is
greater than the age of the minerals, and for others, the reverse occurs. The
potassium-argon mineral results vary between 1,520 and 2,620 million years
(a difference of 1,100 million years).

7 S.A. Austin, Do radioisotope clocks need repair? Testing the assumptions of isochron dating
using K-Ar, Rb-Sr, Sm-Nd, and Pb-Pb isotopes, in Vardiman et al., Radioisotopes and the Age
of the Earth, pp. 325-392, 2005; D. DeYoung, Thousands ... Not Billions, pp. 109-121, 2005.
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Millions Type of Data (whole rock or
Dating Isotopes of Years separate mineral within the rock)
Potassium-Argon 1,520 Quartz-plagioclase mineral
(single-sample) 2,011 Whole rock
2,403 Biotite mineral
2,620 Hornblende mineral
Rubidium-Strontium 2,515 5 minerals
(isochron) 2,790 Previously published result based on
30 whole rock samples (1982)
Samarium-Neodymium 2,886 4 minerals
(isochron)
Lead-Lead 2,689 5 minerals
(isochron)

Bass Rapids Sill Sample Results

The 11 Grand Canyon rock samples were also dated commercially using
the most advanced radioisotope technology. The generally accepted age for
this formation is 1,070 million years. The RATE results are summarized in
the table on the following page.®

The RATE results differ considerably from the generally accepted age of
1,070 million years. Especially noteworthy is the multiple whole rocks potas-
sium-argon isochron age of 841.5 million years while the samarium-neodymi-
um isochron gives 1,379 million years (a difference of 537.5 million years).

Possible Explanations for the Discordance
There are three possible explanations for the discordant isotope dates.

1. There may have been a mixing of isotopes between the molten rock and
the rocks into which it intruded. There are ways to determine if this has
occurred and can be eliminated as a possible explanation.

2. Some of the minerals have crystallized at different times as the rock
formed and cooled. However, there is no evidence that molten rock

8 A.A. Snelling, S.A. Austin, and W.A. Hoesch, Radioisotopes in the diabase sill (Upper
Precambrian) at Bass Rapids, Grand Canyon, Arizona: an application and test of the isochron
dating methods, in R.L. Ivey, Jr. (ed.), Proceedings of the Fifth International Conference on
Creationism, Creation Science Fellowship, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, pp. 269-284, 203; S.A.
Austin, in Vardiman et al., 2005, 325-392; D. DeYoung, 2005, 109-121.
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Type of data
Millions (whole rock or separate
Dating Isotopes of Years mineral within the rock)
Potassium-Argon 841.5 11 whole rock samples
(isochron)
665 to 1,053 Model ages from single-

sample whole rocks

Rubidium-Strontium 1,007 Magnetite mineral grains from
(isochron) 7 rock samples

1,055 11 whole rocks

1,060 7 minerals

1,070 Previously published age based

on 5 whole rock samples
(1982)

1,075 12 minerals
Lead-Lead 1,250 11 whole rocks
(isochron)

1,327 6 minerals
Samarium-Neodymium | 1,330 8 minerals
(isochron)

1,336 Magnetite mineral grains from

7 rock samples
1,379 6 minerals

crystallizes and cools in the same place at such an incredibly slow pace.

Rather, molten rocks crystallize and cool relatively rapidly, so therefore

this explanation can be eliminated.

3. 'The radioactive decay rates have been different in the past than they are

today. The following section will show that this provides the best explana-

tion for the discordant ages.

New Studies

New studies by the RATE group have provided evidence that radioactive

decay supports a young earth. One of their studies involved the amount of
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helium found in granite rocks. Granite contains tiny zircon crystals, which
contain radioactive uranium (**U), which decays into lead (***Pb). During
this process, for each atom of *U decaying into **°Pb, eight helium atoms are
formed and migrate out of the zircons and granite rapidly.

Within the zircon’ crystals, any helium atoms generated by nuclear
decay in the distant past should have long ago migrated outward and
escaped from these crystals. One would expect the helium gas to even-
tually diffuse upward out of the ground and then disappear into the
atmosphere. To everyone’s surprise, however, large amounts of helium
have been found trapped inside zircons.'

The decay of ?*U into lead (**Pb) is a slow process (half-life of 4.47 bil-
lion years). Since helium migrates out of rocks rapidly, there should be very
little to no helium remaining in the zircon crystals.

Why is so much helium still in the zircons? One likely explanation is that
sometime in the past the radioactive decay rate was greatly accelerated. The
decay rate was accelerated so much that helium was being produced faster
than it could have escaped, causing an abundant amount of helium to remain
in the zircons in the granite. The RATE group has gathered evidence that at
some time in history nuclear decay was greatly accelerated.

The experiments the RATE project commissioned have clearly con-
firmed the numerical predictions of our Creation model.... The data
and our analysis show that over a billion years worth of nuclear decay
has occurred very recently, between 4000 and 8000 years ago."!

Confirmation of this accelerated nuclear decay having occurred is pro-
vided by adjacent uranium and polonium radiohalos that formed at the
same time in the same biotite flakes in granites.'” Radiohalos result from the
physical damage caused by radioactive decay of uranium and intermediate
daughter atoms of polonium, so they are observable evidence that a lot of ra-
dioactive decay has occurred during the earth’s history. However, because the

? L. Vardiman, A. Snelling, and E. Chaflin, eds., Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth, vol.
2, El Cajon, California, Institute of Creation Research and Chino Valley, Arizona: Creation
Research Society, 2005, 74.

' DeYoung, Thousands ... Not Billions, 2005, 68.

""" R. Humphreys, Young helium diffusion age of zircons supports accelerated nuclear decay,
in Vardiman et al., Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth, 2005, 74.

12 A.A. Snelling, Radiohalos in granites: evidence of accelerated nuclear decay, in Vardiman
et al., Radioisotopes and the Age of the Earth, 2005, 101-207; D. DeYoung, Thousands ... Not
Billions, 2005, 81-97.
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daughter polonium atoms are only short-lived (for example, polonium-218
decays within 3 minutes, compared to 4.47 billion years for uranium-238),
the polonium radiohalos had to form within hours to a few days. But in or-
der to supply the needed polonium atoms to produce these polonium radio-
halos within that timeframe, the nearby uranium atoms had to decay at an
accelerated rate. Thus hundreds of millions of years worth of uranium decay
(compared to today’s slow decay rate) had to have occurred within hours to
a few days to produce these adjacent uranium and polonium radiohalos in
granites.

The RATE group has suggested that this accelerated decay took place
early during the Creation Week and then again during the Flood. Acceler-
ated decay of this magnitude would result in immense amounts of heat being
generated in rocks. Determining how this heat was dissipated presents a new
and exciting opportunity for creation research.

Conclusion

The best way to learn about history and the age of the earth is to consult
the history book of the universe—the Bible. Many scientists and theologians
accept a straightforward reading of Scripture and agree that the earth is about
6,000 years old. It is better to use the infallible Word of God for our scientific
assumptions than to change His Word in order to compromise with “science”
that is based upon man’s fallible assumptions. True science will always sup-

port God’s Word.

Based on the measured helium retention, a statistical analysis gives an
estimated age for the zircons of 6,000 = 2,000 years. This age agrees with
literal biblical history and is about 250,000 times shorter than the con-
ventional age of 1.5 billion years for zircons. The conclusion is that he-
lium diffusion data strongly supports the young-earth view of history."

It must also be concluded, therefore, that because nuclear decay has been
shown to have occurred at grossly accelerated rates when molten rocks were
forming, crystallizing and cooling, the radiometric methods cannot possibly
date these rocks accurately based on the false assumption of constant decay
through earth history at today’s slow rates. Thus the radiometric dating meth-
ods are highly unreliable and don’t prove the earth is old.

'3 DeYoung, Thousands ... Not Billions, 2005, 76.
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Was There Really a
Noah’s Ark & Flood?

KEN HAM & TIM LOVETT

The account of Noah and the Ark is one of the most widely known
events in the history of mankind. Unfortunately, like other Bible ac-
counts, it is often taken as a mere fairy tale.

The Bible, though, is the true history book of the universe, and in that
light, the most-asked questions about the Ark and Flood of Noah can be an-
swered with authority and confidence.

How Large Was Noah’s Ark?

The length of the ark shall be three hundred cubits, its width fifty cubits,
and its height thirty cubits (Genesis 6:15).

Unlike many whimsical drawings that depict the Ark as some kind of
overgrown houseboat (with giraffes sticking out the top), the Ark described
in the Bible was a huge vessel. Not until the late 1800s was a ship built that
exceeded the capacity of Noah’s Ark.

The dimensions of the Ark are convincing for two reasons: the propor-
tions are like that of a modern cargo ship, and it is about as large as a wooden
ship can be built. The cubit gives us a good indication of size." With the

! The cubit was defined as the length of the forearm from elbow to fingertip. Ancient cubits
vary anywhere from 17.5 inches (45 cm) to 22 inches (56 cm), the longer sizes dominating
the major ancient constructions. Despite this, even a conservative 18 inch (46 cm) cubit
describes a sizeable vessel.
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Queen Mary I

Titanic

cubit’s measurement, we know that the Ark must have been at least 450 feet
(137 m) long, 75 feet (23 m) wide, and 45 feet (14 m) high. In the Western
world, wooden sailing ships never got much longer than about 330 feet (100
m), yet the ancient Greeks built vessels at least this size 2,000 years earlier.
China built huge wooden ships in the 1400s that may have been as large as
the Ark. The biblical Ark is one of the largest wooden ships of all time—a
mid-sized cargo ship by today’s standards.

How Could Noah Build the Ark?

The Bible does not tell us that Noah and his sons built the Ark by them-
selves. Noah could have hired skilled laborers or had relatives, such as Me-
thuselah and Lamech, help build the vessel. However, nothing indicates that
they could not—or that they did not—>build the Ark themselves in the time
allotted. The physical strength and mental processes of men in Noah’s day was
at least as great (quite likely, even superior) to our own.? They certainly would
have had efficient means for harvesting and cutting timber, as well as for
shaping, transporting, and erecting the massive beams and boards required.

If one or two men today can erect a large house in just 12 weeks, how
much more could three or four men do in a few years? Adam’s descendants
were making complex musical instruments, forging metal, and building cit-
ies—their tools, machines, and techniques were not primitive.

History has shown that technology can be lost. In Egypt, China, and the
Americas the earlier dynasties built more impressive buildings or had finer

% For the evidence, see Dr. Donald Chittick, 7he Puzzle of Ancient Man, Creation Compass,
Newberg, Oregon, 1998. This book details evidence of man’s intelligence in early post-Flood
civilizations.

126



Was There Really a Noah’s Ark & Flood?

art or better science. Many so-called modern inventions turn out to be re-
inventions, like concrete, which was used by the Romans.

Even accounting for the possible loss of technology due to the Flood,
early post-Flood civilizations display all the engineering know-how necessary
for a project like Noah’s Ark. People sawing and drilling wood in Noal’s day,
only a few centuries before the Egyptians were sawing and drilling granite, is
very reasonable! The idea that more primitive civilizations are further back in
time is an evolutionary concept.

In reality, when God created Adam, he was perfect. Today, the individual
human intellect has suffered from 6,000 years of sin and decay. The sudden
rise in technology in the last few centuries has nothing to do with increas-
ing intelligence; it is a combination of publishing and sharing ideas, and the
spread of key inventions that became tools for investigation and manufactur-
ing. One of the most recent tools is the computer, which compensates a great
deal for our natural decline in mental performance and discipline, since it
permits us to gather and store information as perhaps never before.

How Could Noah Round Up So Many Animals?

Of the birds after their kind, of animals after their kind, and of every
creeping thing of the earth after its kind, two of every kind will come to
you, to keep them alive (Genesis 6:20).

This verse tells us that Noah didn’t have to search or travel to far away
places to bring the animals on board. The world map was completely different
before the Flood, and on the basis of Genesis 1, there may have been only one
continent. The animals simply arrived at the Ark as if called by a “homing
instinct” (a behavior implanted in the animals by their Creator) and marched
up the ramp, all by themselves.

Though this was probably a supernatural event (one that cannot be ex-
plained by our understanding of nature), compare it to the impressive mi-
gratory behavior we see in some animals today. We are still far from under-
standing all the marvelous animal behaviors exhibited in God’s creation: the
migration of Canada geese and other birds, the amazing flights of Monarch
butterflies, the annual travels of whales and fish, hibernation instincts, earth-
quake sensitivity, and countless other fascinating capabilities of God’s animal

kingdom.
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Were Dinosaurs on Noah’s Ark?

The history of God’s cre- AFTR EDEN by Dan Lietha.
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Even the largest full-grown creatures
were once small!

already extinct before the Flood.
Besides, the description of “behe-
moth” in chapter 40 of the book of Job (Job lived after the Flood) only fits
with something like a sauropod dinosaur. The ancestor of “behemoth” must
have been on board the Ark.?

We also find many dinosaurs that were trapped and fossilized in Flood
sediment. Widespread legends of encounters with dragons give another in-
dication that at least some dinosaurs survived the Flood. The only way this
could happen is if they were on the Ark.

Juveniles of even the largest land animals do not present a size prob-
lem, and, being young, they have their full breeding life ahead of them. Yet
most dinosaurs were not very large at all—some were the size of a chicken
(although absolutely no relation to birds, as many evolutionists are now
saying). Most scientists agree that the average size of a dinosaur is actually
the size of a sheep.

For example, God most likely brought Noah two young adult sauropods
(e.g., apatosaurs), rather than two full-grown sauropods. The same goes for el-
ephants, giraffes, and other animals that grow to be very large. However, there
was adequate room for most fully grown adult animals anyway.

% For some remarkable evidence that dinosaurs have lived until relatively recent

times, see chapter 12, “What Really Happened to the Dinosaurs?” Also read 7he Great
Dinosaur Mystery Solved, New Leaf Press, Green Forest, Arkansas, 2000. Also visit www.
answersingenesis.org/go/dinosaurs.
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As far as the number of different types of dinosaurs, it should be recognized
that, although there are hundreds of names for different varieties (species) of
dinosaurs that have been discovered, there are probably only about 50 actual

different kinds.

How Could Noah Fit All the Animals on the Ark?

And of every living thing of all flesh you shall bring two of every sort
into the ark, to keep them alive with you; they shall be male and female

(Genesis 6:19).

In the book Noahs Ark: A Feasibility Study”, creationist researcher John
Woodmorappe suggests that, at most, 16,000 animals were all that were
needed to preserve the created kinds that God brought into the Ark.

The Ark did not need to carry every kind of animal—nor did God com-
mand it. It carried only air-breathing, land-dwelling animals, creeping things,
and winged animals such as birds. Aquatic life (fish, whales, etc.) and many
amphibious creatures could have survived in sufficient numbers outside the
Ark. This cuts down significantly the total number of animals that needed to
be on board.

Another factor which greatly reduces the space requirements is the fact
that the tremendous variety in species we see today did not exist in the days of
Noah. Only the parent “kinds” of these species were required to be on board
in order to repopulate the earth.’ For example, only two dogs were needed to
give rise to all the dog species that exist today.

Creationist estimates for the maximum number of animals that
would have been necessary to come on board the Ark have ranged from
a few thousand to 35,000, but they may be as few as two thousand
if the biblical kind is approximately the same as the modern family
classification.

* J. Woodmorappe, Noah’s Ark: A Feasibility Study, Institute for Creation Research, Santee,
California, 2003.

> Here’s one example: more than 200 different breeds of dogs exist today, from the miniature
poodle to the St. Bernard—all of which have descended from one original dog “kind” (as
have the wolf, dingo, etc.). Many other types of animals—cat kind, horse kind, cow kind,
etc.—have similarly been naturally and selectively bred to achieve the wonderful variation
in species that we have today. God “programmed” this variety into the genetic code of

all animal kinds—even humankind! God also made it impossible for the basic “kinds” of
animals to breed and reproduce with each other. For example, cats and dogs cannot breed to
make a new type of creature. This is by God’s design, and it is one fact that makes evolution
impossible.
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As stated before, Noah wouldn’t have taken the largest animals onto the
Ark; it is more likely he took juveniles aboard the Ark to repopulate the earth
after the Flood was over. These younger animals also require less space, less
food, and have less waste.

Using a short cubit of 18 inches (46 cm) for the Ark to be conservative,
Woodmorappe’s conclusion is that “less than half of the cumulative area of
the ArK’s three decks need to have been occupied by the animals and their
enclosures.”® This meant there was plenty of room for fresh food, water, and
even many other people.

How Did Noah Care for All the Animals?

Just as God brought the animals to Noah by some form of supernatural
means, He surely also prepared them for this amazing event. Creation scien-
tists suggest that God gave the animals the ability to hibernate, as we see in
many species today. Most animals react to natural disasters in ways that were
designed to help them survive. It’s very possible many animals did hibernate,
perhaps even supernaturally intensified by God.

Whether it was supernatural or simply a normal response to the dark-
ness and confinement of a rocking ship, the fact that God told Noah to build
rooms (“gen”—literally in Hebrew “nests”) in Genesis 6:14 implies that the
animals were subdued or nesting. God also told Noah to take food for them
(Genesis 6:21), which tells us that they were not in a year-long coma either.

Were we able to walk through the Ark as it was being built, we would
undoubtedly be amazed at the ingenious systems on board for water and
food storage and distribution. As Woodmorappe explains in Noah’s Ark: A
Feasibility Study, a small group of farmers today can raise thousands of cattle
and other animals in a very small space. One can easily imagine all kinds of
devices on the Ark that would have enabled a small number of people to feed
and care for the animals, from watering to waste removal.

As Woodmorappe points out, no special devices were needed for eight
people to care for 16,000 animals. But if they existed, how would these devices
be powered? There are all sorts of possibilities. How about a plumbing system
for gravity-fed drinking water, a ventilation system driven by wind or wave
motion, or hoppers that dispense grain as the animals eat it? None of these
require higher technology than what we know existed in ancient cultures.

¢ Woodmorappe, Noahs Ark: A Feasibility Study, 16.
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And yet these cultures were likely well-short of the skill and capability of
Noah and the pre-Flood world.

How Could a Flood Destroy Every Living Thing?

And all flesh died that moved on the earth: birds and cattle and beasts
and every creeping thing that creeps on the earth, and every man. All in
whose nostrils was the breath of the spirit of life, all that was on the dry
land, died (Genesis 7:21-22).

Noah’s Flood was much more destructive than any 40-day rainstorm ever
could be. Scripture says that the “fountains of the great deep” broke open. In
other words, earthquakes, volcanoes, and geysers of molten lava and scalding
water were squeezed out of the earth’s crust in a violent, explosive upheaval.
These fountains were not stopped until 150 days into the Flood—so the earth
was literally churning underneath the waters for about five months! The dura-
tion of the Flood was extensive, and Noah and his family were aboard the Ark
for over a year.

Relatively recent local floods, volcanoes, and earthquakes—though clearly
devastating to life and land—are tiny in comparison to the worldwide catastro-
phe that destroyed “the world that then existed” (2 Peter 3:6). All land animals
and people not on board the Ark were destroyed in the floodwaters—billions of
animals were preserved in the great fossil record we see today.

How Could the Ark Survive the Flood?
The description of the Ark is very brief—Genesis 6:14-16. Those three

verses contain critical information including overall dimensions, but Noah
was almost certainly given more detail than this. Other divinely specified
constructions in the Bible are meticulously detailed, like the descriptions of
Moses’ Tabernacle or the temple in Ezekiel’s vision.

The Bible does not say the Ark was a rectangular box. In fact, Scripture
gives no clue about the shape of Noah’s Ark other than the proportions—
length, width, and depth. Ships have long been described like this without
ever implying a block-shaped hull.

Moses used the obscure term zebah, a word that is only used again
for the basket that carried baby Moses (Exodus 2:3). One was a huge
wooden ship and the other a tiny wicker basket. Both float, both rescue
life, and both are covered. But the similarity ends there. We can be quite
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sure that the baby basket did not have the same proportions as the Ark,
and Egyptian baskets of the time were typically rounded. Perhaps zebah
means “lifeboat.”

For many years biblical creationists have simply depicted the Ark as a
rectangular box. This shape helped illustrate its size while avoiding the dis-
tractions of hull curvature. It also made it easy to compare volume. By using
a short cubit and the maximum number of animal “kinds,” creationists, as
we've seen, have demonstrated how easily the Ark could fit the payload.” At
the time, space was the main issue; other factors were secondary.

However, the next phase of research investigated sea-keeping (behavior
and comfort at sea), hull strength, and stability. This began with a Korean
study performed at the world-class ship research center (KRISO) in 1992.8
The team of nine KRISO researchers was led by Dr. Hong, who is now direc-
tor-general of the research center.

The study confirmed that the Ark could handle waves as high as 98 feet
(30 m), and that the proportions of the biblical Ark are near optimal—an
interesting admission from Dr. Hong, who believes evolutionary ideas, openly
claiming “life came from the sea.” The study combined analysis, model wave
testing, and ship standards, yet the concept was simple: compare the biblical
Ark with 12 other vessels of the same volume but modified in length, width,
or depth. Three qualities were measured—stability, hull strength, and comfort.

Ship Qualities Measured in the 1992 Korean Study

While Noah’s Ark was an average performer in each quality, it was
among the best designs overall. In other words, the proportions show a
careful design balance that is easily lost when proportions are modified the
wrong way. It is no surprise that modern ships have similar proportions—
those proportions work.

Interesting to note is the fact that this study makes nonsense of the claim
that Genesis was written only a few centuries before Christ and was based on
flood legends such as the Epic of Gilgamesh. The Babylonian ark is a cube
shape, something so far from reality that even the shortest hull in the Korean

7 To read a thorough study on this research, see Noah’s Ark: A Feasibility Study by John
Woodmorappe (see Ref. 5).

8 Hong, et al., Safety Investigation of Noah’s Ark in a seaway, 77 8(1):26-36, April 1994.
www.answersingenesis.org/tj/v8/il/noah.asp.

? Seok Won Hong, Warm greetings from the Director-General of MOERI (former KRISO),
Director-General of MOERI/KORDI, www.moeri.re.kr/eng/about/about.htm.
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study was not even close. But we would expect mistakes from other flood
accounts, like that of Gilgamesh, as the account of Noah would have been
distorted as it was passed down through different cultures.

Yet one mystery remained. The Korean study did not hide the fact that
some shorter hulls slightly outperformed the biblical Noah’s Ark. Further
work by Tim Lovett, one author of this chapter, and two naval architects, Jim
King and Dr. Allen Magnuson, focused attention on the issue of broaching—
being turned sideways by the waves.

How do we know what the waves were like? If there were no waves at
all, stability, comfort, or strength would be unimportant, and the propor-
tions would not matter. A shorter hull would then be a more efhicient vol-
ume, taking less wood and less work. However, we can take clues from the
proportions of the Ark itself. The Korean study had assumed waves came
from every direction, giving shorter hulls an advantage. But real ocean
waves usually have a dominant direction due to the wind, favoring a short,
wide hull even more.

Another type of wave may also have affected the Ark during the Flood—
tsunamis. Earthquakes can create tsunamis that devastate coastlines. Howev-
er, when a tsunami travels in deep water it is imperceptible to a ship. Durmg
the Flood, the water would have = '
been very deep—there is enough
water in today’s oceans to cover
the earth to a depth of about 1.7
miles (2.7 km). The Bible states
that the Ark rose “high above the
earth” (Genesis 7:17). Launched
from high ground by the rising
floodwaters, the Ark would have
avoided the initial devastation of coastlines and low-lying areas, and remained

safe from tsunamis throughout the voyage.

After several months at sea, God sent a wind (Genesis 8:1), which could
have produced very large waves since these waves can be produced by a
strong, steady wind. Open-water testing confirms that any drifting vessel will
naturally turn side-on to the waves (broach). With waves approaching the
side of the vessel (beam sea), a long vessel like the Ark would be trapped in an
uncomfortable situation; in heavy weather it could become dangerous. This
could be overcome, however, by the vessel catching the wind (Genesis 8:1)
at the bow and catching the water at the stern—aligning itself like a wind
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vane. These features appear to have inspired a number of ancient ship designs.
Once the Ark points into the waves, the long, ship-like proportions create a
more comfortable and controlled voyage. Traveling slowly with the wind, it
had no need for speed, but the Bible does say the Ark moved about on the
surface of the waters (Genesis 7:18).

Compared to a ship-like bow and stern, blunt ends are not as strong,
have edges that are vulnerable to damage during launch and beaching, and
give a rougher ride. Since the Bible gives proportions like that of a true ship,
it makes sense that it should look and act ship-like. The above design is an
attempt to flesh out the biblical outline using real-life experiments and ar-
cheological evidence of ancient ships.

Wind catching rigid

Central (noon positioned) $in and dockhouse

skylight with 1 cubit
high combing

Skeg extends beyond
stern, a “mystery” of
ancient ships.

A proposed design for Noah's Ark, passively avoiding broaching
in wind-generated waves

While Scripture does not point out a wind-catching feature at the bow,
the abbreviated account we are given in Genesis makes no mention of drink-
ing water, the number of animals, or the way they got out of the Ark either.

Nothing in this newly depicted Ark contradicts Scripture; in fact, it
shows how accurate Scripture is!
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Where Did All the Water Come From?

In the six hundredth year of Noah’s life, in the second month, the seven-
teenth day of the month, on that day all the fountains of the great deep
were broken up, and the windows of heaven were opened. And the rain
was on the earth forty days and forty nights (Genesis 7:11-12).

The Bible tells us that water came from two sources: below the earth and
above the earth. Evidently, the source for water below the ground was in great
subterranean pools, or “fountains” of fresh water, which were broken open by
volcanic and seismic (earthquake) activity.'

Where Did All the Water Go?

And the waters receded continually from the earth. At the end of the
hundred and fifty days the waters decreased (Genesis 8:3).

Simply put, the water from the Flood is in the oceans and seas we see
today. Three-quarters of the earth’s surface is covered with water.

As even secular geologists observe, it does appear that the continents
were at one time “together” and not separated by the vast oceans of to-
day. The forces involved in the Flood were certainly sufficient to change
all of this.

Scripture indicates that God formed the ocean basins, raising the land
out of the water, so that the floodwaters returned to a safe place. (Some
theologians believe Psalm 104 may refer to this event.) Some creation sci-
entists believe this breakup of the continent was part of the mechanism that
ultimately caused the Flood."

Some have speculated, because of Genesis 10:25, that the continental
break occurred during the time of Peleg. However, this division is mentioned
in the context of the Tower of Babel’s language division of the whole earth
(Genesis 10-11). So the context points to a dividing of the languages and
people groups, not the land breaking apart.

If there were a massive movement of continents during the time of Peleg,
there would have been another worldwide flood. The Bible indicates that the
mountains of Ararat existed for the Ark to land in them (Genesis 8:4); so

10 For deeper study on this, please see Nozomi Osanai, A Comparison of Scientific Reliability,
A comparative study of the flood accounts in the Gilgamesh Epic and Genesis, www.
answersingenesis.org/go/gilgamesh.

""" See chapter 14 by Dr. Andrew Snelling for more details on this subject.
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the Indian-Australian Plate and Eurasian Plate had to have already collided,
indicating that the continents had already shifted prior to Peleg.

Was Noah’s Flood Global?

And the waters prevailed exceedingly on the earth, and all the high hills
under the whole heaven were covered. The waters prevailed fifteen cu-
bits upward, and the mountains were covered (Genesis 7:19-20).

Many Christians today claim that the Flood of Noah’s time was only
a local flood. These people generally believe in a local flood because they
have accepted the widely believed evolutionary history of the earth, which
interprets fossil layers as the history of the sequential appearance of life over
millions of years.'?

Scientists once understood the fossils, which are buried in water-
carried sediments of mud and sand, to be mostly the result of the great
Flood. Those who now accept millions of years of gradual accumulation
of fossils have, in their way of thinking, explained away the evidence for
the global Flood. Hence, many compromising Christians insist on a local
flood.

Secularists deny the possibility of a worldwide Flood at all. If they would
think from a biblical perspective, however, they would see the abundant evi-
dence for the global Flood. As someone once quipped, “I wouldn’t have seen
it if I hadn’t believed it.”

Those who accept the evolutionary timeframe, with its fossil accumula-
tion, also rob the Fall of Adam of its serious consequences. They put the
fossils, which testify of disease, suffering, and death, before Adam and Eve
sinned and brought death and suffering into the world. In doing this, they
also undermine the meaning of the death and resurrection of Christ. Such a
scenario also robs all meaning from God’s description of His finished creation
as “very good.”

If the Flood only affected the area of Mesopotamia, as some claim, why
did Noah have to build an Ark? He could have walked to the other side of the
mountains and escaped. Most importantly, if the Flood were local, people not
living in the vicinity of the Flood would not have been affected by it. They
would have escaped God’s judgment on sin.

12" For compelling evidence that the earth is not billions of years old, read 7he Young
Earth by Dr. John Morris and Thousands, not Billions by Dr. Don DeYoung; also see www.
answersingenesis.org/go/young.
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A local Flood?

In addition, Jesus believed that the Flood killed every person not on
the Ark. What else could Christ mean when He likened the coming world
judgment to the judgment of “all” men in the days of Noah (Matthew
24:37-39)?

In 2 Peter 3, the coming judgment by fire is likened to the former judg-
ment by water in Noah’s Flood. A partial judgment in Noah’s day, therefore,
would mean a partial judgment to come.

If the Flood were only local, how could the waters rise to 20 feet (6
m) above the mountains (Genesis 7:20)? Water seeks its own level; it could
not rise to cover the local mountains while leaving the rest of the world
untouched.

Even what is now Mt. Everest was once covered with water and up-
lifted afterward.’® If we even out the ocean basins and flatten out the
mountains, there is enough water to cover the entire earth by about 1.7

'3 Mount Everest is more than 5 miles (8 km) high. How, then, could the Flood have
covered “all the mountains under the whole heaven?” Before the Flood, the mountains

were not so high. The mountains today were formed only towards the end of, and after,

the Flood by collision of the tectonic plates and the associated up-thrusting. In support of
this, the layers that form the uppermost parts of Mt. Everest are themselves composed of
fossil-bearing, water-deposited layers. For more on this, see Chapter 14 on catastrophic plate
tectonics.
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miles (2.7 km)."* Also important to note is that, with the leveling out of
the oceans and mountains, the Ark would not have been riding at the
height of the current Mt. Everest, thus no need for such things as oxygen
masks either.

There’s more. If the Flood were a local flood, God would have repeatedly
broken His promise never to send such a flood again. God put a rainbow in
the sky as a covenant between God and man and the animals that He would
never repeat such an event. There have been huge local floods in recent times
(e.g., in Bangladesh); but never has there been another global Flood that
killed all life on the land.

Where 1s the Evidence in the Earth for Noah’s Flood?

For this they willingly forget: that by the word of God the heavens were
of old, and the earth standing out of water and in the water, by which
the world that then existed perished, being flooded with water (2 Peter
3:5-6).
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Secular history Biblical history

Evidence of Noah’s Flood can be seen all over the earth, from seabeds to
mountaintops. Whether you travel by car, train, or plane, the physical fea-
tures of the earth’s terrain clearly indicate a catastrophic past, from canyons
and craters to coal beds and caverns. Some layers of strata extend across con-
tinents, revealing the effects of a huge catastrophe.

" A.R. Wallace, Mans Place in the Universe, McClure, Phillips & Co, New York, 1903,
225-226; www.wku.edu/~smithch/wallace/S728-3.htm.
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The earth’s crust has massive amounts of layered sedimentary rock,
sometimes miles (kilometers) deep! These layers of sand, soil, and material—
mostly laid down by water—were once soft like mud, but they are now hard
stone. Encased in these sedimentary layers are billions of dead things (fossils
of plants and animals) buried very quickly. The evidence all over the earth is
staring everyone in the face.

Where Is Noah’s Ark Today?

Then the ark rested in the seventh month, the seventeenth day of the
month, on the mountains of Ararat (Genesis 8:4).

The Ark landed in mountains. The ancient name for these mountains
could refer to several areas in the Middle East, such as Mt. Ararat in Turkey
or other mountain ranges in neighboring countries.

Mt. Ararat has attracted the most attention because it has permanent
ice, and some people report to have seen the Ark. Many expeditions have
searched for the Ark there. There is no conclusive evidence of the Ark’s loca-
tion or survival; after all, it landed on the mountains about 4,500 years ago.
Also it could easily have deteriorated, been destroyed, or been used as lumber
by Noah and his descendants.

Some scientists and Bible scholars, though, believe the Ark could in-
deed be preserved—perhaps to be providentially revealed at a future time as
a reminder of the past judgment and the judgment to come, although the
same could be said for things like the Ark of the Covenant or other biblical
icons. Jesus said, “If they do not hear Moses and the prophets, neither will
they be persuaded though one rise from the dead” (Luke 16:31).

The Ark is unlikely to have survived without supernatural intervention,
but this is neither promised nor expected from Scripture. However, it is a
good idea to check if it still exists.

Why Did God Destroy the Earth That He Had Made?

Then the Lord saw that the wickedness of man was great in the earth,
and that every intent of the thoughts of his heart was only evil continu-
ally. But Noah found grace in the eyes of the Lord (Genesis 6:5, 8).

These verses speak for themselves. Every human being on the face of the
earth had turned after the wickedness in their own hearts, but Noah, because
of his righteousness before God, was spared from God’s judgment, along with
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his wife, their sons, and their wives. As a result of man’s wickedness, God sent
judgment on all mankind. As harsh as the destruction was, no living person
was without excuse.

God also used the Flood to separate and to purify those who believed in
Him from those who didn’t. Throughout history and throughout the Bible,
this cycle has taken place time after time: separation, purification, judgment,
and redemption.

Without God and without a true knowledge and understanding of Scrip-
ture, which provides the true history of the world, man is doomed to repeat
the same mistakes over and over again.

How 1Is Christ like the Ark?

For the Son of Man has come to save that which was lost (Matthew
18:11).

As God’s Son, the Lord Jesus Christ is like Noah’s Ark. Jesus came to
seek and to save the lost. Just as Noah and his family were saved by the Ark,
rescued by God from the floodwaters, so anyone who believes in Jesus as
Lord and Savior will be spared from the coming final judgment of mankind,
rescued by God from the fire that will destroy the earth after the last days
(2 Peter 3:7).

Noah and his family had to go through a doorway into the Ark to be
saved, and the Lord shut the door behind them (Genesis 7:16). So we too
have to go through a “doorway” to be saved so that we won't be eternally
separated from God. The Son of God, Jesus, stepped into history to pay the
penalty for our sin of rebellion. Jesus said, “I am the door. If anyone enters by
Me, he will be saved, and will go in and out and find pasture” (John 10:9).
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How Did Animals Spread
All Over the World from
Where the Ark Landed?

PAUL F. TAYLOR

An issue often used in an attempt to beat biblical creationists over the
head is the worldwide distribution of animals. Such a distribution, say
critics, proves that there could never have been a global Flood or an Ark. If
the Ark landed somewhere in the Middle East, then all the animals would
have disembarked at that point, including animals that we do not find in the
Middle East today, or in the fossil record in that area. How did kangaroos
get to Australia, or kiwis to New Zealand? How did polar bears get to North
America and penguins to Antarctica?

Not a Science Textbook

Skeptics often claim, “The Bible is not a science textbook.” This, of course,
is true—because science textbooks change every year, whereas the Bible is the
unchanging Word of God—the God who cannot lie. Nevertheless, the Bible
can be relied upon when it touches on every scientific issue, including ecolo-
gy. It is the Bible that gives us the big picture. Within this big picture, we can
build scientific models that help us explain how past events may have come
about. Such models should be held to lightly, but the Scripture to which they
refer is inerrant. That is to say future research may cast doubt on an actual
model, without casting doubt on Scripture.

With this in mind, the question needs to be asked, “Is there a Bible-
based model that we can use to help explain how animals might have
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migrated from where the Ark landed to where they live today?” The

answer is yes.

The Hard Facts

A biblical model of animal migration obviously must start with the Bible.

From Genesis we can glean the following pertinent facts:

1.

“And of every living thing of all flesh you shall bring two of every sort into
the ark, to keep them alive with you; they shall be male and female. Of
the birds after their kind, of animals after their kind, and of every creep-
ing thing of the earth after its kind, two of every kind will come to you to
keep them alive” (Genesis 6:19-20). The Bible is clear that representatives
of all the kinds of air-breathing land animals and birds were present on the
Ark. A technical term used by some creation scientists for these kinds is
baramin—derived from the Hebrew words for created kind. Within these
baramins is all the information necessary to produce all current species.
For example, it is unlikely that the Ark contained two lions and two tigers.
It is more likely that it contained two feline animals, from which lions,
tigers, and other cat-like creatures have developed.

Another lesson from Genesis 6:20 is that the animals came to Noah. He
did not have to go and catch them. Therefore, this preservation of the
world’s fauna was divinely controlled. It was God’s intention that the
fauna be preserved. The animals’ recolonization of the land masses was
therefore determined by God, and not left to chance.

“Then the ark rested in the seventh month, the seventeenth day of the
month, on the mountains of Ararat” (Genesis 8:4). The Bible is clear
that the Ark landed in the region of Ararat, but much debate has ensued
over whether this is the same region as the locality of the present-day
mountain known as Ararat. This issue is of importance, as we shall see.
The Bible uses the plural “mountains.” It is unlikely that the Ark rested
on a point on the top of a mountain, in the manner often illustrated in
children’s picture books. Rather, the landing would have been among the
mountainous areas of western Turkey, where present-day Mount Ararat
is located, and eastern Iran, where the range extends.

It was God’s will that the earth be recolonized. “Then God spoke to Noah,

saying, ‘Go out of the ark, you and your wife, and your sons and your
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sons wives with you. Bring out with you every living thing of all flesh

that is with you: birds and cattle and every creeping thing that creeps
on the earth, so that they may abound on the earth, and be fruitful and
multiply on the earth.” So Noah went out, and his sons and his wife and
his sons’ wives with him. Every animal, every creeping thing, every bird,
and whatever creeps on the earth, according to their families, went out
of the ark” (Genesis 8:15-19). The abundance and multiplication of the
animals was also God’s will.

The biblical principles that we can establish then are that, after the Flood,
God desired the ecological reconstruction of the world, including its vulner-
able animal kinds, and the animals must have spread out from a mountainous
region known as Ararat.

The construction of any biblical model of recolonization must include
these principles. The model suggested on the following pages is constructed
in good faith, to explain the observed facts through the “eyeglasses” of the
Bible. The Bible is inspired, but our scientific models are not. If we subse-
quently find the model to be untenable, this would not shake our commit-
ment to the absolute authority of Scripture.

The model uses the multiplication of dogs as an example of how animals
could have quickly repopulated the earth. Two dogs came off Noah’s Ark and
began breeding more dogs. Within a relatively short time period, there would
be an incredible number of dogs of all sorts of different shapes and sizes.

These dogs then began to spread out from the Ararat region to all parts
of the globe.
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Modern Recolonizations

tion of variations within a kind is the
same with the many other kinds of

One final comment must be
made in this section. As I have used
the word recolonization several times,
I must emphasize that I am not re-
ferring to the so-called Recolonization

Theory. This theory will be discussed

One accusation thrown at biblical creationists is that kangaroos could

not have hopped to Australia, because there are no fossils of kangaroos on

the way. But the expectation of such fossils is a presuppositional error. Such

an expectation is predicated on the assumption that fossils form gradu-

ally and inevitably from animal populations. In fact, fossilization is by no

means inevitable. It usually requires sudden, rapid burial. Otherwise the

bones would decompose before permineralization. One ought likewise to

ask why it is that, despite the fact that millions of bison used to roam the

prairies of North America, hardly any bison fossils are found there. Simi-

larly, lion fossils are not found in Israel even though we know that lions

once lived there.

Comparisons can be made with more modern recolonizations. For exam-

ple, the Encyclopadia Britannica has the following to say about Surtsey Island

and Krakatoa and the multiplication of species.

Six months after the eruption of a volcano on the island of Surtsey off
the coast of Iceland in 1963, the island had been colonized by a few
bacteria, molds, insects, and birds. Within about a year of the eruption
of a volcano on the island of Krakatoa in the tropical Pacific in 1883,
a few grass species, insects, and vertebrates had taken hold. On both
Surtsey and Krakatoa, only a few decades had elapsed before hundreds
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of species reached the islands. Not all species are able to take hold and
become permanently established, but eventually the island communities
stabilize into a dynamic equilibrium.

There is little secret, therefore, how nonflying animals may have travelled
to the outer parts of the world after the Flood. Many of them could have
floated on vast floating logs, left-overs from the massive pre-Flood forests that
were ripped up during the Flood and likely remained afloat for many decades
on the world’s oceans, transported by world currents. Others could later have
been taken by people. Savolainen et al., have suggested, for example, that
all Australian dingoes are descended from a single female domesticated dog
from Southeast Asia.> A third explanation of possible later migration is that
animals could have crossed land bridges. This is, after all, how it is supposed
by evolutionists that many animals and people migrated from Asia to the
Americas—over a land bridge at the Bering Straits. For such land bridges to
have existed, we may need to assume that sea levels were lower in the post-
Flood period—an assumption based on a biblical model of the Ice Age.

Ice Age

As Michael Oard, a retired meteorologist and Ice Age researcher, has sug-
gested in chapter 16, an Ice Age may have followed closely after the Flood. In
his detailed analysis, Oard proposed a mechanism of how the rare conditions
required to form an Ice Age may have been triggered by the Flood, and shows
how this explains the field evidence for an Ice Age.?

Severe climatic changes could have been the catalyst that encouraged cer-
tain species to migrate in certain directions. These severe changes could also
have accounted for some of the many extinctions that occurred. Additionally,
Oard’s studies provide a model for how land bridges could have developed.

Oard has pointed out that certain observed features from the Ice
Age cause problems for the evolutionist, not the creationist. Thus,
a creationist explanation of the Ice Age better explains the facts. An
example of such an issue is that of disharmonious associations of fossils—

' Encyclopadia Britannica, www.britannica.com/eb/article-70601.

2 P. Savolainen et al., A detailed picture of the origin of the Australian dingo, obtained from
the study of mitochondrial DNA, PNAS (Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences
of the United States of America) 101:12387-12390, August 2004.

% Oard has published many articles in journals and on the AiG and ICR websites on these
issues. For a detailed account of his findings, see his book: M. Oard, An Ice Age Caused by the
Genesis Flood, Institute for Creation Research, El Cajon, California, 2002.
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fossils of creatures normally associated with different conditions (such
as creatures with a preference for hot and cold climates) being found in
close proximity.

One of the more puzzling problems for uniformitarian theories of the ice
age is disharmonious associations of fossils, in which species from different
climatic regimes are juxtaposed. For example, a hippopotamus fossil found
together with a reindeer fossil.*

Oard suggests that even with present topography, a number of significant
land bridges would have existed to facilitate migrations if the sea level were
only 180 ft (55 m) below current levels. However, there is even evidence that
the land in some places where land bridges would be necessary could have
been higher still. Thus, land bridges facilitated by the Ice Age constitute a
serious model to explain how some migrations could have been possible.

Some still remain skeptical about the idea of land bridges all the way
to Australia. Nevertheless, by a combination of methods that we see today,
including land bridges, there are rational explanations as to how animals may
have reached the far corners of the world. Of course, we were not there at the
time to witness how this migration may have happened, but those adhering
to a biblical worldview can be certain that animals obviously did get to far
places, and that there are rational ways in which it could have happened.

We should therefore have no problem accepting the Bible as true. Cre-
ationist scientific models of animal migration are equally as valid as evolu-
tionary models, if not more so. The reason such models are rejected is that
they do not fit in with the orthodox, secular evolutionary worldview.

It is not a problem for us to rationalize why certain animals do not appear
in certain parts of the world. Why, for example, does Australia have such an un-
usual fauna, including so many marsupials? Marsupials are, of course, known
elsewhere in the world. For example, opossums are found in North and South
America, and fossilized marsupials have been found elsewhere. But in many
places, climatic changes and other factors could lead to their extinction.

The lack of great marsupials in other continents need be no more of a
problem than the lack of dinosaurs. As with many species today, they just
died out—a reminder of a sin-cursed world. One proposed theory is that
marsupials—because they bore their young in pouches—were able to travel
farther and faster than mammals that had to stop to care for their young.

4 Tbid, p. 80.
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They were able to establish themselves in far-flung Australia before competi-
tors reached the continent.

Similar statements could be made about the many unusual bird species in
New Zealand, on islands from which mammals were absent until the arrival
of European settlers.

Recolonization Theory

The most logical interpretation of the biblical record of the Flood
and its aftermath would seem to suggest that the animals disembarked
and then recolonized the planet. Comparisons with modern migrations
and incidents such as Surtsey have suggested that this recolonization
need not have taken long. A plain reading of Scripture suggests that the
Ark landed in the mountains of Ararat, most likely in the region of mod-
ern Turkey and Central Asia. It is also our contention that the significant
quantity of death represented by the fossil record is best understood by
reference to the Genesis Flood (i.e., the majority of fossils formed as a
result of the Flood).

More recently, a theory has developed among certain creationists in the
UK and Europe which suggests that the fossil record is actually a record not
of catastrophe but of processes occurring during recolonization. This theory
is called the Recolonization Theory.”

Proponents of this theory suggest that the Flood completely obliterated
the earth’s previous crust so that none of the present fossils were caused by it.
To accommodate fossilization processes, Recolonization Theory suggests that
the age of the earth be stretched by a few thousand years. Some advocates of
this view suggest an age of about 8,000 years for the earth, while others sug-
gest figures as high as 20,000 years.

A detailed criticism of Recolonization Theory has previously been
published by McIntosh, Edmondson, and Taylor,® and another by Holt.”

> Spelled “Recolonisation” in the UK, which is where the theory began.

¢ A.C. McIntosh, T. Edmondson, and S. Taylor, Flood Models: The need for an integrated
approach, 77 14(1):52-59, April 2000; A.C. Mclntosh, T. Edmondson, and S. Taylor,
Genesis and Catastrophe, 77 14(1):101-109, April 2000. Recolonizers’ disagreements with
these article were answered in A.C. Mclntosh, T. Edmondson, and S. Taylor, McIntosh,
Taylor, and Edmondson reply to Flood Models, 77 14(3):80-82, 2000, available online at
www.answersingenesis.org/tj/v14/i3/flood_reply.asp.

7 R. Holt, Evidence for a Late Cainozoic Flood/post-Flood Boundary, T] 10(1):128-168, April
1996.
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The principal error of this view is that it starts from supposed scientific
anomalies, such as the fossil record, rather than from Scripture. This has led
to the proposals among some Recolonizers, but not all, that there must be
gaps in the genealogies recorded in Genesis 5 and 11, even though there is no
need for such gaps. Indeed the suggestion of gaps in these genealogies causes
further doctrinal problems.®

Even the views of those Recolonizers who do not expand the genealo-
gies contain possible seeds of compromise. Because the Recolonizers accept
the geologic column, and because the Middle East has a great deal of what
is called Cretaceous rock, it follows that the Middle East would need to be
submerged after the Flood, at the very time of the Tower of Babel events in
Genesis 11. This has led some of the Recolonizers to speculate that the Ark
actually landed in Africa, and therefore, that continent was the host to the
events of Genesis 11 and 12. This would seem to be a very weak position
exegetically and historically. Such exegetical weaknesses led Professor Andy
Mclntosh and his colleagues to comment, “Their science is driving their in-
terpretation of Scripture, and not the other way round.”

Conclusions

We must not be downhearted by critics and their frequent accusations
against the Bible. We must not be surprised that so many people will believe
all sorts of strange things, whatever the logic.

Starting from our presupposition that the Bible’s account is true, we
have seen that scientific models can be developed to explain the post-Flood
migration of animals. These models correspond to observed data and are
consistent with the Bible’s account. It is notable that opponents of biblical
creationism use similar models in their evolutionary explanations of animal
migrations. While amodel may eventually be superseded, itisimportant to note
that such biblically consistent models exist. In any event, we have confidence
in the scriptural account, finding it to be accurate and authoritative.!® The
fact of animal migration around the world is illustrative of the goodness and
graciousness of God, who provided above and beyond our needs.

8 For more on this, see www.answersingenesis.org/articles/am/v1/n2/who-begat-whom.

> A.C. McIntosh, T. Edmondson, and S. Taylor, McIntosh, Taylor, and Edmondson reply to
Flood Models, 77 14(3):80-82, 2000.

1% John Woodmorappe has documented various detailed scientific models pertaining to the
Ark, pre-Flood, and post-Flood issues in his book Noah’s Ark: A Feasibility Study, Institute for
Creation Research, El Cajon, California, 1996.
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What Really Happened to
the Dinosaurs?

KEN HAM

D inosaurs are used more than almost anything else to indoctrinate
children and adults in the idea of millions of years of earth history.
However, the Bible gives us a framework for explaining dinosaurs in terms
of thousands of years of history, including the mystery of when they lived
and what happened to them. Two key texts are Genesis 1:24-25 and Job
40:15-24.

Are Dinosaurs a Mystery?

Many think that the existence of dinosaurs and their demise is shrouded
in such mystery that we may never know the truth about where they came
from, when they lived, and what happened to them. However, dinosaurs are
only a mystery ifyou accept the evolutionary story of their history.

According to evolutionists: Dinosaurs first evolved around 235 million
years ago, long before man evolved." No human being ever lived with di-
nosaurs. Their history is recorded in the fossil layers on earth, which were
deposited over millions of years. They were so successful as a group of animals
that they eventually ruled the earth. However, around 65 million years ago,

' J. Horner and D. Lessem, 7he Complete T. Rex, Simon & Schuster, New York, 1993,

18; M. Norell, E. Gaffney and L. Dingus, Discovering Dinosaurs in the American Museum of
Natural History, Nevraumont Publ., New York, 1995, 17, says that the oldest dinosaur fossil is
dated at 228 million years.
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something happened to change all of this—the dinosaurs disappeared. Most
evolutionists believe some sort of cataclysmic event, such as an asteroid im-
pact, killed them. But many evolutionists claim that some dinosaurs evolved
into birds, and thus they are not extinct but are flying around us even today.”

There is no mystery surrounding dinosaurs if you accept the Bible’s rotally dif-
ferent account of dinosaur history.

According to the Bible: Dinosaurs first existed around 6,000 years ago.’
God made the dinosaurs, along with the other land animals, on Day 6 of the
Creation Week (Genesis 1:20-25, 31). Adam and Eve were also made on
Day 6—so dinosaurs lived at the same time as people, not separated by eons
of time.

Dinosaurs could not have died out before people appeared because dinosaurs

had not previously existed; and death, bloodshed, disease, and suffering are a result
of Adam’s sin (Genesis 1:29-30; Romans 5:12, 14; 1 Corinthians 15:21-22).

> D. Gish, Evolution: the Fossils Still Say No! Institute for Creation Research, El Cajon,
California, 1995, 129, discusses evolutionists’ views from a creationist position; Norell et
al., Discovering Dinosaurs in the American Museum of Natural History, 2: “Dinosaurs belong
to a group called Archosauria ... . The living Archosauria are the twenty-one extant crocodiles
and alligators, along with the more than ten thousand species of living theropod dinosaurs
(birds).”

* J. Morris, The Young Earth, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas, 1994; H. Morris, 7he
Genesis Record, Baker Book House, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1976, 42—46. On the biblical
chronology, see J. Ussher, The Annals of the World, Master Books, Green Forest, Arkansas,
2003; original published in 1658.
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Representatives of all the kinds of air-breathing land animals, including
the dinosaur kinds, went aboard Noah’s Ark. All those left outside the Ark
died in the cataclysmic circumstances of the Flood, and many of their re-
mains became fossils.

After the Flood, around 4,300 years ago, the remnant of the land animals,
including dinosaurs, came off the Ark and lived in the present world, along
with people. Because of sin, the judgments of the Curse and the Flood have
greatly changed earth. Post-Flood climatic change, lack of food, disease, and
man’s activities caused many types of animals to become extinct. The dinosaurs,
like many other creatures, died out. Why the big mystery about dinosaurs?
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Why Such Different Views?

How can there be such totally different explanations for dinosaurs?
Whether one is an evolutionist or accepts the Bible’s account of history,
the evidence for dinosaurs is the same. All scientists have the same facts—
they have the same world, the same fossils, the same living creatures, the
same universe.

If the “facts” are the same, then how can the explanations be so different?
The reason is that scientists have only the present—dinosaur fossils exist only
in the present—but scientists are trying to connect the fossils in the present
to the past. They ask, “What happened in history to bring dinosaurs into
existence, wipe them out, and leave many of them fossilized?”

The science that addresses such issues is known as historical or origins
science, and it differs from the operational science that gives us computers,
inexpensive food, space exploration, electricity, and the like. Origins science
deals with the past, which is not accessible to direct experimentation, whereas
operational science deals with how the world works in the here and now,
which, of course, is open to repeatable experiments. Because of difficulties in
reconstructing the past, those who study fossils (paleontologists) have diverse
views on dinosaurs.’ As has been said, “Paleontology (the study of fossils) is
much like politics: passions run high, and it’s easy to draw very different con-

clusions from the same set of facts.”®

* M. Benton, Dinosaurs: An A~Z Guide, Derrydale Books, New York, 1988, 10-11.

> Benton, Dinosaurs: An A-Z Guide. See also D. Lambert and the Diagram Group, 7he
Dinosaur Data Book, Avon Books, New York, 1990, 10-35; Norell, ¢t al., Discovering
Dinosaurs in the American Museum of Natural History, 62—69; V. Sharpton and P. Ward, Eds.,
Global Catastrophes in Earth History, The Geological Society of America, Special Paper 247,
1990.

¢ M. Lemonick, Parenthood, dino-style, Time, p. 48, January 8, 1996.
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A paleontologist who believes the record in the Bible, which claims to
be the Word of God,” will come to different conclusions than an atheist who
rejects the Bible. Willful denial of God’s Word (2 Peter 3:3-7) lies at the root
of many disputes over historical science.

Many people think the Bible is just a book about religion or salva-
tion. It is much more than this. The Bible is the History Book of the

the Universe

Universe and tells us the future destiny of the universe as well. It gives
us an account of when time began, the main events of history, such as
the entrance of sin and death into the world, the time when the whole
surface of the globe was destroyed by water, the giving of different lan-
guages at the Tower of Babel, the account of the Son of God coming as
a man, His death and Resurrection, and the new heavens and earth to
come.

Ultimately, there are only two ways of thinking: starting with the revela-
tion from God (the Bible) as foundational to #// thinking (including biology,
history, and geology), resulting in a Christian worldview; or starting with man’s
beliefs (for example, the evolutionary story) as foundational to all thinking,
resulting in a secular worldview.

Most Christians have been indoctrinated through the media and educa-
tion system to think in a secular way. They tend to take secular thinking zo
the Bible, instead of using the Bible to build their thinking (Romans 12:1-2;
Ephesians 4:20-24).

7 Psalm 78:5; 2 Timothy 3:14-17; and 2 Peter 1:19-21. God, who inspired the writing, has
always existed, is perfect and never lies (Titus 1:2).
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The Bible says, “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of knowledge” (Proverbs
1:7) and “the fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom” (Proverbs 9:10).

If one begins with an evolutionary view of history (for which there were
no witnesses or written record), then this way of thinking will be used to ex-
plain the evidence that exists in the present. Thus, we have the evolutionary
explanation for dinosaurs above.

But if one begins with the biblical view of history from the written record
of an eyewitness (God) to all events of history, then a totally different way of
thinking, based on this, will be used to explain the same evidence. Thus, we
have the biblical explanation given above.

Dinosaur History

Fossil bones of dinosaurs are found around the world. Many of these finds
consist of just fragments of bones, but some nearly complete skeletons have been
found. Scientists have been able to describe many different types of dinosaurs
based on distinctive characteristics, such as the structure of the skull and limbs.®

Where Did Dinosaurs Come From?

The Bible tells us that God created different kinds of land animals on Day
6 of Creation Week (Genesis 1:24-25). Because dinosaurs were land animals,
this must have included the dinosaur kinds.’

Al . }' A 4 <
TR T »r
"‘Pihosaurs

Secular history Biblical history

8 D. Lambert, A Field Guide to Dinosaurs, Avon Books, New York, 1983, 17.
? If some dinosaurs were aquatic, then these would have been created on Day 5 of Creation
Week.
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Evolutionists claim that dinosaurs evolved from some reptile that had
originally evolved from amphibians. But they cannot point to any clear tran-
sitional (in-between) forms to substantiate their argument. Dinosaur family
trees in evolutionary books show many distinct types of dinosaurs, but only
hypothetical lines join them up to some common ancestor. The lines are dot-
ted because there is 70 fossil evidence. Evolutionists simply cannot prove their
belief in a nondinosaur ancestor for dinosaurs.

What Did Dinosaurs Look Like?

Scientists generally do not dig up a dinosaur with all its flesh intact. Even
if they found 4// the bones, they still would have less than 40 percent of the
animal to work out what it originally looked like. The bones do not tell the
color of the animal, for example, although some fossils of skin impressions
have been found, indicating the skin texture. As there is some diversity of
color among reptil