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I. Preface to this Section

a. An “in-house” debate 

i. recent decades a growing debate has erupted within Christian circles over whether or not the text of Genesis can or should be interpreted to fit evolutionary theory and its long timescale

ii. often described as the debate between “old earth” and “young earth” creationists

b. The Two Views

i. What they share

1. both the “old earth” view and the “young earth” view affirm Judeo-Christianity and Judeo-Christian scripture, 

ii. Differences

1. Old Earth Creationism – interpret the Genesis creation week in terms of long ages of time during which evolutionary processes occur

a. Not just biological evolution

2. Young Earth Creationists – interpret the Genesis creation week in terms of literal, 24-hour days that occurred about 6,000 (in some cases 10,000) years ago

c. Content of the debate

i. whether or not the text of Judeo-Christian scripture allows any room for evolutionary theory or the evolutionary timescale. 

ii. Consequently, this portion deals with the hermeneutic, or textual, evidence in the scripture. 

d. A related study

i. it should also be noted that additional evidence against any incorporation of evolution into the Judeo-Christian worldview, including “old earth” view, also comes in the study on evolutionary theory 

1. that study demonstrates that evolutionary theory is really not a functioning theory

2. ultimately there is no empirical evidence to support evolutionary theory in the first place. 

3. Therefore, there is no reason to incorporate evolution or its timescale in the Judeo-Christian worldview or scripture. 

II. Introduction: Properly Framing the Debate

a. Defining concepts

i. In reality, science and the Bible fall into two different categories. 

1. we do not mean that the Bible and science are two alternate approaches to truth. 

a. Such a perception places the Bible and science within the same category, the category of “approaches to truth” 

ii. 2 Categories

1. Data Sets – 

a. Instead, what we are saying is that the Bible and science are items that are not even in the same category. 

i. Categorically speaking, like any historical records, the historical accounts recorded in the Bible are a truth source, a set of data or information. 

ii. Similarly, the fossil record or the geologic features of the earth, for example, are also a truth source, a set of data or information. 

2. Methods of Discovering and Interpreting Data 

a. On the other hand, the term "science" primarily refers to a method of truth discovery or analysis. 

3. Conclusions

a. Consequently, the Judeo-Christian scriptures along with the fossil record and geologic features fall into an entirely different category than the concept “science.” 

i. Items like the Judeo-Christian scripture, the fossil record, and geologic features are all data sets. 

ii. Science is a method of discovering and analyzing data. 

iii. What the word “science” conveys

1. Different areas or fields of science

a. When we hear the word "science" we think of natural sciences such as biology or chemistry or physics

i. but this is an inaccurate perception of the term because it is too narrow
b. the term is much more inclusive than just natural sciences and includes anything from psychology to theology including hermeneutics. 

i. Hermeneutics, which is the science of Biblical interpretation, is just as much a "science" as the natural sciences of biology or physics. 

ii. And like the natural sciences, hermeneutics has its own set of rules of analysis, including grammar, vocabulary, context, historic context, etc. 

iii. The difference between hermeneutic science and the natural sciences is the data set to which they are applied. 

1. Hermeneutics is the science applied to interpreting the Bible. 

a. Natural sciences are the sciences applied to interpreting data found in nature. 

iv. (For more information on the rules of Bible interpretation, please see our outline entitled, “Hermeneutic Systems and the Grammatical Historical Method” under the “Foundations of Our Theology and Hermeneutics” Section of our In-Depth Studies page.)

2. Science as a body of knowledge or understanding

a. the term "science" is also used to refer to the current level of understanding produced by the scientific method. 

i. Again, when we hear the word “science” in this sense, we still generally think of the current level of understanding in such areas as biology, chemistry, and physics. 

ii. But again, this is too narrow of a definition. 

b. Technically, "science" in this sense refers to the current level of understanding generated in any field through scientific means, including hermeneutics. 

i. Therefore, we can refer to knowledge acquired through hermeneutic science as "scientific knowledge" in the same way that we do with knowledge acquired through the natural sciences. 

c. Consequently, both current hermeneutic knowledge and the current knowledge obtained from the natural sciences are components of the larger category known as modern scientific knowledge.

iv. Common Misperceptions Refuted 

1. In light of these clarifications, it is simply incorrect to view this debate over creation as: 

a. a debate between "science and the Bible" 

b. or as a debate between “scientific knowledge and the Bible.” 

2. In reality, science is used by both sides and both sides have a body of knowledge that has been produced by the application of scientific methodology. 

b. Hermeneutics, the Science of Textual Data

i. Since the “old earth” vs. “young earth” creationism debate is over how to interpret scripture, only hermeneutic science can be applied. 

ii. Contrasting Old-Earth Interpretive Methodology

1. In the “old earth” vs. “young earth” debate over the meaning of scripture, “old earth” creationists at times make the argument that the text of scripture should be interpreted not simply by means of the science of textual interpretation (hermeneutics). 

2. Specifically, old earth creationists often argue that the text of scripture must be interpreted in accordance with the understanding of evolutionary biology, evolutionary geology, evolutionary astronomy, and evolutionary physics that is currently popular. 

3. And, old earth creationists believe that the evolutionary understanding in these areas is so important that scripture’s meaning is ultimately revealed by modern evolutionary understanding even when the resulting interpretation of scripture completely contradicts the scientific rules for textual interpretation. 

4. In other words, for old earth creationists things like vocabulary, grammar, context, and historic context are all secondary when it comes to what the meaning of a text is. 

5. The meaning of the text is ultimately determined by current evolutionary understanding. 

iii. Limited Options

1. However, if the rules for interpreting a text dictate a certain meaning and that meaning contradicts other established evidence, then the correct procedure is to conclude that the text is simply wrong.

2.  It is incorrect procedure to take the text and “reinterpret” it against the rules textual interpretation just to get it to fit with the established evidence. 

a. That procedure is plain and simple data tampering. 

b. By definition, this is bad hermeneutic science and simply bad science in general because it forces these interpreters to arrange the words of scripture until they have created their desired interpretation. 

3. Therefore, scientifically speaking, it is inappropriate to adjust hermeneutic evidence to support modern, natural evolutionary theory. 

a. If hermeneutic science dictates a meaning for the text of scripture which is incompatible with evolutionary theory, then at least one of the two is incorrect. 

b. That is the only scientific conclusion and that it’s the only conclusion that can be reached from a scientific approach. 

iv. An Important Clarification

1. Notice that we acknowledge the possibility of a contradiction between evolutionary theory and the Bible 

a. NOT a possible contradiction between science and the Bible and not the possibility of a contradiction between physical reality and the Bible. 

2. Evolutionary theory is NOT science itself. 

a. Nor is evolutionary theory synonymous with the actual, physical evidence. 

b. Evolutionary theory is simply one scientific theory and it is simply one interpretation of the evidence. 

3. Consequently, we are not suggesting the possibility that the Bible might be right and physical reality wrong. 

a. If physical reality, observable reality really did contradict what the Bible says, then Christians would have to admit that the Bible is not an accurate portrayal of reality. 

b. It would be an error to reject physical reality to instead embrace a false view of reality, no matter what the source of that false view of reality is. 

4. On the other hand, we are addressing a potential conflict between the Bible and evolutionary theory, in which case either one could theoretically be incorrect. 

a. And we will have to weigh the evidence and arguments to determine which.

c. The Focus of this Study

i. This series is not about whether the Bible’s creation account or evolutionary theory is correct. 

1. That is the subject of the closely-related series on evolution. 

ii. Before we can even ask whether the Bible’s creation account or evolutionary theory is correct, we first have to determine if the 2 are in conflict or are compatible. 

1. In short, we first need to determine what the Bible’s creation account actually is. 

2. And that is the focus of this series, to determine which interpretation of the Bible is correct, an “old earth” interpretation of the Genesis creation account or a “young earth” interpretation of the Genesis creation account. 

d. Structure of this Study

i. Our investigation of this question will be divided into 2 main sections. 

1. First, we will discuss the positive proof for the “young earth” interpretation of the Genesis creation account. 

2. And second, we will address some of the common objections to the “young earth” interpretation.

III. The Genesis Creation Account: Hermeneutic Proofs for a Young Earth

a. Introduction: 

i. 9 Main Hermeneutic Proofs for a Young Earth

1. There are 9 simple, straightforward hermeneutic proofs that establish unequivocally that Genesis is describing a “young earth” and a universe that was created only 6 thousand years ago (with 10 thousand years as an absolute upper limit.) 

a. Because this series deals with hermeneutics, the science of text interpretation, we recommend reading our outline entitled, “Hermeneutic Systems and the Grammatical Historical Method” under the “Foundations of Our Theology and Hermeneutics” Section of our In-Depth Studies page. 

i. However, even without an extensive background in hermeneutics, the proofs that Genesis dates creation at 6 thousand years ago are very easy to comprehend. 

b. It should be noted that the 9 proofs listed below are not unique arguments developed by the authors of this website. 

i. These arguments are widely known among young earth creationists. 

ii. They can be found, for example, outlined by creationist Mike Riddle, in his audio-visual presentation titled, “Creation or Evolution: Does it Matter What We Believe?” available from Northwestern Creation Network at nwcreation.net. 

c. Consequently, these 9 proofs are not being presented here because they are novel arguments. 

i. Instead, they are being presented for 2 reasons. 

1. First, the question of whether or not the Bible teaches a “young earth” or an “old earth” is an essential issue in Judeo-Christian theology and an essential aspect of the creationism-evolution debate. 

a. Since this question must be covered, the proofs for the conclusion must be presented. 

2. Second, rather than presenting some new proofs, we are presenting these 9 particular proofs because they are so clear and so insurmountable that they settle the issue. 

2. Competing Interpretations

a. In order to properly understand these 9 proofs, a brief comment should be made regarding a particularly focal issue in the “old earth creationism” vs. “young earth creationism” debate. 

i. That focal issue is the Hebrew word for “day” as it appears in Genesis 1. 

b. Questions

i. Does that word “day” refer to a literal 24-hour day? 

ii. Or does the word translated as “day” really refer to a much longer period of time? 

1. In particular, the question is whether or not the word “day” in Genesis 1 refers to long ages of millions or billions of years during which evolution occurred. 

iii. A closely-related question concerns whether or not the “days” of Genesis 1 are consecutive. 

1. In other words, even if the “days” are literal 24-hour periods, are these days back to back one right after the other with no intervening time? 

2. Or do gaps separate them, perhaps even gaps of millions (or in some cases billions) of years in which evolution occurs?

c. Titles

i. The suggestion that the “days” of Genesis 1 are long ages of years or that there are gaps of long ages between each day are commonly known as the “day-age” and the “gap” theories. 

1. Both are versions of theistic-evolution, the version of evolution which attempts to merge Judeo-Christianity and the text of Genesis 1 with modern evolutionary theory. 

a. As we can see, both the “day-age” and the “gap” theory attempt to find within the text of Genesis 1 enough time for evolution to occur. 

d. The Central, Deciding Issue

i. And six, consecutive, literal 24-hour days simply rule out enough time for evolution to occur, thereby ruling out evolution as well as far as the Judeo-Christian worldview is concerned. 

1. The reasons for this will be established by the 9 proofs for a “young earth” described below. 

2. Furthermore, these 9 proofs will also answer both sets of questions above. 

a. Consequently, these 9 proofs are proofs that the text of Genesis necessarily describes six, literal 24-hour days, that those days are consecutive rather than being separated by gaps, and that the creation week occurred only 6 thousand years ago. 

i. Effectively, these are 9 proofs that the only way to interpret Genesis is young earth creationism and that Genesis is utterly incompatible with evolution.

ii. Categorizing the Proofs

1. These 9 proofs can be arranged into 3 categories: 

a. proofs for a literal day, 

b. proofs that the days are consecutive, 

c. and proofs that these days occurred only 6 thousand years ago. 

2. We will begin with the proofs that the days of Genesis 1 and 2 are literal, 24-hour days.

ii. The Hebrew word for “day” in Genesis 1

1. As we begin our analysis of the text of Genesis, we notice first of all that the word “day” is used repeatedly throughout the opening chapter (as well as in Genesis 2). 

Genesis 1: 1 In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. 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. 3 And God said, Let there be light: and there was light. 4 And God saw the light, that it was good: and God divided the light from the darkness. 5 And God called the light Day (3117), and the darkness he called Night. And the evening and the morning were the first day (3117). 6 And God said, Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters. 7 And God made the firmament, and divided the waters which were under the firmament from the waters which were above the firmament: and it was so. 8 And God called the firmament Heaven. And the evening and the morning were the second day (3117). 9 And God said, Let the waters under the heaven be gathered together unto one place, and let the dry land appear: and it was so. 10 And God called the dry land Earth; and the gathering together of the waters called he Seas: and God saw that it was good. 11 And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb yielding seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after his kind, whose seed is in itself, upon the earth: and it was so. 12 And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed after his kind, and the tree yielding fruit, whose seed was in itself, after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 13 And the evening and the morning were the third day (3117). 14 And God said, Let there be lights in the firmament of the heaven to divide the day (3117) from the night; and let them be for signs, and for seasons, and for days (3117), and years: 15 And let them be for lights in the firmament of the heaven to give light upon the earth: and it was so. 16 And God made two great lights; the greater light to rule the day (3117), and the lesser light to rule the night: he made the stars also. 17 And God set them in the firmament of the heaven to give light upon the earth, 18 And to rule over the day (3117) and over the night, and to divide the light from the darkness: and God saw that it was good. 19 And the evening and the morning were the fourth day (3117). 20 And God said, Let the waters bring forth abundantly the moving creature that hath life, and fowl that may fly above the earth in the open firmament of heaven. 21 And God created great whales, and every living creature that moveth, which the waters brought forth abundantly, after their kind, and every winged fowl after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 22 And God blessed them, saying, Be fruitful, and multiply, and fill the waters in the seas, and let fowl multiply in the earth. 23 And the evening and the morning were the fifth day (3117). 24 And God said, Let the earth bring forth the living creature after his kind, cattle, and creeping thing, and beast of the earth after his kind: and it was so. 25 And God made the beast of the earth after his kind, and cattle after their kind, and every thing that creepeth upon the earth after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 26 And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. 27 So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them. 28 And God blessed them, and God said unto them, Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it: and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over every living thing that moveth upon the earth. 29 And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed, which is upon the face of all the earth, and every tree, in the which is the fruit of a tree yielding seed; to you it shall be for meat. 30 And to every beast of the earth, and to every fowl of the air, and to every thing that creepeth upon the earth, wherein there is life, I have given every green herb for meat: and it was so. 31 And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very good. And the evening and the morning were the sixth day (3117). 

Genesis 2: 1 Thus the heavens and the earth were finished, and all the host of them. 2 And on the seventh day (3117) God ended his work which he had made; and he rested on the seventh day (3117) from all his work which he had made. 3 And God blessed the seventh day (3117), and sanctified it: because that in it he had rested from all his work which God created and made. 


2. Vocabulary

a. The Hebrew word for “day” is “yowm,” which is Strong’s Concordance Number 03117. Below is the definition for “yowm.”

03117 yowm 

from an unused root meaning to be hot; TWOT-852; n m 

AV-day 2008, time 64, chronicles + 01697 37, daily 44, ever 18, year 14, continually 10, when 10, as 10, while 8, full 8 always 4, whole 4, alway 4, misc 44; 2287 

1) day, time, year 

1a) day (as opposed to night) 

1b) day (24 hour period) 

1b1) as defined by evening and morning in Genesis 1 

1b2) as a division of time 

1b2a) a working day, a day’s journey 

1c) days, lifetime (pl.) 

1d) time, period (general) 

1e) year 

1f) temporal references 

1f1) today 

1f2) yesterday 

1f3) tomorrow

b. Meaning
i. Concept of a Day

1. We should note concerning the use of “yowm” to refer to a day that “yowm” refers to a day in the same way that we conceive of the term “day” in English. 

a. In English, we conceive of a day as referring to both the hours of light in a 24-hour period as well as the whole 24-hour period itself. 

b. In English, each “day” is comprised of several hours of light and several hours of dark. 

c. And the hours of light are also referred to as the “day.” 

2. The same is true in the Hebrew concerning the word “yowm.” 

a. It refers to both the whole day as well as the hours of light in that day. 

ii. Options

1. As we can see from the first line of the definition, “yowm” can refer to:

a. a day, 

b. a year, 

c. or even a period of time.

c. Limitations

i. Of course, no one interprets “yowm” in Genesis 1 as referring to a single year. 

1. No one is arguing for the idea that God created the earth in six years. 

ii. Instead, the argument is over whether or not “yowm” in Genesis 1 refers to “days” or long “periods of time.” 

d. Survey and Usage

i. From the definition above we also notice that “yowm” occurs 2287 times in the Old Testament 

1. 2008 of those times it is translated as “day.” 

2. In other words, 87.8 percent of the time it is used, “yowm” refers to “day.” 

3. While this fact alone is not conclusive, it does tell us that "yowm" is usually taken to refer to a literal 24-hour day.
4. But, even though statistics indicate that we ought to interpret “yowm” in Gensis 1 as “day,” because of the definition, there is still the possibility that a “year” or a “period of time” is intended.

e. Decisive Questions

i. So, how do we know whether or not “yowm” in Genesis 1 is intended to refer to a day or a period of time? 

ii. Furthermore, how do we know whether or not those days were consecutive or separated by gaps? 

iii. And how do we know how long ago those days were? 

iv. Here we arrive at the 9 reasons for a “young earth” creation. 

b. Proof 1

i. In the Old Testament there are 359 times that “yowm” appears with a number (such as “first day,” “fifth day,” or “forty days”). 
1. And all 359 times that “yowm” appears with a number, it always means a literal, 24-hour day. 
2. “Yowm” is never used with a number to denote a “year” or a “period of time.” 
3. Consequently, this pattern would also indicate that the use of “yowm” with numbers in Genesis 1 and 2 would indicate that in Genesis 1 and 2, “yowm” also indicates a literal, 24-day. 
c. Proof 2

i. The terms “evening” and “morning” are used to describe the days in Genesis 1 and 2. 
Genesis 1:5 And God called the light Day, and the darkness he called Night. And the evening (06153) and the morning (01242) were the first day.
Genesis 1:8 And God called the firmament Heaven. And the evening (06153) and the morning (01242) were the second day.

Genesis 1:13 And the evening (06153) and the morning (01242) were the third day.

Genesis 1:19 And the evening (06153) and the morning (01242) were the fourth day.

Genesis 1:23 And the evening (06153) and the morning (01242) were the fifth day.
Genesis 1:31 And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very good. And the evening (06153) and the morning (01242) were the sixth day.

1. The Hebrew word for “evening” is “ereb,” Strong’s No. 06153, which simply means “evening, night, or sunset” as indicated plainly in the first definition below. 

06153 ‘ereb 

from 06150; TWOT-1689a; n m 

AV-even 72, evening 47, night 4, mingled 2, people 2, eventide 2, eveningtide + 06256 2, Arabia 1, days 1, even + 0996 1, evening + 03117 1, evening + 06256 1, eventide + 06256 1; 137 

1) evening, night, sunset 

1a) evening, sunset 

1b) night
2. The Hebrew word for “morning” is “boqer” (Strong’s No. 01242), which simply means, “morning” or “the end of night” or “the coming of daylight as indicated in the second definition below. 

01242 boqer

from 01239; TWOT-274c; n m 

AV-morning 191, morrow 7, day 3, days + 06153 1, early 3; 205 

1) morning, break of day 

1a) morning 

1a1) of end of night 

1a2) of coming of daylight 

1a3) of coming of sunrise 

1a4) of beginning of day 

1a5) of bright joy after night of distress (fig.) 

1b) morrow, next day, next morning
ii. Relevance 
1. It is clear from these definitions that these words both refer to respective portions of the day, which are also known as nighttime and daytime.
2. Consequently, the fact that the each “yowm” is defined by a single period of evening and daylight demonstrates plainly that these are literal, 24-days. 
a. After all, why would long ages be defined as occurring in six stages made up of evening and morning?
3. Additional Complications for Old Earth Creationism
a. if evening is defined as a period of darkness and morning is a period of daylight and the creation days are long ages of time, then Genesis 1-2 is describing long portions of time in which there was only either sunlight or darkness. 
i. It is difficult to see how life could have developed under such circumstances as these. 
1. For example how could plant life have been sustained during one such period of millions of consecutive years of darkness? 
ii. It seems difficult to understand or make sense of Genesis 1-2's use of evenings and mornings if "yowm" is not meant to be understood as a literal 24-hour day. 
d. Proof 3

i. Genesis 1:14 actually uses “yowm” both to refer to a day in contrast to “seasons” and “years” and to refer to day in contrast to night. 
Genesis 1:14 And God said, Let there be lights in the firmament of the heaven to divide the day (03117) from the night (03915); and let them be for signs, and for seasons (04150), and for days (03117), and years (08141).
1. This defines “yowm” in the context of the text of Genesis 1 and 2. 
2. Specifically, this demonstrates that throughout Genesis 1 and 2 “yowm” has the normal meaning of “day,” both the 24-hour period and the hours of light during that period. 
e. Proof 4

i. Referring back to the creation week in Genesis 1, Exodus 20:9-11 and 31:17 use “yowm” not only to refer to God’s creative work, but the days of the Jewish work week. 
Exodus 20: 1 And God spake all these words, saying…8 Remember the sabbath day (3117), to keep it holy. 9 Six days (3117) shalt thou labour, and do all thy work: 10 But the seventh day (3117) is the sabbath of the LORD thy God: in it thou shalt not do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor thy daughter, thy manservant, nor thy maidservant, nor thy cattle, nor thy stranger that is within thy gates: 11 For in six days (3117) the LORD made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the seventh day (3117): wherefore the LORD blessed the sabbath day (3117), and hallowed it. 

Exodus 31: 12 And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying, 13 Speak thou also unto the children of Israel, saying, Verily my sabbaths ye shall keep: for it is a sign between me and you throughout your generations; that ye may know that I am the LORD that doth sanctify you. 14 Ye shall keep the sabbath therefore; for it is holy unto you: every one that defileth it shall surely be put to death: for whosoever doeth any work therein, that soul shall be cut off from among his people. 15 Six days (3117) may work be done; but in the seventh is the sabbath of rest, holy to the LORD: whosoever doeth any work in the sabbath day (3117), he shall surely be put to death. 16 Wherefore the children of Israel shall keep the sabbath, to observe the sabbath throughout their generations, for a perpetual covenant. 17 It is a sign between me and the children of Israel for ever: for in six days (3117) the LORD made heaven and earth, and on the seventh day (3117) he rested, and was refreshed. 18 And he gave unto Moses, when he had made an end of communing with him upon mount Sinai, two tables of testimony, tables of stone, written with the finger of God. 


1. Exodus 20:11 even quotes from Genesis 2:3.

Genesis 2: 3 And God blessed the seventh day (3117), and sanctified it: because that in it he had rested from all his work which God created and made. 

Exodus 20: 11 For in six days (3117) the LORD made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the seventh day (3117): wherefore the LORD blessed the sabbath day (3117), and hallowed it. 


ii. Both the days in which God created and the days in which the Jews were work are described as “yowm” without any distinction or qualification being used. 
iii. More specifically, these passages plainly assert that the “yowm” which the Jews were to honor as a day of rest is the very same “yowm” which God blessed and made holy during the creation when He Himself rested

1. Since we know that the Jewish week was a period of seven, literal 24-hour days, we know that God’s creation week was as well due to the fact that “yowm” is applied equally to both in these passages. 
2. The text simply does not allow any room for God’s own rest to be on anything other than the seventh day of the Jewish work week.
f. Proof 5

i. If God had intended to mean “long periods of time” instead of literal days, there were other Hebrew words that were available instead of “yowm.” 
1. the ancient people of Israel were entirely capable of understanding the concept of long ages. 

a. They were not so primitive or simplistic in their thinking as some modern persons like to imagine them. 

b. If God wanted to communicate to them that creation took long periods of time He could have said so. 

c. They would have understood Him. 

d. He did not have to give them a simplistic caricature of what happened in order to make it understandable to their limited intellects. 

e. It is more than a little arrogant to presume that only modern man can truly grasp God's creative work. 

ii. A relevant comparison
1. For instance throughout the Old Testament we see that the number of people of Israel are given according to tribe. 

a. And troop counts of the armies are also recorded. 

b. These numbers total into the hundreds of thousands or more. 

c. Clearly, the ancient Israelites could conceive of large figures. 

2. If God took millions of years to create the earth He could have said so using similar linguistic constructions as were employed to record the number of persons in these other situations. 

a. Even if God wanted to use the week as a metaphor for explaining the structural organization of His creative week as some have suggested, He could have also provide them with an idea of how long it actually took Him, which they could have understood. 

3. The fact that they could have understood long ages of time and yet God chose to use language, which overwhelmingly denotes short amounts of time, is a strong indication that creation did not take millions or billions of years. 

iii. Below are several other Hebrew words, which speak of long periods of time. 

1. These words were available if God wanted to indicate something longer than a literal 24-hour day. 

2. If these words are combined with the Hebrew words for "hundreds" or "thousands," long ages of creation could easily have been indicated. 

1755 dowr {dore} or (shortened) dor {dore}
TWOT - 418b from 01752
n m
1) period, generation, habitation, dwelling
a) period, age, generation (period of time) 
b) generation (those living during a period) 
c) generation (characterised by quality, condition, class of men) 
d) dwelling-place, habitation
Authorized Version (KJV) Translation Count - Total: 167
AV - generation 133, all 18, many 6, misc 10; 167

5769 `owlam {o-lawm'} or `olam {o-lawm'}
TWOT - 1631a from 05956
n m
1) long duration, antiquity, futurity, for ever, ever, everlasting, evermore, perpetual, old, ancient, world
a) ancient time, long time (of past) 
b) (of future) 
1) for ever, always
2) continuous existence, perpetual
3) everlasting, indefinite or unending future, eternity
Authorized Version (KJV) Translation Count - Total: 439
AV - ever 272, everlasting 63, old 22, perpetual 22, evermore 15, never 13, time 6, ancient 5, world 4, always 3, alway 2, long 2, more 2, never + 0408 2, misc 6; 439

8141 shaneh (in pl. only), {shaw-neh'} or (fem.) shana
TWOT - 2419a from 08138
n f
1) year
a) as division of time
b) as measure of time
c) as indication of age
d) a lifetime (of years of life) 
Authorized Version (KJV) Translation Count - Total: 875
AV - year 797, not translated 55, yearly 3, yearly + 08141 2, year + 01121 1, live + 02416 1, old + 02416 + 03117 1, misc 4; 875

0505 'eleph {eh'-lef}
TWOT - 109 a prop, the same as 0504
n m
1) a thousand
a) as numeral
2) a thousand, company
a) as a company of men under one leader, troops
Authorized Version (KJV) Translation Count - Total: 505
AV - thousand 500, eleven hundred + 03967 3, variant 1, twelve hundred + 03967 1; 505

07233 r@babah {reb-aw-baw'}
TWOT - 2099d from 07231
n f
1) multitude, myriad, ten thousand
Authorized Version (KJV) Translation Count - Total: 16
AV - ten thousand 13, million 1, many 1, multiply; 16

03967 me'ah {may-aw'} or me'yah {may-yaw'}
TWOT - 1135 properly, a primitive numeral; a hundred
n f
1) hundred
a) as simple number
b) as part of larger number
c) as a fraction - one one-hundredth (1/100) 
Authorized Version (KJV) Translation Count - Total: 581
AV - hundred 571, eleven hundred + 0505 3, hundredth 3, hundredfold 2, sixscore + 06242 1, hundred times 1; 581


3. The word "arak" is used to modify a period of time to indicate its length. 

0748 'arak {aw-rak'}
TWOT - 162 a primitive root
v
1) to be long, prolong
a) (Qal) to be long
b) (Hiphil) 
1) to prolong (days) 
2) to make long (tent cords) 
3) to grow long, continue long
Authorized Version (KJV) Translation Count - Total: 34
AV - prolong 18, long 5, lengthen 3, draw out 3, defer 2, tarried 1, lived + 03117 0310 2; 34


iv. The prominent example of alternate words for durations of time is the Hebrew word “owlam” (Strong’s No. 05769). 
1. The primary meaning of “owlom” is indeed “long duration” or “long time” particularly of long durations in the past. 
2. This is indicated plainly in the definition below. 
05769 ‘owlam or ‘olam 

from 05956; TWOT-1631a; n m 

AV-ever 272, everlasting 63, old 22, perpetual 22, evermore 15, never 13, time 6, ancient 5, world 4, always 3, alway 2, long 2, more 2, never + 0408 2, misc 6; 439 

1) long duration, antiquity, futurity, for ever, ever, everlasting, evermore, perpetual, old, ancient, world 

1a) ancient time, long time (of past) 

1b) (of future) 

1b1) for ever, always 

1b2) continuous existence, perpetual 

1b3) everlasting, indefinite or unending future, eternity

3. The fact that God did not use the Hebrew word for “long duration” but instead used the Hebrew word “yowm,” which nearly 90 percent of the time refers to a literal day, demonstrates plainly that Genesis 1 and 2 are referring to actual days, not long durations of time. 
a. On the other hand, if God did intend to indicate a literal 24-hour day there are no other words available besides "yowm" that have this meaning. 

b. With this in mind one has to wonder why God would employ the word "yowm" if He did not intend to indicate a literal 24-hour day.

g. Proof 6

i. Grammar and Syntax

1. There are 2 ways of structuring sentences in the Hebrew language. 

a. One structure denotes normal, narrative writing, such as historic records. 

b. The other structure denotes poetic writing style, such as when symbolic imagery is used. 

2. Genesis 1 does not use the poetic structure but the narrative structure, which demonstrates that its reference to days is intended literally as a normal historic account, not figuratively or poetically. 

ii. Creationist Mike Riddle explains

“Every language we know in the world is made up of sentences. And a lot of these languages have components that make up their sentences. For example, in the English language, we have things like nouns, verbs, subjects, objects, prepositions, adverbs, and things like that. In some of these languages, depending on the order you put these components, that sentence can have a different meaning, just by the rearrangement of those components. And the Hebrew language is one of those languages. For example, if you write a sentence in the Hebrew language and you structure that sentence so that the subject is first, then the verb, then the object – subject, verb, object – that is poetic style writing in the Hebrew language, such as we see in most of the Psalms. But if you write a Hebrew sentence and structure it so that the verb is first, then the subject, then the object – verb, subject, object – that is narrative style writing in the Hebrew language, indicating history, fact. Now, how is Genesis translated from the Hebrew? When you translate it from the Hebrew, it reads this order: “In the beginning, created God the heavens.” “Created” is the verb. “God” is the subject. “Heavens” is the object. That is verb, subject, object. That is narrative style writing in Hebrew, indicating history, fact. Anyone making the claim that Genesis is an allegory – good for spiritual teaching – or making the claim that its poetic style of writing – it can have a lot of meanings – is guilty of adding their personal opinions into God’s Word because the context of the language supports literal days and the grammatical structure of the Hebrew sentence also supports literal history, days. Nothing in there indicates long ages. The Bible does not teach that.” – “Creation or Evolution: Does it Matter What We Believe?” Mike Riddle, Copyright Northwester Creation Network, nwcreation.net, Windows Media, 34 minutes, 20 seconds

h. Proof 7

i. Hebrew lexicons and dictionaries have been assembled by Hebrew scholars. 
1. The leading lexicons and theological dictionaries all define the “yowm” of Genesis 1 as literal, 24-hour days. 
ii. This is evident even in the definition of “yowm,” which we provided earlier. 
1. Notice that definition 1b is day as a “24 hour period” and definition 1b1, which is a further specification of definition 1b explicitly states “as defined by evening and morning in Genesis 1.” 
2. Thus, the lexicon defines the “yowm” of Genesis 1 as a 24-hour period defined by evening and morning.  
03117 yowm 

from an unused root meaning to be hot; TWOT-852; n m 

AV-day 2008, time 64, chronicles + 01697 37, daily 44, ever 18, year 14, continually 10, when 10, as 10, while 8, full 8 always 4, whole 4, alway 4, misc 44; 2287 

1) day, time, year 

1a) day (as opposed to night) 

1b) day (24 hour period) 

1b1) as defined by evening and morning in Genesis 1 

1b2) as a division of time 

1b2a) a working day, a day’s journey 

1c) days, lifetime (pl.) 

1d) time, period (general) 

1e) year 

1f) temporal references 

1f1) today 

1f2) yesterday 

1f3) tomorrow

i. Proof 8

i. Order of events

1. As we indicated earlier, these 9 proofs can be arranged into 3 categories: 

a. proofs for a literal day, 

b. proofs that the days are consecutive, 

c. and proofs that these days occurred only 6 thousand years ago. 

2. This proof not only demonstrates that the days of Genesis 1 and 2 are literal, 24-hour days, but it also demonstrates these days must be consecutive, without any gaps in between them.

ii. Genesis 1 states that the plants were created by God on Day 1 while the sun was created on Day 4.
Genesis 1:8 And God called the firmament Heaven. And the evening and the morning were the second day. 9 And God said, Let the waters under the heaven be gathered together unto one place, and let the dry land appear: and it was so. 10 And God called the dry land Earth; and the gathering together of the waters called he Seas: and God saw that it was good. 11 And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb yielding seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after his kind, whose seed is in itself, upon the earth: and it was so. 12 And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed after his kind, and the tree yielding fruit, whose seed was in itself, after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 13 And the evening and the morning were the third day. 14 And God said, Let there be lights in the firmament of the heaven to divide the day from the night; and let them be for signs, and for seasons, and for days, and years: 15 And let them be for lights in the firmament of the heaven to give light upon the earth: and it was so. 16 And God made two great lights; the greater light to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule the night: he made the stars also. 17 And God set them in the firmament of the heaven to give light upon the earth, 18 And to rule over the day and over the night, and to divide the light from the darkness: and God saw that it was good. 19 And the evening and the morning were the fourth day.
1. Old earth creationists argue that the arrival of the sun on Day 4 of Genesis 1 does not refer to the creation of the sun but merely to the sun becoming visible and penetrating to the surface of the earth through the dense cloud cover, which formerly blocked it out. 

a. However, even with this interpretation, the sun and sunlight do not penetrate the cloud cover and reach the earth until Day 4 while plants are present on Day 3. 

b. Thus, the days of Genesis 1 cannot be “long ages” or separated by gaps, because in both cases, the plants would be without sunlight for thousands to millions of years. 

c. The only way for plants to survive is if the days of Genesis 1 are literal, 24-hour days, in which case the plants would only have been without sunlight for 1 day. 

d. Thus, “yowm” must refer to literal, 24-hour days and those days must have been consecutive, one right after the other, not separated by long durations of time.  

j. Proof 9

i. Genealogies
1. the ninth proof addresses the question of how long ago these days occurred
ii. The duration of time that passed between the creation of Adam on day 6 of Genesis 1 and the present time is identified and limited explicitly by the genealogies provided in the Bible. 

1. Genesis 5, Genesis 11, 1 Chronicles 1, and Luke 3 all provide the genealogies for this time period, starting with Adam. 

iii. Old Earth Argument

1. Old earth creationists object that these genealogies may be missing names, which in turn denote gaps of additional time. 

a. For example, a grandfather and a grandson might be listed without mention of the intervening father. 

iv. Young Earth Response

1. However, even omitted generations would not allow for any additional time. 

a. This is demonstrated by the unequivocal fact that the durations of time in the genealogies are counted in terms of the age of one individual when another individual is born. 

Genesis 5:3 And Adam lived an hundred and thirty years, and begat a son in his own likeness, after his image; and called his name Seth:
Genesis 5:6 And Seth lived an hundred and five years, and begat Enos:

Genesis 5:9 And Enos lived ninety years, and begat Cainan:

Genesis 5:12 And Cainan lived seventy years, and begat Mahalaleel:

Genesis 5:15 And Mahalaleel lived sixty and five years, and begat Jared:

Genesis 5:18 And Jared lived an hundred sixty and two years, and he begat Enoch:

Genesis 5:21 And Enoch lived sixty and five years, and begat Methuselah:

Genesis 5:25 And Methuselah lived an hundred eighty and seven years, and begat Lamech:

Genesis 5:28 And Lamech lived an hundred eighty and two years, and begat a son:

Genesis 5:32 And Noah was five hundred years old: and Noah begat Shem, Ham, and Japheth.

Genesis 11:10 These are the generations of Shem: Shem was an hundred years old, and begat Arphaxad two years after the flood:

Genesis 5:12  And Arphaxad lived five and thirty years, and begat Salah:

Genesis 5:14  And Salah lived thirty years, and begat Eber:

Genesis 5:16  And Eber lived four and thirty years, and begat Peleg:
Genesis 5:18  And Peleg lived thirty years, and begat Reu:

Genesis 5:20  And Reu lived two and thirty years, and begat Serug:

Genesis 5:22  And Serug lived thirty years, and begat Nahor:

Genesis 5:24  And Nahor lived nine and twenty years, and begat Terah:

Genesis 5:26  And Terah lived seventy years, and begat Abram, Nahor, and Haran.

b. Consequently, even if a father were to be omitted, the number of years is fixed by the age of the grandfather when the grandson is born. 

c. Thus, in terms of the actual number of years, the omitted generation is irrelevant. 

2. Notice that the genealogy gives the number of years down to Abraham, a figure whose dates are a part of known history. 

a. As we can see, Encyclopedia Britannica, Microsoft Encarta, and Worldbook all agree that Abraham lived somewhere around 1,500 BC.

“Abraham – flourished early 2nd millennium BC, Hebrew Avraham , originally called Abram or, in Hebrew, Avram first of the Hebrew patriarchs and a figure revered by the three great monotheistic religions: Judaism, Christianity, and Islam.” – Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004 Deluxe Edition
“Abraham – or Abram, biblical patriarch, according to the Book of Genesis (see 11:27-25:10), progenitor of the Hebrews, who probably lived in the period between 2000 and 1500BC.” – "Abraham," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

“Abraham – Abraham was the founder of Judaism and the ancestor of both the Arabs and the Jews. The Arabs trace their ancestry to Abraham's oldest son, Ishmael. The Jews consider Abraham their ancestor through another son, Isaac. Abraham, Isaac, and Isaac's son Jacob are called the patriarchs (founding fathers) of the Jews. Many scholars believe that Abraham lived between about 1800 and 1500 B.C.” – Worldbook, Contributor: Eric M. Meyers, Ph.D., Professor of Religion, Duke University.

b. Because Abraham’s lifetime is dated at a maximum of 4,000 years ago and the number of years between Abraham and Adam is denoted by fixed periods in the genealogies of scripture, there simply cannot be more than about 6,000 since the creation days of Genesis 1. 

i. Consequently, the earth is young and there is no time for evolution.

k. Additional Evidences for a Young Earth

i. Introduction
1. In addition to these 9 reasons, there are also 4 addition compelling arguments for why Genesis 1 must be interpreted in terms of literal days and a young earth and is not compatible with evolutionary theory.
ii. First, the order of events in Genesis 1 is utterly incompatible with the order of events in evolutionary theory. 

1. Notes:

a. This argument is also expressed by creationist Mike Riddle, in his audio-visual presentation titled, “Creation or Evolution: Does it Matter What We Believe?” available from Northwester Creation Network at nwcreation.net. 

2. Evolutionary theory states that the earth began as a ball of molten, fiery rock or metal. 

“Ocean, General considerations, Origin of the ocean waters – There is little information on the early history of the Earth's waters. However, fossils dated from the Precambrian some 3.3 billion years ago show that bacteria and cyanobacteria (blue-green algae) existed, indicating the presence of water during this period…The presence of water on the Earth at even earlier times is not documented by physical evidence. It has been suggested, however, that the early hydrosphere formed in response to condensation from the early atmosphere. The ratios of certain elements on the Earth indicate that the planet formed by the accumulation of cosmic dust and was slowly warmed by radioactive and compressional heating. This heating led to the gradual separation and migration of materials to form the Earth's core, mantle, and crust. The early atmosphere is thought to have been highly reducing and rich in gases, notably in hydrogen, and to include water vapour…This water in liquid form accumulated in isolated depressions of the Earth's surface, forming the nascent oceans.” – Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004 Deluxe Edition

“Earth, geologic history of, The pregeologic period – The history of the Earth spans approximately 4.6 billion years. The oldest known rocks, however, have an isotopic age of only about 3.9 billion years…Particles in the solar nebula condensed to form solid grains, and with increasing electrostatic and gravitational influences they eventually clumped together into fragments or chunks of rock. One of these planetesimals developed into the Earth. The constituent metallic elements sank toward the centre of the mass, while lighter elements rose toward the top…The increase in temperature became sufficient to heat the entire planet. Melting at depth produced liquids that were gravitationally light and thus rose toward the surface and crystallized to form the earliest crust. Meanwhile, heavier liquids rich in iron, nickel, and perhaps sulfur separated out and sank under gravity, giving rise to the core at the centre of the growing planet; and the lightest volatile elements were able to rise and escape by outgassing, which may have been associated with surface volcanic activity, to form the secondary atmosphere and the oceans.” – Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004 Deluxe Edition
a. However, in the earliest part of the creation account, Genesis 1:1-2, the earth starts out as a ball of water with the land presumably submerged beneath the water until the third day, when dry land emerges at the surface.

Genesis 1:1 In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. 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. 3 And God said, Let there be light: and there was light. 4 And God saw the light, that it was good: and God divided the light from the darkness. 5 And God called the light Day, and the darkness he called Night. And the evening and the morning were the first day. 6 And God said, Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters. 7 And God made the firmament, and divided the waters which were under the firmament from the waters which were above the firmament: and it was so. 8 And God called the firmament Heaven. And the evening and the morning were the second day. 9 And God said, Let the waters under the heaven be gathered together unto one place, and let the dry land appear: and it was so. 10 And God called the dry land Earth; and the gathering together of the waters called he Seas: and God saw that it was good. 11 And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb yielding seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after his kind, whose seed is in itself, upon the earth: and it was so. 12 And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed after his kind, and the tree yielding fruit, whose seed was in itself, after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 13 And the evening and the morning were the third day.
“Ocean – continuous body of salt water that is contained in enormous basins on the Earth's surface. When viewed from space, the predominance of the oceans on the Earth is readily apparent. The oceans and their marginal seas cover nearly 71 percent of the Earth's surface, with an average depth of 3,795 metres (12,450 feet). The exposed land occupies the remaining 29 percent of the planetary surface and has a mean elevation of only 840 metres (2,756 feet). Actually, all the elevated land could be hidden under the oceans and the Earth reduced to a smooth sphere that would be completely covered by a continuous layer of seawater 2,686 metres deep. This is known as the sphere depth of the oceans and serves to underscore the abundance of water on the Earth's surface.” – Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004 Deluxe Edition

b. Evolutionary theory and creation theory are simply contradictory here. 

i. In the first, the earth starts out as molten rock. 

ii. In the second, the earth starts out covered with water with the land submerged under the water. 

iii. This demonstrates that evolution and Genesis 1 are not compatible.

3. Similarly, evolutionary theory asserts that the birds evolved after the reptiles, placing the reptiles before the birds in the order of arrival. 

a. However, Genesis clearly places the origin of the birds on Day 5 and the origin of the land animals on Day 6.

Genesis 1:20 And God said, Let the waters bring forth abundantly the moving creature that hath life, and fowl that may fly above the earth in the open firmament of heaven. 21 And God created great whales, and every living creature that moveth, which the waters brought forth abundantly, after their kind, and every winged fowl after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 22 And God blessed them, saying, Be fruitful, and multiply, and fill the waters in the seas, and let fowl multiply in the earth. 23 And the evening and the morning were the fifth day. 24 And God said, Let the earth bring forth the living creature after his kind, cattle, and creeping thing, and beast of the earth after his kind: and it was so. 25 And God made the beast of the earth after his kind, and cattle after their kind, and every thing that creepeth upon the earth after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 26 And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. 27 So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them. 28 And God blessed them, and God said unto them, Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it: and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over every living thing that moveth upon the earth. 29 And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed, which is upon the face of all the earth, and every tree, in the which is the fruit of a tree yielding seed; to you it shall be for meat. 30 And to every beast of the earth, and to every fowl of the air, and to every thing that creepeth upon the earth, wherein there is life, I have given every green herb for meat: and it was so. 31 And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very good. And the evening and the morning were the sixth day.

b. Even if we were to adopt the old earth creationists proposal that all the “kinds” of organisms are being produced over time through evolution at God’s direction, Genesis 1 would still dictate an order of evolution that is irreconcilable with modern evolutionary theory. 

i. So, once again, evolutionary theory is shown to be with incompatible the creation account of Genesis 1. 

iii. Second, there is the issue of historical interpretation. 
1. Christians understand that the Judeo-Christian scripture is God’s record of human history and his plan for mankind preserved and make known to men throughout all ages. 
a. Of course, some portions of scripture were revealed much later in history, after a great many generations of men had come and gone. 
b. However, the opening portions of scripture were written very early. 
c. Consequently, we ought to assume that the text of scripture was able to be understood by all men who had that text and looked diligently into it. 
2. In fact, this is a central principle in the grammatical-historical hermeneutic (method of interpretation), even constituting the “historical” component of that title. 
a. (For more information on the rules of Bible interpretation, please see our outline entitled, “Hermeneutic Systems and the Grammatical Historical Method” under the “Foundations of Our Theology and Hermeneutics” Section of our In-Depth Studies page.)

3. Thus, when we consider that the text of scripture must have been understandable to the men who read it this has implications for the interpretation of Genesis 1. 

a. Evolutionary theory did not become publicized or popularized until 1859, when Darwin published his book On the Origin of Species

“Darwin, Charles – Darwin formulated his bold theory in private in 1837–39, after returning from a voyage around the world aboard HMS Beagle , but it was not until two decades later that he finally gave it full public expression in On the Origin of Species (1859), a book that has deeply influenced modern Western society and thought.” – Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004 Deluxe Edition
b. The simple, undeniable fact is that down through the ages until the arrival of Darwinian evolution in the 1859 when Darwin published On the Origin of Species, absolutely no scholar or theologian interpreted Genesis 1 in terms of evolution or long ages of time. 

4. This fact is summarized in the book The Genesis Debate, which presents both the old earth and young earth creationist views. 

a. During the opening arguments presented by the young earth creationists, we find the following statement. 

“The History of Interpretation and Normal Creation Days – The history of interpretation confirms that the cumulative testimony of the Church favored normal creation days until the onslaught of certain scientific theories.” – J. Ligon Duncan III and David W. Hall, The Genesis Debate, Crux Press, Inc., copyright 2001, p. 47

b. After this summary, the following 5 (pages 47-52) pages of the book go on to cite examples of prominent theologians who all interpreted Genesis 1 in terms of a young earth and literal, 24-hour days. 

i. This list of examples includes Basil (329-379), Ambrose (339-387), Aquinas (1224-1274), Calvin (1509-1564), Luther (1483-1546), Ussher (1581-1656), and Lightfoot (1602-1675). 

ii. A similar, even more detailed list is provided on pages 99-106, which includes as young earth creationists men such as Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Lactantius, Victorinus, Methodius, Clement of Alexandria, Basil, Ambrose, Luther, and Calvin – a period that extends from 100-165 AD., when Justin Martyr lived, to 1509-1564, when John Calvin lived. 

c. In fact, as we will see below at the end of this section, even today a vast majority of scholars, theologians, and linguists all agree that Genesis explicitly intends to describe a literal week of 24-hour days that occurred only a few thousand years ago. 

5. This puts us in the awkward position that if Genesis was intending to describe evolution, then God wrote a text in normal, narrative format, which no man could correctly understand for thousands of years. 

a. Assuming that the Genesis account was written by Moses, who lived in the fourteenth or thirteenth century BC, that would leave about 1,350 years before Christ and about 1,850 years after Christ.

“Moses – flourished 14th–13th century BC, Hebrew Moshe Hebrew prophet, teacher, and leader who, in the 13th century BCE (before the Common Era, or BC), delivered his people from Egyptian slavery.” – Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004 Deluxe Edition
b. This results in 3,100 years in which men could not understand Genesis correctly until modern science advanced enough and only 150 years in which Genesis could be correctly interpreted. 

i. This means that Genesis has not been correctly understandable for more than the first 95 percent of history since it was written. 

ii. Conversely, if we understand that God intended scripture to be understandable and correctly understood by men who read and heard it, then we must take the unanimous historic testimony of Jews and Christians throughout the ages as a demonstration that a normal, sound reading of Genesis requires a young earth and a literal creation week of 24-hour days around 6,000 years ago. 

iii. In fact, this conclusion is demanded of anyone who embraces the grammatical-historical method, which is the predominant method of textual scholars and theologians, particularly since the Reformation.

iv. Third, closely related to the issue of historical interpretation is the issue of meaning and communication altogether. 

1. As indicated above, for at least the first 95 percent of human history since Genesis was written, humans read Genesis and concluded that the text indicates a creation week of seven, literal 24-hour days, which occurred about 6,000 years ago. 

a. The reason that this has been by far the predominant interpretation of the text throughout human history is because the plain meaning of the words is so clearly visible from a straightforward reading of the text. 

b. In order to avert the young earth interpretation from Genesis, it is necessary to so drastically unravel the meaning of sentences and words and context that communication itself becomes impossible. 

2. This issue is explained by Creationists Mike Riddle and Dr. Russell Humphreys

“The whole language begins to fall apart when we begin adding information into God’s Word…He specifically chose the word “day.” He was consistent with how He used it. He defined it for us. And then He wrote it down for us. What more evidence do we need that He meant six, literal days? And then consider this. What is the purpose of a language? The whole purpose of a language is to communicate. Now, whom is God trying to communicate with here in His Word? Us. Would it make any sense at all if God specifically chose the word “day,” was consistent with how He used it, defined it for us, and wrote it down for us, and then intended that to mean something else like long, indefinite periods of time? If that is the way that God is trying to communicate to us, how can we be sure of anything else in His Word then? The whole language falls apart.” – “Creation or Evolution: Does it Matter What We Believe?” Mike Riddle, Copyright Northwester Creation Network, nwcreation.net, Windows Media, 32 minutes

“The point is that if we take scripture at face value, it’s very clear on this point. It says that God made the world in six, ordinary days not long ago. So, if the world were really as old as the media says it is, then we would only be left with two choices that I can see. One is to reject the scripture as being the Word of God. And I don’t like that, but that’s one of the choices. The other is to reinterpret the words of scripture until they mean whatever we think the current scientific theories are saying. But then if you have to twist these rather…simple words regarding a simple concept – a length of time – if we have to twist those words to mean something that they don’t appear to mean, then how can we rely upon any part of scripture. When Paul says to the Philippian jailer, “Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved,” maybe that word “believe” means something other than what we think it means. If we can’t rely on scripture for simple, statements about physical things, how can we then believe when it talks about things we can’t verify, spiritual things? So, this is a very important matter. It’s not just an academic question. It relates directly to the reliability of the Bible.” – “Evidence for a Young World,” Dr. Russell Humphreys, Creation Science Fellowship of New Mexico, Inc., Answers in Genesis, AnswersInGenesis.org, Copyright 2006, 5 minutes, 5 seconds

3. In summary, there is simply no way to reinterpret the text of Genesis, in order to make it compatible with current evolutionary theory, without doing vital damage to both the science of textual interpretation and to the very function of communication, word meaning, and context. 

a. Consequently, the function of language and communication prevent us from reinterpreting the text of Genesis in order to accommodate evolutionary theory or evolution’s long ages of time.

4. In conclusion, as a result of the proofs provided above, it is no surprise that the vast majority of scholars of the Hebrew Language, both Christian, Jewish, and secular, explicitly insist that Genesis is describing six, literal, 24-hour days and a young earth creation. 

a. In the quote below, creationist Mike Riddle provides some direct testimony from Hebrew scholars establishing this fact. 

“Let’s see what some of the Hebrew scholars have to say then. Here’s Professor James Barr, Professor of Hebrew as the University of Oxford. Now, this man is a Hebrew scholar and he is not a Christian. And when he reads the language in Genesis, this is his conclusion. ‘Probably so far as I know, there is no professor of Hebrew or Old Testament at any world-class university who dares not believe that the writer(s) of Gen. 1-11 intended to convey to their readers the idea that creation took place in a series of six days which are the same as the days of 24 hours we now experience.’ Even non-Christians see what the language says. They just choose not to believe it. The language clearly says six, 24-hour periods. Here’s another gentleman, Dr. Robert Cole, Ph.D. Semitic Languages, the Hebrew language, says this, ‘There is nothing in the Bible to obviate the idea that the days in genesis were 24-hour type days.’ Nothing to detract from the idea that they were 24-hour periods. This is the overwhelming consensus of the Hebrew scholars. The language says six, literal days, not ages. Then we have Robert L. Raymond, Ph.D., wrote a book called A New Systematic Theology of the Christian Faith, ‘In the hundreds of other cases in the Old Testament where yom stands in conjunction with an ordinal number (first, second, third, etc.), e.g. Exodus 12:15; 14:16; Leviticus 12:3, it never means anything other than a normal, literal day.’ That is the overwhelming consensus of the Hebrew scholars. That is what God’s Word says. And finally, Douglas F. Kelly, Professor of Systematic Theology, writes this, ‘To summarize, liberal scholars of the both 19th and 20th centuries admit that the text of Genesis is clearly meant to be taken in a literal, historical sense although they deny its claims to speak accurately to our space time cosmos.’ Now here’s what he’s saying. Even many of the liberal scholars, when they read the language, will admit it says six days but they purposefully and willfully choose not to accept that.” – “Creation or Evolution: Does it Matter What We Believe?” Mike Riddle, Copyright Northwester Creation Network, nwcreation.net, Windows Media, 39 minutes, 10 seconds

v. Fourth, in Matthew 19:4 Jesus refers to the first six days of the creation week up until the creation of man as "the beginning."
Matthew 19: 4 And he answered and said unto them, Have ye not read, that he which made [them] at the beginning made them male and female, 

Genesis 1: 1 In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth…23 And the evening and the morning were the fifth day (3117). 24 And God said, Let the earth bring forth the living creature after his kind, cattle, and creeping thing, and beast of the earth after his kind: and it was so. 25 And God made the beast of the earth after his kind, and cattle after their kind, and every thing that creepeth upon the earth after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 26 And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. 27 So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them. 28 And God blessed them, and God said unto them, Be fruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdue it: and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over every living thing that moveth upon the earth. 29 And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb bearing seed, which is upon the face of all the earth, and every tree, in the which is the fruit of a tree yielding seed; to you it shall be for meat. 30 And to every beast of the earth, and to every fowl of the air, and to every thing that creepeth upon the earth, wherein there is life, I have given every green herb for meat: and it was so. 31 And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very good. And the evening and the morning were the sixth day (3117). 

1. If the period of time from creation days 1 through 6 is said to take long ages in the amount of millions or billions of years, then Jesus' concept of the beginning becomes absurd. 
a. Adam and Eve (whom Jesus is referring to) were only created a few thousand years or so ago. 
b. Even a very liberal Biblical estimate would place the creation of man within 20,000 years. 
c. So, if "the beginning," took millions or billions of years and only several thousand years have taken place since, then "the beginning" is being used in a very nonsensical manner to refer to a disproportionately large amount of all time. 
d. By contrast, a more natural understanding of "the beginning" would include a roughly small amount of time at the onset of something rather than an enormous portion, which dwarfs the remaining portion that follows it. 
e. Consequently, in order to understand Jesus' reference to this period of time as "the beginning" it is more reasonable to understand the events of “the beginning” as taking a much shorter amount of time, such as six literal 24-hour days
i. rather than the millions or billions of years required by modern scientific theory. 
f. Ultimately, Jesus’ own words confirm…
i. not only the interpretation that the creation of the universe took a short time rather than long ages 
ii. …but they also confirm the several-thousand-year genealogical age of the earth as measured from Adam and Eve. 
l. Conclusions of Young Earth Evidences

i. In closing, we can see that the text of Genesis is not compatible with evolutionary theory or evolution’s long ages of time. 

1. Consequently, we cannot accept both as reliable and factual. 

2. Instead, we must investigate to see which model (the creation account recorded in scripture or the evolution theory proposed by men of the 19th century AD), is indicated by the evidence. 

3. This is the subject of the additional article series found in this section, which examines the critical question of whether the evidence demonstrates evolution or creation. 

ii. And here we arrive at the final reason why evolution and Genesis (or evolution and creationism) should not be combined. 

1. Simply put, as our series on evolution and creation will establish, there is simply no evidence for evolution in the first place 

2. but instead, the evidence disproves evolution and supports creationism. 

IV. Answering Old Earth Objections
a. Introduction
i. Having established the insurmountable case for why Genesis describes a young earth created in six days approximately 6,000 years ago, we now turn our attention to the common objections offered by old earth creationists. 

ii. In this section, there are 6 prominent old earth objections that we will address. 

b. Objection 1

i. The first objection is based around the relationship of a “day” to the earth’s rotation on its axis in the light of the sun. 

1. Conceptually, people understand a day to be comprised of 24 hours divided into a period of time spent facing the sun and a period of time spent facing away from the sun as the earth rotates on its axis. 

a. Consequently, by extension, the sun plays a role in our perception of a day. 

2. Keying in on this perception, old earth creationists object that the days of Genesis 1 could not be normal days as young earth creationists suggested, because in the young earth creation model the sun is not created until Day 4. 

a. Therefore, according to the old earth argument, since the first 3 days have no sun, they could not be defined as a 24 hour period half in sunlight and half out of sunlight. 

ii. Objection Answered

1. While it is true that in the young earth model, the sun does not exist until Day 4, this does not pose a problem for the view that the days are 24 hour periods. 

a. First, even without the sun, there is simply no reason why God could not already have the earth spinning on an axis at a rate which takes 24 hours to complete one rotation. 

b. And second, even if the earth was not rotating, it is still possible to divide time into durations, such as the length of what would be come a normal, 24-hour day. 

i. Just because the sun doesn’t exist doesn’t mean that God could not keep track of time or divide the creation week into intervals of 24-hours, which He would subsequently set as the base unit of calendar time. 

c. Ultimately, the fact that the sun does not exist until Day 4 simply does not prevent the days of Genesis 1 from being periods of 24-hours or even from being rotation periods of 24-hours. 

2. Furthermore, the full Biblical model is one in which the Holy Spirit is hovering over the waters. 

a. The Holy Spirit, also depicted as the glory of God, is at times described as taking on a brightness that lights the earth and coming from the east, similar to the rising of the sun. 

b. We find evidence of this in Ezekiel

Ezekiel 43:1 Afterward he brought me to the gate, even the gate that looketh toward the east: 2 And, behold, the glory of the God of Israel came from the way of the east: and his voice was like a noise of many waters: and the earth shined with his glory. 3 And it was according to the appearance of the vision which I saw, even according to the vision that I saw when I came to destroy the city: and the visions were like the vision that I saw by the river Chebar; and I fell upon my face.

c. Notice that Ezekiel compares this vision in chapter 43 to his earlier vision by the Chebar River. 

i. The Chebar River vision is described in Ezekiel 1-3, in which Ezekiel describes that this is a “vision of God.” 

Ezekiel 1:1 Now it came to pass in the thirtieth year, in the fourth month, in the fifth day of the month, as I was among the captives by the river of Chebar, that the heavens were opened, and I saw visions of God.
ii. Consequently, Ezekiel is experiencing a vision in which he sees God lighting the earth, just as we would conceive of the sun doing today. 

d. Psalms 104 speaks of the creation week and asserts that God did indeed take on “light as a cloak” during that time. 

Psalms 104:1 Bless the LORD, O my soul. O LORD my God, thou art very great; thou art clothed with honour and majesty. 2 Who coverest thyself with light as with a garment: who stretchest out the heavens like a curtain: 3 Who layeth the beams of his chambers in the waters: who maketh the clouds his chariot: who walketh upon the wings of the wind: 4 Who maketh his angels spirits; his ministers a flaming fire: 5 Who laid the foundations of the earth, that it should not be removed for ever. 6 Thou coveredst it with the deep as with a garment: the waters stood above the mountains. 7 At thy rebuke they fled; at the voice of thy thunder they hasted away. 8 They go up by the mountains; they go down by the valleys unto the place which thou hast founded for them. 9 Thou hast set a bound that they may not pass over; that they turn not again to cover the earth.
i. We know that this statement from Psalms concerns God covering himself with light during the first 3 days of the Genesis 1 creation week, because of the details cited in the passage. 

1. The stretching out of the heavens and the waters being given boundaries so that the dry land can emerge are both mentioned here and these are both events that occur on Days 2 and 3 of Genesis 1.

Genesis 1:6 And God said, Let there be a firmament in the midst of the waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters. 7 And God made the firmament, and divided the waters which were under the firmament from the waters which were above the firmament: and it was so. 8 And God called the firmament Heaven. And the evening and the morning were the second day. 9 And God said, Let the waters under the heaven be gathered together unto one place, and let the dry land appear: and it was so. 10 And God called the dry land Earth; and the gathering together of the waters called he Seas: and God saw that it was good. 11 And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb yielding seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after his kind, whose seed is in itself, upon the earth: and it was so. 12 And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed after his kind, and the tree yielding fruit, whose seed was in itself, after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 13 And the evening and the morning were the third day.

e. Consequently, we know by comparing Psalms 104 to Genesis 1 that God did indeed cover Himself with light during the initial 3 days of the creation week. 

i. The understanding is that this refers to the Holy Spirit, the third Person of the Trinity, who was hovering over 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.
f. In addition, Revelation is clear that in eternity to come, God will himself once again provide the light, making the sun unnecessary. 

Revelation 21:23 And the city had no need of the sun, neither of the moon, to shine in it: for the glory of God did lighten it, and the Lamb is the light thereof.

Revelation 22:5 And there shall be no night there; and they need no candle, neither light of the sun; for the Lord God giveth them light: and they shall reign for ever and ever.

g. In light of these facts, while the sun is not present until Day 4 in the young earth model, the young earth model asserts that the Holy Spirit was hovering over the earth, providing the light that the sun later would, presumably with the earth rotating beneath the Holy Spirit so that the whole surface of the planet would be exposed to his presence. 

i. This rotation of the earth under the Holy Spirit took 24-hours 

ii. and later, on Day 4, the Holy Spirit was replaced by the sun as the source of light, at which point, the sun (and the moon) fell right into place with the existing scheme of time intervals and rotation that had already been established by the Holy Spirit. 

iii. As a result, the days before the creation of the sun were the exact same as the days after the creation of the sun, each being 24-hours of rotation in the presence of a light source. 

iv. So, once again, the absence of the sun on Days 1-3 in the young earth model provides absolutely no obstacle to the view that all 7 days of Genesis 1 were literal, 24 hour periods.

c. Objection 2

i. The second objection asserted by old earth creationists involves the description in Genesis 2 that Adam named all the land animals and birds before Eve was created. 

1. Genesis 1:26-31 specifies that God made both the first male (Adam) and the female (Eve) on the same day, Day 6 of the creation week. 

Genesis 1:26 And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth. 27 So God created man in his own image, in the image of God created he him; male and female created he them…31 And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very good. And the evening and the morning were the sixth day.
2. Genesis 2 returns to the events of Day 6 and expounds upon them in greater detail than we find in chapter 1. 

a. In particular, here in chapter 2 we find that Adam was formed first, 

b. then he was placed in the garden of Eden, t

c. hen God reproduced each land animal and bird before Adam from the soil of the garden, 

d. then Adam named them each, 

e. and then God made Eve. 

Genesis 2:7 And the LORD God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul…15 And the LORD God took the man, and put him into the garden of Eden to dress it and to keep it…19 And out of the ground the LORD God formed every beast of the field, and every fowl of the air; and brought them unto Adam to see what he would call them: and whatsoever Adam called every living creature, that was the name thereof. 20 And Adam gave names to all cattle, and to the fowl of the air, and to every beast of the field; but for Adam there was not found an help meet for him. 21 And the LORD God caused a deep sleep to fall upon Adam, and he slept: and he took one of his ribs, and closed up the flesh instead thereof; 22 And the rib, which the LORD God had taken from man, made he a woman, and brought her unto the man. 23 And Adam said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man. 24 Therefore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh. 25 And they were both naked, the man and his wife, and were not ashamed.

3. Consequently, we know from Genesis 1:26-31 that Adam and Eve were formed on the same day, Day 6 and we also know from Genesis 2:7-25 that Adam named all of the animals and birds on that same day. 

ii. The objection offered by the old earth creationists is that Adam could not have named all the land animals and the birds in one 24-hour period of time. 

1. Therefore, they argue that the sixth day, and by extension the other days of Genesis 1, must have been longer than 24-hours. 

iii. Objection Answered

1. Introduction:

a. there are several reasons why this objection is not a problem for young earth creationism

b. specifically, the number of organisms that Adam would have to name is dramatically limited and limited to the degree that naming them in one day is very possible

2. First, the actual number of organisms that Adam would have to name is limited by the fact that he is only naming land animals and birds. 

a. He is not naming fish or plants or any other type of organisms recognized by modern taxonomy. 

b. This is going to drastically reduce the number of creatures that Adam has to name. 

3. Second, it is important to note that not all of the categories of the land animals in Genesis 1 that are mentioned in Genesis 2. 

a. Specifically, only the cattle are mentioned in Genesis 2 while the “creeping things” are left out. 

b. In Genesis 1 below we can clearly see the creation of the cattle and the creeping things on Day 6 

i. both groups are listed separately using separate Hebrew words.

Genesis 1:24 And God said, Let the earth bring forth the living creature after his kind, cattle 0929, and creeping thing 07431, and beast of the earth after his kind: and it was so. 25 And God made the beast of the earth after his kind, and cattle 0929 after their kind, and every thing that creepeth 07431 upon the earth after his kind: and God saw that it was good…31 And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very good. And the evening and the morning were the sixth day.
c. Yet Genesis 2:19 specifies that only “the beast of the field” and the fowls of the air are created in the garden and brought before Adam. 

i. Verse 20 clarifies that the “beasts of the field” refers to the “cattle.” 

Genesis 2:19 And out of the ground the LORD God formed every beast of the field 07704, and every fowl 05775 of the air; and brought them unto Adam to see what he would call them: and whatsoever Adam called every living creature, that was the name thereof. 20 And Adam gave names to all cattle 0929, and to the fowl 05775 of the air, and to every beast of the field; but for Adam there was not found an help meet for him.

d. The Hebrew word for “cattle” is “behemah” (Strong’s No. 0929).

0929 behemah 

from an unused root (probably meaning to be mute); TWOT-208a; n f 

AV-beast 136, cattle 53; 189 

1) beast, cattle, animal 

1a) beasts (coll of all animals) 

1b) cattle, livestock (of domestic animals) 

1c) wild beasts

i. While the Hebrew word translated as “cattle,” certainly refers to more than simple livestock and probably includes a wide variety of wild beasts, such as reptiles and even primates, it does not include the larger category of “every creeping thing.” 

ii. Consequently, the insects are not necessarily included here, only the higher animals. 

e. Furthermore, the exclusion of the insects is further corroborated by the account of Noah. 

i. As can be seen in the quote below, Noah certainly did have to bring into the ark, not only the “cattle” but also “every creeping thing of the earth,” a category that Genesis 2 does not include among those animals that Adam had to name. 

Genesis 6:19 And of every living thing of all flesh, two of every sort shalt thou bring into the ark, to keep them alive with thee; they shall be male and female. 20 Of fowls after their kind, and of cattle after their kind, of every creeping thing of the earth after his kind, two of every sort shall come unto thee, to keep them alive.

ii. However, in the account of Noah, the text of scripture also uses language that distinguishes those animals in whom was the breath of life from the larger group of land animals in general. 

1. The first mention of the breath of life is when God formed Adam and breathed the breath of life into his nostrils in Genesis 2:7.

Genesis 2:7 And the LORD God formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul.

2. In Genesis 6, when God explains to Noah his intention to destroy the earth with a flood, God specifically refers to all flesh “wherein is the breath of life.”

Genesis 6:17 And, behold, I, even I, do bring a flood of waters upon the earth, to destroy all flesh, wherein is the breath of life, from under heaven; and every thing that is in the earth shall die.

3. In Genesis 7, we see that God instructs Noah to take into the ark only animals “wherein is the breath of life.” 

Genesis 7:15 And they went in unto Noah into the ark, two and two of all flesh, wherein is the breath of life.

4. And finally, in Genesis 7:22, we see that the category of animals “in whose nostrils was the breath of life” is distinguished from the larger category of all the organisms that live on dry land. 

Genesis 7:21 And all flesh died that moved upon the earth, both of fowl, and of cattle, and of beast, and of every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth, and every man: 22 All in whose nostrils was the breath of life, of all that was in the dry land, died.
iii. Moreover, in Genesis 7:22 we once again see that the term “breath of life” refers only to those animals with “nostrils.” 

1. Consequently, the case of Noah seems to corroborate God’s primary focus on higher animals who breathe through nostrils, excluding insects, who in fact breathe through their skin. 

a. The fact that insects breathe through their skin rather than nostrils is affirmed in the quotes below.

“Insect, Internal features, Respiratory system – The respiratory system consists of air-filled tubes or tracheae, which open at the surface of the thorax and abdomen through paired spiracles. The muscular valves of the spiracles, closed most of the time, open only to allow the uptake of oxygen and the escape of carbon dioxide. The tracheal tubes are continuous with the cuticle of the body surface.” – Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004 Deluxe Edition

“Insect, V RESPIRATION – Certain species of insects breathe through the body wall, by diffusion, but in general the respiratory system of members of this class consists of a network of tubes, or tracheae, that carry air throughout the body to smaller tubelets or tracheoles with which all the organs of the body are supplied.” – "Insect," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

“Insect, Respiratory system – An insect breathes by means of tiny holes, called spiracles, along the sides of its body. Each hole leads into a large tube called a trachea. The large tubes divide into small tubes, which, in turn, divide into still smaller tubes that branch out to all the cells of the body. This system of tubes carries oxygen to the cells and takes away carbon dioxide.” – Worldbook, Contributor: E. W. Cupp, Ph.D., Professor of Entomology, Auburn University.

f. Vocabulary

i. On this point, the creationist website Answers in Genesis (AnswersInGenesis.org) affirms that the Hebrew word behemah denotes land vertebrates.

“In the original Hebrew, the word variously translated as 'beast' or 'cattle' in these passages is the same: behemah, and it refers to land vertebrate animals in general.” – How did the animals fit on Noah’s Ark?, by Don Batten (editor), Ken Ham, Jonathan Sarfati, and Carl Wieland, First published in The Revised and Expanded Answers Book

Chapter 13

ii. Given that the language of Genesis 2 specifies “behemah” while leaving out “every creeping thing” and the case of Noah in which the focal concern is the higher animals with nostrils, it seems that very likely that Adam did not have to name the insects, only the higher land animals and flying animals, such as birds and perhaps bats. 

iii. Consequently, the group of animals that Adam most likely had to name is probably roughly similar to our modern category of vertebrates. 

g. Numbers of Vertebrates

i. As indicated by the quote below, there are only about 40,000 species of vertebrates. 

“Animal, II TYPES OF ANIMALS, A Vertebrates and Invertebrates – Vertebrates total about 40,000 species.” – "Animal," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

1. The next quote states that the vertebrate grouping includes mammals, birds, reptiles, and amphibians, which is probably the extent of the groups that Adam would have had to name. 

2. However, as we can see from the quote, the vertebrate grouping also includes water animals such as fish, rays, and lampreys, all of which Adam did not have to name.

“Vertebrate – Vertebrate, any chordate animal possessing a segmented spinal column in the adult stage. In many widely accepted systems of classification, these animals are grouped into the subphylum Vertebrata, a subdivision of the phylum Chordata. The subphylum includes mammals (including humans), birds, reptiles, amphibians, fishes, rays, and lampreys.” – "Vertebrate," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

ii. More importantly, as the quote below specifies, there are 25,000 species of fish and fish comprise over half of the known species of vertebrates. 

“Fish, II NTRODUCTION – Fish, diverse group of animals that live and breathe in water. All fishes are vertebrates (animals with backbones) with gills for breathing…With approximately 25,000 recognized species, fishes make up the most diverse vertebrate group, comprising about half of all known vertebrate species.” – "Fish," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

1. If there are 25,000 species of fish and that number represents half the number of vertebrate species, then there should be about 25,000 vertebrate species among those creatures that Adam had to name. 

2. And this number is confirmed when we add up the number of species in each major category of vertebrates.

a. There are about 10,000 species of birds.

“Birds, V TYPES OF BIRDS – There are nearly 10,000 known species of modern or recently extinct birds.” – "Bird," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

b. There are about 5,250 species of reptiles.

“Reptile, I INTRODUCTION – Reptile, common name applied to members of the vertebrate class Reptilia (see Animal), which include snakes, lizards, turtles, crocodilians, the tuatara, and numerous extinct fossil species. Among the existing forms are about 2500 species of snakes, 2500 species of lizards, nearly 250 species of turtles, 22 species of crocodilians, and two species of tuataras.” – "Reptile," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

c. There are about 4,400 amphibians.

“Amphibian, I INTRODUCTION – Amphibian, common name for any animal of the vertebrate class lying between fishes and reptiles on the evolutionary scale. Emerging from the oceans almost 400 million years ago, amphibians were the first vertebrates (animals with a backbone) to venture onto land. The class, with about 4400 existing species, includes three living orders: the tailed amphibians, consisting of the salamanders (including newts) and sirens; the tailless amphibians, comprised of frogs and toads; and the caecilians, which are wormlike amphibians that are limbless and have vestigial eyes.” – "Amphibian," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

d. And finally, there are about 4,500 species of mammals.

“Mammals, II TYPES OF MAMMALS – In biological classification, mammals form one of the six major classes of vertebrate animals. Mammals themselves are divided into three different groups, or subclasses, based on distinctive underlying features. The monotremes make up by far the smallest subclass of mammals, with just three species, found in Australia, Tasmania, and New Guinea. One of these is the duck-billed platypus, and the remaining two are the echidnas, or spiny anteaters. The second subclass of mammals contains the marsupials…There are about 250 species of marsupials, and they are found in a variety of habitats…The third subclass of mammals, called placentals, includes about 4300 species, making it by far the largest of all three mammal groups.” – "Mammal," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

e. But, we have to subtract about 100 species of water-dwelling mammals such as whales and dolphins, since Adam only had to name the land animals.

“Whale, II TYPES OF WHALES – There are at least 75 species of whale, each with its own unique characteristics.” – "Whale," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

“Dolphin, I INTRODUCTION – Dolphin, aquatic mammal closely related to whales and porpoises. Sleek and powerful swimmers found in all seas, dolphins are distinguished from porpoises by well-defined, beaklike snouts and conical teeth. The porpoise has a blunt snout, chisel-shaped teeth, and a stouter body. There are at least 32 species of dolphins.” – "Dolphin," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

iii. When all of these vertebrate species are added up, the total is about 24,000 species, which Adam would have had to name. 
1. And this brings us to the next point. 

4. Third, in accordance with the details of Genesis 1:20-21, 24-25, which describe God creating “kinds,” it is important to note that Adam most likely would have been naming “kinds,” 

a. which are a much more inclusive category than the “species” or varieties within each kind that we observe today. 

b. And because “kinds” are broader categories, with each kind having many species or varieties in it, there are far fewer kinds to name than species. 

c. Thus, Adam was not naming 24,000 individual species of land animals or birds. 

i. Adam was only having to name the kinds, which themselves are comprised of many different species. 

1. If we assume a conservative estimate that there are no more than 3 species to a kind, this would leave Adam with only about 8,000 animal kinds to name in about 10 to 12 hours of daylight. 

d. In fact, this estimate of 8,000 is exactly what young earth creationists estimate as the number of kinds. 

i. The creationist website Answers in Genesis (AnswersInGenesis.org), has several articles describing estimates that there were originally only about 8,000 kinds of animals on Noah’s ark.
1. In the article titled, “How did the animals fit on Noah’s Ark?” by Ken Ham, the author cites estimates for the number of kinds calculated by John Woodmorappe. 

“Many skeptics assert that the Bible must be wrong, because they claim that the Ark could not possibly have carried all the different types of animals…On the other hand, the classic creationist book The Genesis Flood contained a detailed analysis as far back as 1961.1 A more comprehensive and updated technical study of this and many other related questions is John Woodmorappe’s book Noah’s Ark: a Feasibility Study.2  This chapter is based on material in these books plus some independent calculations…Woodmorappe tallied up about 8,000 genera, including extinct genera.” – How did the animals fit on Noah’s Ark?, by Don Batten (editor), Ken Ham, Jonathan Sarfati, and Carl Wieland, First published in The Revised and Expanded, Answers Book, Chapter 13

ii. What is important to note is that Woodmorappe’s calculations are based around assuming that a kind is roughly equivalent to a “genera” not a “family” in modern taxonomy. 

1. This is important because a “genera” is closer to a species than a “family” is. 

“Genus – plural genera biological classification ranking between family and species, consisting of structurally or phylogenetically related species or an isolated species exhibiting unusual differentiation (monotypic genus).” – Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004 Deluxe Edition

2. Consequently, Woodmorappe’s estimates are conservative, providing even larger numbers than would result from assuming a rough equivalency between kinds and families.

iii. Similarly, when rebutting the arguments of old earth creationist Hugh Ross, Answers in Genesis makes the following comment estimating the original number of land-animal, vertebrate kinds (including birds) to be around 8,000. 

1. In addition, the estimates in this quote largely mirror the lines of reasoning we have independently traced above subtracting the number of marine vertebrates from the overall total.

“Ross has conflated (old) creationist estimates of the number of land vertebrate species (a few thousand) with numbers of total species (millions)…In fact, only about 2% of the two million known extant species are vertebrates.10 This number is further reduced when the 25,000 marine vertebrates (mainly fish)11 and most of the four thousand amphibians12 are discounted, since God told Noah to take on board only land animals-marine creatures don't need preservation from a flood! So it is hardly startling to believe that 8,000 kinds of land vertebrates represented on board the Ark could give rise to the 11,000 living species, even if some of the Ark kinds have become extinct.” – Trilobites on the Ark? Hugh Ross’s latest bungles on the created kinds, by Jonathan Sarfati, 30 July 2004

e. Pulling it all together

i. Since the Hebrew day began with evening and ended with daylight and we have to allow enough time before the end of the day for Eve to be created, we might assume that Adam had 10 hours to complete this task of naming the animals. 

1. With 10 hours, on average Adam would have to name between 10-15 animals per minute in order to name all 8,000 kinds in the allotted timeframe. 

5. Fourth, it is also important to keep in mind that Adam did not have to go on safari to first find and then catalog every kind of animal and bird in its own habitat out in the wild across the face of the whole planet. 

a. Instead, according to the Genesis text, God was creating each kind of land animal and bird right in front of Adam and bringing them forward for Adam to view individually. 

i. Assuming that God was organized and brought the animals to Adam in a timely and orderly fashion, while tedious, this task is quite possible. 

b. Comparison

i. If you time yourself, you will find that you can name 10 animals in less than 25 seconds 

1. and 15 animals in 40 seconds. 

2. In 60 seconds, you can name about 20 animals. 

ii. At these rates, 12,000 kinds could be named in 10 hours 

1. and naming 8,000 kinds would only take about 6.5 to 7 hours, 

2. less than an average work day 

3. with a full hour’s lunch break. 

iii. And that’s just an average person working from memory without any pictures or visual representations in front of you. 

1. Adam was made by God’s own hand and as the genetic source of the human race he would have likely possessed intelligence on par with at least some of the smarter figures of history. 

2. Not to mention that Adam was working from a parade of the actual animals orchestrated by God himself.

c. Furthermore, Adam didn’t even have to get them correct. 

i. He didn’t have to remember and use existing names. 

ii. Since there were no existing names, anything that Adam said would have been acceptable. 

iii. Moreover, how many proper names (like Dave, Steve, Elizabeth) could you say or even make up in 60 seconds? 

iv. At least 20 to 30, and that’s effectively all that Adam was doing. 

v. Ultimately, even if Adam was not very smart, all he would have had to do was blurt out at least 10-15 different words per minute. 

iv. Conclusions to Objection 2

1. In conclusion to this objection, the simple fact is that estimating exactly what Adam would or would not have been mentally capable of accomplishing with assisting orchestration from God himself serves as a very speculative basis for denying that the days of Genesis were literal, 24-hour days. 

2. In contrast to this very speculative objection, the overwhelming hermeneutic evidence from the text itself stands unharmed and unwavering.

d. Objection 3

i. The third objection offered by old earth creationists is that some early, orthodox Christian writers of the second century asserted that the six days of Genesis were not actual days but long periods of time. 

1. More specifically, old earth creationists argue that Justin Martyr (100-165 AD) and Irenaeus (circa 120-200 AD) as well as others interpreted the days of Genesis 1 as periods of 1,000 years each. 

ii. In the book The Genesis Debate, old earth creationist Hugh Ross and his co-writer Gleason L. Archer express this argument explicitly. 

“Ample documentation supports our claim that the early Church fathers did indeed discuss the when of creation (in addition to the Who, the how, and the order).9 Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Lactantius, Victorinus of Pettau, and Methodius of Olympus all explicitly endorse six consecutive thousand-year periods for the Genesis creation days. According to Ambrose, so did Hippolytus.” – Hugh Ross and Gleason L. Archer, The Genesis Debate, Crux Press, Inc., copyright 2001, p. 69
iii. Objection Answered

1. Introduction

a. this argument fails on 2 grounds. 

2. The first flaw in this argument stems from the fact that, even if we assume Ross’s assessment of early Christians like Irenaeus and Justin Martyr is correct, this argument still doesn’t provide enough time for evolution. 

a. Since Ross is arguing that the interpretation of the Genesis “days” as long ages of time is a sound interpretation shared by early, orthodox Christians, it is essential for Ross to at least present the interpretive evidence provided by these early Christians. 

b. In other words, since the validity of his interpretation is in question, Ross should present the textual evidence and reasoning provided by these early authors in support of Ross’ interpretation. 

3. Limits Imposed by the Interpretive Arguments of the Early Christian Writers

a. From the quote above, we notice that Ross and Archer specify that these early Christians believed in “six consecutive thousand-year periods.” 

i. Even according to Ross and Archer, these authors did not just believe in indefinite periods of time or long ages in general, but in periods that were exactly 1,000 years. 

ii. And Ross and Archer are right to specify 1,000 years exactly, because the interpretive reasoning specified by these early authors themselves would inherently limit the extension of each day to 1,000 years only, no more. 

b. In the quote below, for example, Irenaeus appeals to the declaration in Psalm 90:4 and 2 Peter 3:8 that in God’s sight, a thousand years passes by as a day. 

i. Here Irenaeus explains the origin of the reasoning that God wants us to equate days with thousand-year periods. 

1. According to Irenaeus, since Adam was told he would die on the very day that he ate of the tree of knowledge and Adam died before surpassing 1,000 years of age, God was making an equation between a day and a thousand years.

“2. And there are some, again, who relegate the death of Adam to the thousandth year; for since "a day of the Lord is as a thousand years,"(8) he did not overstep the thousand years, but died within them, thus bearing out the sentence of his sin.” – Irenaeus, Against Heresies, BOOK V, CHAP. XXIII

c. For comparison, below are Psalm 90 and 2 Peter 3, from which Irenaeus is drawing this teaching about the day and the thousand years.

Psalm 90:4 Lord, thou hast been our dwelling place in all generations…For a thousand years in thy sight are but as yesterday when it is past, and as a watch in the night.

2 Peter 3:7 But the heavens and the earth, which are now, by the same word are kept in store, reserved unto fire against the day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men. 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. 9 The Lord is not slack concerning his promise, as some men count slackness; but is longsuffering to us-ward, not willing that any should perish, but that all should come to repentance.

d. Consequently, since Irenaeus is citing the equation between a day and a thousand years, Ross and Archer know that arguments from Irenaeus and Justin Martyr and others are severely limited and cannot provide the indefinite long ages of time needed by evolution. 

i. Since the interpretations of these early writers are based in texts equating days to single thousand-year periods, Ross and Archer have simply not provided any interpretive evidence in support of extending those days any longer than exactly 1,000 years. 

ii. This would extend time only an additional 7,000 years prior to the young earth creationist 6,000-year biblical history. 

iii. And while longer than the young-earth creationist view of history, 13,000 years is still not enough time for evolution to occur. 

e. Therefore, old earth creationists are still utterly without any interpretive evidence capable of reinterpreting Genesis 1 in a way that is compatible with evolution’s long ages of earth history. 

4. Old Earth Creationists are Simply Wrong about the Early Christian Writers Beliefs

a. The second and more important flaw in this old earth creationist argument stems from the fact that Ross and Archer are grossly incorrect in their assessment of these early Christian writers. 

i. Rather than believing the days of Genesis were thousand-year periods, these early Christians explicitly stated that the seven days of Genesis were literal, normal days. 

ii. Their statements about the thousand-year periods were, in fact, statements that there would be 1,000 years of history for each of those normal days of the creation week. 

b. In other words, according to these early Christians, the seven, 24-hour days of creation gave a prophetic hint that there would also only be 7,000 years total of human history, 1 thousand years for each normal day of the creation week. 

i. This explanation is explicitly described by Irenaeus in the quote below in the middle of which Irenaeus specifically refers to the Genesis week as a “prophecy” about the length of time of world history.

“3. For in as many days as this world was made, in so many thousand years shall it be concluded. And for this reason the Scripture says: "Thus the heaven and the earth were finished, and all their adornment. And God brought to a conclusion upon the sixth day the works that He had made; and God rested upon the seventh day from all His works."(6) This is an account of the things formerly created, as also it is a prophecy of what is to come. For  the day of the Lord is as a thousand years;(7) and in six days created things were completed: it is evident, therefore, that they will come to an end at the sixth thousand year.” – Irenaeus, Against Heresies, BOOK V, CHAP. XXVIII

ii. As we can see clearly in the first line of the quote, Irenaeus distinguishes the days of the creation week from the thousands of years of world history. 

1. He does not consider the days themselves to be thousand-year periods but merely that world history would total to a number of thousand-year periods that corresponds to the number of days in the creation week. 

2. And Irenaeus states this conclusion explicitly as the last line of the quote. 

5. Conclusions

a. Consequently, old earth creationists are still without any support for their interpretation of the days of Genesis as indefinite long periods of time. 

i. The early, orthodox Christian writers believed in seven, literal, 24-hour days of creation 

ii. and they also believed that the total of world history would be 7,000 years, one millennia for each day of the creation week. 

b. The fact that the early Christians believed that world history would span a total of only 7,000 years itself directly denies the old earth creationist timescale of millions or billions of years, which evolution would need to occur.

e. Introduction to Objections 4 and 5

i. The fourth and fifth objections offered by old earth creationists surround a statement in Joshua 10:12-13. 

Joshua 10:12 Then spake Joshua to the LORD in the day when the LORD delivered up the Amorites before the children of Israel, and he said in the sight of Israel, Sun, stand thou still upon Gibeon; and thou, Moon, in the valley of Ajalon. 13 And the sun stood still, and the moon stayed, until the people had avenged themselves upon their enemies. Is not this written in the book of Jasher? So the sun stood still in the midst of heaven, and hasted not to go down about a whole day.

1. Here in Joshua 10, we find that Joshua asked God to make the “sun stand still” in the sky in order to provide more time, more daylight hours, for the Israelites to defeat their enemies in battle. 

ii. This passage became the focus of a famous and perhaps tense historical disagreement between Galileo and the Roman Catholic Church. 

1. Effectively, Galileo began making discoveries that the earth was not the center of the universe but instead, the earth revolved around the sun. 

a. Some details about this historic disagreement are provided in the quotes below. 

“Astronomy, History – In 1609, Galileo heard that an optical device had been built that made distant objects appear closer. He soon built his own telescope. The discoveries Galileo made with this instrument backed the Copernican theory over the theories of Aristotle and Ptolemy. In 1616, however, the Roman Catholic Church warned Galileo not to teach that Earth revolves about the sun. A book of Galileo's published in 1632 was interpreted as a violation of the ban, and Galileo was put under house arrest. Only in 1992 did the Catholic Church confirm that Galileo should not have been tried or convicted.” – Worldbook, Contributor: Jay M. Pasachoff, Ph.D., Field Memorial Professor of Astronomy and Director, Hopkins Observatory of Williams College.

“Galileo, Galileo's Copernicanism – Galileo's increasingly overt Copernicanism began to cause trouble for him. In 1613 he wrote a letter to his student Benedetto Castelli (1528–1643) in Pisa about the problem of squaring the Copernican theory with certain biblical passages. Inaccurate copies of this letter were sent by Galileo's enemies to the Inquisition in Rome, and he had to retrieve the letter and send an accurate copy. Several Dominican fathers in Florence lodged complaints against Galileo in Rome, and Galileo went to Rome to defend the Copernican cause and his good name…During his first appearance before the Inquisition, he was confronted with the 1616 edict recording that he was forbidden to discuss the Copernican theory. In his defense Galileo produced a letter from Cardinal Bellarmine, by then dead, stating that he was admonished only not to hold or defend the theory. The case was at somewhat of an impasse, and, in what can only be called a plea bargain, Galileo confessed to having overstated his case. He was pronounced to be vehemently suspect of heresy and was condemned to life imprisonment and was made to abjure formally. There is no evidence that at this time he whispered, “Eppur si muove” (“And yet it moves”). It should be noted that Galileo was never in a dungeon or tortured; during the Inquisition process he stayed mostly at the house of the Tuscan ambassador to the Vatican and for a short time in a comfortable apartment in the Inquisition building. (For a note on actions taken by Galileo's defenders and by the church in the centuries since the trial, see BTW: Galileo's condemnation.) After the process he spent six months at the palace of Ascanio Piccolomini (c. 1590–1671), the archbishop of Siena and a friend and patron, and then moved into a villa near Arcetri, in the hills above Florence. He spent the rest of his life there.” – Encyclopaedia Britannica 2004 Deluxe Edition

iii. Specifically, we note 2 items from the last quote. 

1. First, Galileo was never tortured or placed in a dungeon 

a. although sentenced to life imprisonment, Galileo lived out the rest of his life 

i. in the Tuscan residence of the ambassador to the Vatican, 

ii. in the palace of his friend and patron the archbishop of Siena, 

iii. and in a villa in the hills above Florence. 

b. So, this episode should not be colored with the specter of religion torturing and imprisoning a scientist. 

2. Second, this last quote also states that Galileo and the Copernican theory ran into problems “with certain biblical passages.” 

a. This refers to Joshua 10:12-13 where the statement is found that the sun stood still in the sky. 

b. And, as noted above, old earth creationists offer 2 objections based upon this historic series of events in the life of Galileo.

f. Objection 4

i. The fourth objection offered by old earth creationists is that the historic episode involving Galileo demonstrates that straightforward interpretations of scripture will be inaccurate or incomplete unless scripture is interpreted in light of scientific discoveries. 
1. In other words, we must interpret scripture in accordance with modern scientific knowledge. 
ii. Objection Answered

1. Introduction:
a. This argument is invalid for 2 reasons. 
2. Number one, a straightforward interpretation of Joshua 10 according to normal hermeneutic rules would not lead to an inaccurate understanding of the structure of the universe or the earth’s relationship to the sun. 
a. As outlined in our article titled, “Hermeneutic Systems and the Grammatical Historical Method,” the grammatical-historical method of interpretation, which is the predominant method used by scholars and theologians specifically stipulates that “Figures of speech, such as metaphors, similes, etc. are taken as such.” 
i. Consequently, in standard hermeneutics (text interpretation) to interpret figures of speech literally constitutes misinterpreting of the text. 
ii. Joshua 10:12-13 just so happens to be a common figure of speech, a common casual way of describing everyday celestial events. 
b. In order to arrive at a conflict between Joshua 10 and the observable structure of the universe, we have to approach Joshua 10 with 2 preconceived assumptions, both of which are inaccurate. 
i. First, we have to assume that Joshua had a “primitive” understanding of astronomy in which the sun revolved around the earth. 
1. particularly that Joshua used everyday expressions so common that we still use similar expressions today, but that Joshua meant those phrases different, more “primitively” than we do today

ii. And second, we have to assume that Joshua intended his statements in verses 12-13 as a description of the structure of the universe. 
c. However, if we approach the text without assuming Joshua was intending to make a declaration about the structure of the universe and without assuming that Joshua had a “primitive” view of the universe, then the text has no conflict with observable science. 
i. This brings up the following question. Don’t Joshua’s words themselves demonstrate a “primitive” understanding of astronomy? 
d. Concerning this question, it is presumptuous to assume that Joshua’s statements about the “sun standing still” in the sky reflect Joshua’s understanding of astronomy. 
i. To illustrate, consider the following quote from Microsoft Encarta, which states that Copernicus’ theory “neatly explained why Mars appears to move backward across the sky.” 
“Cosmology, II EVOLUTION OF COSMOLOGICAL THEORIES, B Sun-Centered Universe – Even when Polish astronomer Nicolaus Copernicus developed his model of a sun-centered universe in the 1540s, he based his ideas on philosophy instead of new observations. Copernicus's theory was simpler and therefore more sound philosophically than the idea of an earth-centered universe. A sun-centered universe neatly explained why Mars appears to move backward across the sky: Because Earth is closer to the sun, Earth moves faster than Mars.” – "Cosmology," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

ii. Likewise, the quote below from Worldbook asserts that Copernicus’ theory “correctly explained the east-to-west movement of the sun and stars across the sky.”

“Astronomy, Observing the sky, Sun-centered theories – By the early 1500's, the Polish astronomer Nicolaus Copernicus had developed a theory in which the sun was at the center of the universe. This theory correctly explained retrograde motion as the changing view of the planets as seen from a moving Earth. The theory also correctly explained the east-to-west movement of the sun and stars across the sky. This movement is due to the west-to-east rotation of Earth about its own axis, rather than an actual motion of the sun and stars.” – Worldbook, Contributor: Jay M. Pasachoff, Ph.D., Field Memorial Professor of Astronomy and Director, Hopkins Observatory of Williams College.

e. When we read such statements from modern reference books, we don’t assume that the authors believe that the sun, stars, or Mars actually move across the sky in orbit around the earth 

i. or that it is their intention to communicate that idea. 

f. Likewise, when modern people refer to sunrise or sundown, we don’t assume that they believe the sun is moving around the earth. 

i. Instead, we assume they are either speaking poetically or casually without intending their words as technical descriptions of the structure of the universe. 

g. Yet, when we read a passage in the Bible such as Joshua 10:12-13, which similarly states “the sun stood still in the midst of heaven,” why do we interpret that statement differently from how we would interpret it in every other context that we’d hear such phrasing? 

i. Why the double standard? 

h. The answer is simple. 

i. We are bringing to the text the assumptions that Joshua had a primitive understanding and that he was intending to describe the actual, structure of the universe. 

ii. We don’t bring either of these 2 assumptions into consideration when we hear statements similar to Joshua’s in everyday speech and writing. 

i. Consequently, if we were to interpret Joshua’s statements simply in light of the normal rules for interpreting communication, without the interference of these 2 abnormal assumptions, we would understand Joshua’s words were not necessarily intended to have any more implications for the structure of the universe than everyday expressions about sunrise or sundown, or even nightfall. 

j. Most importantly, notice that we didn’t have to interpret scripture in light of modern science to avoid this problem. 

i. Instead, we simply had to abide by the normal rules of the grammatical-historical method and interpret “Figures of speech, such as metaphors, similes” and other such common expressions as just that, everyday expressions and figures of speech. 

1. When we abide by the normal rules of interpretation, the text of scripture will never present a conflict with actual observation. 

2. Furthermore, the normal rules for interpretation will prevent any such conflict without having to use modern science to interpret scripture. 

ii. Consequently, old earth creationists are wrong when they suggest that interpreting scripture correctly requires interpreting scripture in light of modern science. 

1. Interpreting scripture correctly simply requires abiding within the normal hermeneutic rules and eliminating prejudicial biases when we approach the text. 

2. This leads to the second reason why this fourth objection from old earth creationists is invalid.

3. Number two, while old earth creationists cite the episode involving Galileo and the Church as evidence that the church will misinterpret scripture if modern scientific understanding is not first taken into account, the episode with Galileo actually proves the opposite. 

a. What old earth creationists often leave out is that… 

i. …while Joshua 10 simply uses everyday expressions, which on their own are not necessarily intended to make claims about the structure of the universe, 

ii. …the Roman Catholic Church approached the text of Joshua 10 with a preconceived bias specifically intending to interpret Joshua 10 in terms of the popular secular science of that time. 

b. This is simply a matter of historic fact. 

i. The Roman Catholic Church had adopted and embraced the astronomical model of Aristotle and Ptolemy, 2 secular (or pagan) philosophers who taught that the earth was the center of the universe. 

c. According to the quotes below, particularly the first quote, the earth-centered ideas of Ptolemy and Aristotle remained the popular views into the days of Copernicus and Galileo in the 1500’s and 1600’s AD. 

“Cosmology, II EVOLUTION OF COSMOLOGICAL THEORIES, A Ancient Cosmologies – Until the 16th century, most people (including early astronomers) considered the earth to be at the center of the universe…B Sun-Centered Universe – The ideas of Ptolemy were accepted in an age when standards of scientific accuracy and proof had not yet been developed. Even when Polish astronomer Nicolaus Copernicus developed his model of a sun-centered universe in the 1540s, he based his ideas on philosophy instead of new observations.” – "Cosmology," Microsoft® Encarta® Encyclopedia 99. © 1993-1998 Microsoft Corporation. All rights reserved.

“Astronomy, History – Aristotle's system of physics and astronomy, developed in the 300's B.C., survived for almost 2,000 years. In Aristotle's system of astronomy, Earth was the center of the universe. During the A.D. 100's, Ptolemy modified Aristotle's system to account for the retrograde motion of the planets. Ptolemy also maintained that Earth was the center of the universe, however. Developing the modern view – By the early 1500's, Nicolaus Copernicus had developed a theory in which Earth and the other planets revolved about the sun…In 1609, Galileo heard that an optical device had been built that made distant objects appear closer. He soon built his own telescope. The discoveries Galileo made with this instrument backed the Copernican theory over the theories of Aristotle and Ptolemy. In 1616, however, the Roman Catholic Church warned Galileo not to teach that Earth revolves about the sun. A book of Galileo's published in 1632 was interpreted as a violation of the ban, and Galileo was put under house arrest. Only in 1992 did the Catholic Church confirm that Galileo should not have been tried or convicted.” – Worldbook, Contributor: Jay M. Pasachoff, Ph.D., Field Memorial Professor of Astronomy and Director, Hopkins Observatory of Williams College.

“Astronomy, Observing the sky, Earth-centered theories – Ancient scholars produced elaborate schemes to account for the observed movements of the stars, sun, moon, and planets. In the 300's B.C., the Greek philosopher Aristotle developed a system of 56 spheres, all with the same center. The innermost sphere, which did not move, was Earth.” – Worldbook, Contributor: Jay M. Pasachoff, Ph.D., Field Memorial Professor of Astronomy and Director, Hopkins Observatory of Williams College.

i. Consequently, the Roman Catholic Church approached the text of Joshua with the intent to support the popular, secular science of the time. 

d. Relevance

i. If the Roman Catholic Church had not accepted the views of the pagan philosophers in this matter, then they might have instead simply interpreted Joshua 10 in light of the normal rules for textual interpretation and realized that Joshua was using an everyday expression and did not necessarily intend to make any definitive statements about the structure of the universe. 

ii. As a result, the historical events between Galileo and the Roman Catholic Church demonstrate the dangers and problems that arise when the Church (or an individual Christian) seeks to interpret a text with the preconceived intention to support modern, secular science rather than simply abiding by the normal rules of textual interpretation. 

iii. Therefore, the experience of Galileo actually provides reasons not to interpret the text of Genesis with intention of supporting the modern secular theory of evolution while ignoring the normal rules of text interpretation.

g. Objection 5

i. The fifth objection offered by old earth creationists is that like the text of Joshua 10, the text of Genesis 1 becomes compatible with modern scientific theory if we take into account the “frame of reference” in the text. 

ii. Here it is important to note that neither old earth creationists nor young earth creationists believe that the text of Joshua 10 actually disagrees with observable reality. 

1. In other words, neither side believes that Joshua 10 is declaring that the sun orbits the earth with the earth as the center. 

2. Young earth creationists believe that simply applying normal rules for interpretation and concluding that Joshua’s statements are common, everyday expressions sufficiently avoids any conflict. 

3. Old earth creationists believe that Joshua 10 must be interpreted in light of current scientific theory and so any potential conflict is alleviated in that way. 

4. And although young earth creationists reject the inclusion of current scientific theory in the process of text interpretation, through different processes ultimately both sides agree that Joshua’s statements reflect the normal perspective, or frame of reference, of an earthbound human being. 

5. Thus, when Joshua 10:12-13 states that the sun stood still, it is merely using the same type of everyday expression found in expressions like “sunrise,” “sundown,” or “nightfall,” which are casual, poetic figures of speech about the cycle of the sun from an earthbound frame of reference. 

iii. Here we arrive at the central concept of this fifth old earth creationist argument. Old earth creationists argue that we should assume the Genesis 1 is written from the same “frame of reference” or point of view as Joshua 10. 

1. In other words, old earth creationists assert that Genesis 1 is a description of how things looked from the surface of the earth. 

a. For example, when Genesis 1:3 states, “Let there be light: and there was light,” this does not mean that light was created but merely that light became visible on the surface of the earth for the first time at this point, penetrating a thick cloud cover suggested by old earth creationists and evolutionary theory. 

b. Similarly, when Genesis 1:16-17 states, “And God made two great lights” and “he made the stars also” and “set them in the firmament of the heaven,” these phrase are interpreted to mean that the sun, moon, and stars became visible to the surface of the earth rather than conveying that these items were created at this time. 

2. For instance, on page 153, old earth evolutionists Hugh Ross and Gleason L. Archer assert the following.

“In Genesis 1 the Hebrew word to create something brand new which did not exist before (bara) is used just three times. It is used first for the creation of the universe, second for the creation of soulish animals, and last for the creation of spirit species, mankind.” – Hugh Ross and Gleason L. Archer, The Genesis Debate, Crux Press, Inc., copyright 2001, p. 153

a. By extension, Ross and Archer mean to imply that all the objects listed in Genesis 1 are not “created brand new” but did exist before. 

3. On pages 193-194, the authors state this explicitly and further explain that the sun, moon, and stars simply became visible on Day 4 of Genesis 1to a hypothetical observer on the earth’s surface.

“Taking a cue from Blocher, Irons and Kline charge that the Achilles heel of our day-age interpretation is the fourth-day appearance of the sun, moon, and stars. Note the word ‘appearance.” The text does not say that these luminaries were ‘created’ on the fourth day. In Genesis 1:14, the verb is haya (be or exist) not bara (create). From the perspective of an observer on earth’s surface, the existence of the luminaries could not be known until God transformed the earth’s atmosphere from translucent to transparent.” – Hugh Ross and Gleason L. Archer, The Genesis Debate, Crux Press, Inc., copyright 2001, p. 193-94

iv. Objection Answered

1. Number One: Vocabulary
a. As a matter of basic vocabulary, young earth creationists reject the suggestion that “bara” is the only Hebrew word that conveys to “create brand new” and the suggestion that “bara” and “haya” do not overlap in meaning

b. Instead, young earth creationists affirm that the meanings of “bara” and “haya” overlap and that both words convey the idea of “creating something which did not formerly exist.”

c. This position is stated by young earth creationists in The Genesis Debate
“We also think that one of the most specious arguments is the one that tries to erect a strict wall of separation between haya and bara, as if those words alone somehow prove that the celestial lights only “appeared” on the fourth day.” – J. Ligon Duncan III and David W. Hall, The Genesis Debate, Crux Press, Inc., copyright 2001, p. 111
d. And this young earth creationist position is confirmed by Hebrew lexicons

i. As points 1a2 and 1a2a of the definition for “haya” state, “haya” can mean either “to appear” or “to come into being.”

01961 hayah

a primitive root [compare 01933]; TWOT-491; v 

AV-was, come to pass, came, has been, were happened, become, pertained, better for thee; 75 

1) to be, become, come to pass, exist, happen, fall out 

1a) (Qal) 

1a1) ——- 

1a1a) to happen, fall out, occur, take place, come about, come to pass 

1a1b) to come about, come to pass 

1a2) to come into being, become 

1a2a) to arise, appear, come 

1a2b) to become 

1a2b1) to become 

1a2b2) to become like 

1a2b3) to be instituted, be established 

1a3) to be 

1a3a) to exist, be in existence 

1a3b) to abide, remain, continue (with word of place or time) 

1a3c) to stand, lie, be in, be at, be situated (with word of locality) 

1a3d) to accompany, be with 

1b) (Niphal) 

1b1) to occur, come to pass, be done, be brought about 

1b2) to be done, be finished, be gone

e. Consequently, the mere occurrence of “haya” in Genesis 1 does not favor the old earth interpretation. 

i. “Haya” does convey “coming into being” having not before existed, and so the occurrence of “haya” also works perfectly with the young earth interpretation that all the items in Genesis 1 were created rather than merely appearing. 

f. But beyond the disagreement over the vocabulary words “haya” and “bara,” there are 2 fundamental problems with this old earth creationist interpretive devise. 

2. Number two: the old earth creationist suggestion concerning “haya” and “bara” simply does not resolve all of the incompatibilities between the text of Genesis 1 and evolutionary theory. 

a. Even if a “surface of the earth” frame of reference were assumed, evolutionary theory would still be contradicted by textual proofs that the days are literal, normal, 24-hour periods and by the order of events in Genesis 1. 

b. For example, as we noted earlier, birds arise before reptiles in the Genesis account, which directly contradicts evolutionary theory. 

3. Number three: 

a. most importantly, the text of Genesis 1 specifically locates the “frame of reference” or “point of view” for us, leaving us no room to speculate that the perspective is “an observer on earth’s surface” as old earth creationists suggest. 

b. As we read through Genesis 1, we repeatedly find the phrase, “and God saw” after the creation events on each day.
Genesis 1:4 And God saw the light, that it was good: and God divided the light from the darkness.

Genesis 1:10 And God called the dry land Earth; and the gathering together of the waters called he Seas: and God saw that it was good.

Genesis 1:12 And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed after his kind, and the tree yielding fruit, whose seed was in itself, after his kind: and God saw that it was good. 

Genesis 1:18 And to rule over the day and over the night, and to divide the light from the darkness: and God saw that it was good.

Genesis 1:21 And God created great whales, and every living creature that moveth, which the waters brought forth abundantly, after their kind, and every winged fowl after his kind: and God saw that it was good.
Genesis 1:25 And God made the beast of the earth after his kind, and cattle after their kind, and every thing that creepeth upon the earth after his kind: and God saw that it was good.

Genesis 1:31 And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it was very good. And the evening and the morning were the sixth day.
c. It seems quite clear that the author of Genesis very much wanted to reinforce that the point of view of Genesis 1 was God’s point of view, not “an observer on earth’s surface.” 

i. First, things don’t “seem” a certain way to God. 

ii. Second, God doesn’t simply see things as they would “appear” from one limited vantage point, such as the surface of the earth. 

1. God is all-knowing and all-seeing. 

2. He sees everything from all sides. 

3. He sees everything in its totality as it actually is, not simply from one perspective. 

iii. Third, these issues are further highlighted by the fact that God’s purpose in surveying these things is in order to judge their quality. 

1. It makes little sense for God to be judging the quality of the entire universe based solely on what is visible about those items from the surface of the earth. 

2. As such, when God declares what he has seen to be “good” and “very good,” we must understand that scripture intends to convey that God is pronouncing judgment based upon having seen all that there is about these things

a. not merely how they looked from the limited vantage point of the surface of the earth. 

d. Consequently, Genesis 1 repeatedly and explicitly prevents us from concluding that the vantage point or frame of reference is a limited one, such as the surface of the earth. 

e. And instead, Genesis 1 repeatedly and explicitly identifies that the vantage point from which all the events are viewed is God’s all-knowing, all-seeing perspective from which he assesses and judges these things, having perceived them in their entirety 

i. rather than perceiving them only from limited perspective of the surface of the earth.

v. Conclusions to Objection 5

1. As we can see, the old earth creationist suggestion that the text of Genesis becomes compatible with evolutionary theory by simply relocating the perspective to “an observer on earth’s surface” does not accomplish their goal. 

a. It does not overturn the numerous hermeneutic proofs that the days of Genesis 1 are literal, 24-hour days. 

b. It does not resolve the fact that the order of events in Genesis is incompatible with the order of evolution. 

c. And finally, it does not work because Genesis 1 already firmly identifies the frame of reference for creation as the perspective of God himself when He renders judgment. 

h. Objection 6

i. A sixth objection that some have offered to 24-hour creation days recognizes that the seventh day is not spoken of in the same pattern as the preceding six days. 

1. Unlike the first six days of creation, God does not declare the seventh day as "good." 

2. Additionally, no evening and morning are mentioned in reference to the seventh day. 

ii. But, it does not follow from this that the seventh day cannot be or was not a 24-hour period. 

1. A much simpler reason for the absence of such descriptions is available from the text and is directly related to a clear difference between the first six days and the seventh day.

a. On the first six days, God works but on the seventh day He rests. 

i. At the end of each work day God reviews His workmanship and declares that the work, not the day, is good. 

ii. But on the seventh day God doesn't do any work. 

iii. So, there is nothing for God to review or declare good on the seventh day. 

iv. Nevertheless, although there is no work for God to declare “good,” God does say that the seventh day itself is “holy.” 

b. Similarly, on the first six days, God is actively creating during the evenings and the mornings. 

i. However, on the seventh day, God does not work, so no description of the day's events in terms of evening and morning is needed. 

iii. Consequently, the lack of the terms “evenings” and “mornings” and the lack of God’s assessment of “good” on the seventh day do not in anyway indicate that either the seventh day was different from the other six creation days or that the seventh day was not a 24-hour period.

V. Conclusions

a. In summary, we can see that the old earth creationist view is incompatible with the text of scripture. 

i. There is no way to reconcile evolutionary theory or its long ages with Genesis without overturning standard hermeneutic rules (the rules for text interpretation). 

b. Furthermore, the common objections offered by the old earth creationist view against the young earth model are also incapacitated by problems and errors. 

c. Consequently, the only conclusion we can come to is that the universe is young and was created in series of six, literal, 24-hour days about 6,000 years ago. 

i. Having established this from the hermeneutic evidence, the text of the scriptural record, this issue can also be examined from the observable, empirical evidence as well, which is the subject of our creation and evolution series. 

ii. And, as our study on evolution and creation demonstrates, old earth creationism should not be accepted simply because all the physical, observable evidence points to a young earth and disproves evolution in the first place. 
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