
4. Both “Old Earth” and “Young Earth” Theories Are Valid Options for Christians Who 
Believe the Bible Today. After discussing several preliminary considerations regarding the 
age of the earth, we come finally to the specific arguments for old earth and young earth 
views. 
 
a. “Old Earth” Theories of Creation: In this first category we list two viewpoints held by 
those who believe in an old earth with an age of about 4.5 billion years and a universe about 
15 billion years old. 
 
(1) Day­Age View: Many who believe that the earth is many millions of years old maintain 
that the days of Genesis 1 are extremely long “ages” of time.58 The arguments given above 
for long days in Genesis 1 will apply here, and, as we argued above, the words of the Hebrew 
text do allow for the days to be long periods of time. The evident advantage of this view is 
that, if the current scientific estimate for an earth 4.5 billion years old is correct, it explains 
how the Bible is consistent with this fact. Among evangelicals who hold to an old earth view, 
this is a common position. This view is sometimes called a “concordist” view because it 
seeks agreement or “concord” between the Bible and scientific conclusions about dating. 
 
Many have been attracted to this position because of scientific evidence regarding the age of 
the earth. A very helpful survey of the views of theologians and scientists regarding the age 
of the earth, from ancient Greece to the twentieth century, is found in a book by a 
professional geologist who is also an evangelical Christian, Davis A. Young, Christianity and 
the Age of the Earth.59 Young demonstrates that in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, 
many Christian geologists, under the weight of apparently overwhelming evidence, have 
concluded that the earth is about 4.5 billion years old. Although some “young earth” 
proponents (see discussion below) have claimed that radiometric dating techniques are 
inaccurate because of changes that occurred on the earth at the time of the flood, Young 
notes that radiometric dating of rocks from the moon and of meteorites recently fallen to 
the earth, which could not have been affected by Noah’s flood, coincide with many other 
radiometric evidences from various materials on the earth, and that the results of these 
tests are “remarkably consistent in pointing to about 4.5–4.7 billion years.”60 
 

Some of Young’s most forceful arguments for an old earth, in addition to those from 
radiometric dating, include the time required for liquid magma to cool (about 1 million 
years for a large formation in southern California), the time and pressure required for the 
formation of many metamorphic rocks that contain small fossils (some apparently could 
only be formed by the pressure of being buried twelve to eighteen miles under ground and 
later brought to the surface—but when could this have happened on a young earth view?), 
continental drift (fossil‐bearing rock fields near the coasts of Africa and South America were 
apparently previously joined together, then separated by continental drift, something that 
could not have happened in 20,000 years at the present rate of two centimeters per year),61 
and coral reefs (some of which apparently would have required hundreds of thousands of 
years of gradual deposits to attain their present state).62 Several other arguments, especially 
from astronomy, have been summarized by Robert C. Newman and Herman J. Eckelmann, 
Jr., in Genesis One and the Origin of the Earth.63 These arguments favor an old earth view, and 
the day‐age theory is an attractive position for old earth advocates. 
 
The day‐age view is certainly possible, but it has several difficulties: (1) The sequence of 
events in Genesis 1 does not exactly correspond to current scientific understanding of the 
development of life, which puts sea creatures (Day 5) before trees (Day 3), and insects and 



other land animals (Day 6), as well as fish (Day 5), before birds (Day 5).64 (2) The greatest 
difficulty for this view is that it puts the sun, moon, and stars (Day 4) millions of years after 
the creation of plants and trees (Day 3). That makes no sense at all according to current 
scientific opinion, which sees the stars as formed long before the earth or any living 
creatures on the earth. It also makes no sense in terms of the way the earth now operates, 
for plants do not grow without sunlight, and there are many plants (Day 3) that do not 
pollinate without birds or flying insects (Day 5), and there are many birds (Day 5) that live 
off creeping insects (Day 6). Moreover, how would the waters on the earth keep from 
freezing for millions of years without the sun? In response, those who hold the concordist 
view say that the sun, moon, and stars were created on Day 1 (the creation of light) or 
before Day 1, when “in the beginning God created the heavens and the earth” (Gen. 1:1), and 
that the sun, moon, and stars were only made visible or revealed on Day 4 (Gen. 1:14–19). 
But this argument is not very convincing, because all the other five days of creation involve 
not revealing something that was previously created but actually creating things for the first 
time. Moreover, the creative statements are similar to those of other days, “And God said, 
‘Let there be lights in the firmament of the heavens to separate the day from the night . . . to 
give light upon the earth.’ And it was so” (Gen. 1:14–15). This is the form of language used in 
verses 3, 6, 11, 20, and 24 for creating things, not revealing them.  
 
Furthermore, the creation (not the revealing) of the sun, moon, and stars is made explicit in 
the next sentence: “And God made the two great lights, the greater light to rule the day, and 
the lesser light to rule the night; he made the stars also” (Gen. 1:16). Here the word “made” 
(Heb. ‘amsamh) is the same word used when God made the firmament, the beasts of the 
earth, and man (Gen. 1:7, 25, 26)—in none of these cases is it used to speak of revealing 
something previously made. The Hebrew ‘asm ahm is also the word used in the summary in 
verse 31: “And God saw everything that he had made, and behold, it was very good.” This 
frequent use throughout Genesis 1 makes it very unlikely that Genesis 1:16 merely refers to 
the revealing of the sun, moon, and stars. But a modification of the day‐age view in response 
to these objections seems possible. The verbs in Genesis 1:16 can be taken as perfects, 
indicating something that God had done before: “And God had made the two great lights, the 
greater light to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule the night; he had made65 the stars 
also.” Grammatically this is possible (this is how the NIV translates the same verb form in 
2:8 and 2:19, for example).  
 
This view would imply that God had made the sun, moon, and stars earlier (in v. 1, the 
creation of heavens and earth, or in v. 3, the creation of light) but only placed them near the 
earth on Day 4, or allowed them to be seen from the earth on Day 4 (vv. 14–15, 17–18). This 
allows the word made (‘asm ahm ) to mean “created” and thus avoids the difficulty 
mentioned above with the view that it means “revealed” in verse 16. This option remains as 
a genuine possibility for the day‐age view, and in fact this view is the one that seems most 
persuasive to the present author, if an old earth position is to be adopted. With regard to 
light needed for the plants and warmth needed for the waters, there was light available 
from Day 1—even if we are not sure whether this light was light from the sun and stars or 
the light of God’s glory (which will replace the sun in the New Jerusalem, Rev. 21:23).66  
Another answer from the day‐age view might be that the fourth day is not exactly in 
sequence, though an overall outline of progressive work of God is given. Yet once we begin 
changing the sequence of events that is so prominent in this progression of six creative 
days, it is doubtful that we need to allow the text to tell us anything other than the bare fact 
that God created things—but in that case, the whole inquiry about the age of the earth is 
unnecessary. (Further discussion of disruption in the sequence of days is given in the next 



section.) 
 
(2) Literary Framework View: Another way of interpreting the days of Genesis 1 has 
gained a significant following among evangelicals. Since it argues that Genesis 1 gives us no 
information about the age of the earth, it would be compatible with current scientific 
estimates of a very old earth. This view argues that the six days of Genesis 1 are not 
intended to indicate a chronological sequence of events, but are rather a literary 
“framework,” which the author uses to teach us about God’s creative activity. The 
framework is skillfully constructed so that the first three days and the second three days 
correspond to each other.67 
 

Days of forming Days of filling 
Day 1: Light and darkness Day 4: Sun, moon, and stars separated (lights in the heaven) Day 
2: Sky and waters separated Day 5: Fish and birds Day 3: Dry land and seas Day 6: Animals 
and man separated, plants and trees In this way a parallel construction is seen. On Day 1 
God separates light and darkness, while on Day 4 he puts the sun, moon, and stars in the 
light and in the darkness. On Day 2 he separates the waters and the sky, while on Day 5 he 
puts the fish in the waters and the birds in the sky. On Day 3 he separates the dry land and 
the seas and makes plants to grow, while on Day 6 he puts the animals and man on the dry 
land and gives the plants to them for food. 
 
According to the “framework” view, Genesis 1 should not be read as though the author 
wanted to inform us about the sequence of days or the order in which things were created, 
nor did he intend to tell us about the length of time the creation took. The arrangement of 
six “days” is a literary device the author uses to teach that God created everything. The six 
“days,” which are neither twenty‐four‐hour days nor long periods of time, give us six 
different “pictures” of creation, telling us that God made all aspects of the creation, that the 
pinnacle of his creative activity was man, and that over all creation is God himself, who 
rested on the seventh day and who calls man therefore to worship him on the sabbath day 
as well.68  In the words of a recent advocate of this position, “Chronology has no place 
here.”69 The attractions in favor of this hypothesis are (1) the neat correspondence between 
the pairs of days as shown in the table above, (2) the fact that it avoids any conflict with 
modern science over the age of the earth and the age of living creatures (since no 
chronology at all is implied), (3) the way it avoids the conflict of sequence between Genesis 
1 and 2 in which man (Gen. 2:7) seems to be formed before plants (Gen. 2:8) and animals 
(Gen. 2:19), a sequence different from Genesis 1, and (4) the fact that Genesis 2:5 shows that 
the “days” of creation were not literal twentyfour‐hour days, for it says that there were no 
plants on the earth because it had not yet rained, something that would not make sense in a 
six day creation, since plants can certainly survive three or four days without rain. Several 
points may be made against the framework theory. 
 
1. First, the proposed correspondence between the days of creation is not nearly as exact as 
its advocates have supposed. The sun, moon, and stars created on the fourth day as “lights 
in the firmament of the heavens” (Gen. 1:14) are placed not in any space created on Day 1 
but in the “firmament” (Heb. raqia‘) that was created on the second day. In fact, the 
correspondence in language is quite explicit: this “firmament” is not mentioned at all on Day 
1 but five times on Day 2 (Gen. 1: 6–8) and three times on Day 4 (Gen. 1:14–19). Of course 
Day 4 also has correspondences with Day 1 (in terms of day and night, light and darkness), 
but if we say that the second three days show the creation of things to fill the forms or 
spaces created on the first three days, then Day 4 overlaps at least as much with Day 2 as it 



does with Day 1. 
 
Moreover, the parallel between Days 2 and 5 is not exact, because in some ways the 
preparation of a space for the fish and birds of Day 5 does not come in Day 2 but in Day 3. It 
is not until Day 3 that God gathers the waters together and calls them “seas” (Gen. 1:10), 
and on Day 5 the fish are commanded to “fill the waters in the seas” (Gen. 1:22). Again in 
verses 26 and 28 the fish are called “fish of the sea,” giving repeated emphasis to the fact 
that the sphere the fish inhabit was specifically formed on Day 3. Thus, the fish formed on 
Day 5 seem to belong much more to the place prepared for them on Day 3 than to the 
widely dispersed waters below the firmament on Day 2. Establishing a parallel between Day 
2 and Day 5 faces further difficulties in that nothing is created on Day 5 to inhabit the 
“waters above the firmament,” and the flying things created on this day (the Hebrew word 
would include flying insects as well as birds) not only fly in the sky created on Day 2, but 
also live and multiply on the “earth” or “dry land” created on Day 3. (Note God’s command 
on Day 5: “Let birds multiply on the earth” [Gen. 1:22].) Finally, the parallel between Days 3 
and 6 is not precise, for nothing is created on Day 6 to fill the seas that were gathered 
together on Day 3. With all of these points of imprecise correspondence and overlapping 
between places and things created to fill them, the supposed literary “framework,” while 
having an initial appearance of neatness, turns out to be less and less convincing upon 
closer reading of the text. 
 
2. Since all proposals for understanding Genesis 1 attempt to provide explanations for 
scientific data about the age of the earth, this is not a unique argument in favor of the 
framework theory. However, we must recognize that one aspect of the attractiveness of this 
theory is the fact that it relieves evangelicals of the burden of even trying to reconcile 
scientific findings with Genesis 1. Yet, in the words of one advocate of this theory, “So great 
is the advantage, and for some the relief, that it could constitute a temptation.” He wisely 
adds, “We must not espouse the theory on grounds of its convenience but only if the text 
leads us in that direction.”70 
 

3. Those who have not adopted the framework theory have seen no conflict in sequence 
between Genesis 1 and 2, for it has been commonly understood that Genesis 2 implies no 
description of sequence in the original creation of the animals or plants, but simply 
recapitulates some of the details of Genesis 1 as important for the specific account of the 
creation of Adam and Eve in Genesis 2. The NIV avoids the appearance of conflict by 
translating, “Now the LORD God had planted a garden in the East, in Eden” (Gen. 2:8) and 
“Now the LORD God had formed out of the ground all the beasts of the field and all the birds 
of the air” (Gen. 2:19). 
 
4. Genesis 2:5 does not really say that plants were not on the earth because the earth was 
too dry to support them. If we adopt that reasoning we would also have to say there were 
no plants because “there was no man to till the ground” (Gen. 2:5), for that is the second half 
of the comment about no rain coming on the earth. Moreover, the remainder of the sentence 
says that the earth was the opposite of being too dry to support plants: “streams came up 
from the earth and watered the whole surface of the ground” (Gen. 2:6 NIV). The statement 
in Genesis 2:5 is simply to be understood as an explanation of the general time frame in 
which God created man. Genesis 2:4–6 sets the stage, telling us that “no plant of the field 
was yet in the earth and no herb of the field had yet sprung up—for the LORD God had not 
caused it to rain upon the earth, and there was no man to till the ground; but a mist went up 
from the earth and watered the whole face of the ground.” The statements about lack of rain 



and no man to till the ground do not give the physical reason why there were no plants, but 
only explain that God’s work of creation was not complete. This introduction puts us back 
into the first six days of creation as a general setting—into “the day that the LORD God 
made the earth and the heavens” (Gen. 2:4). Then in that setting it abruptly introduces the 
main point of chapter 2—the creation of man. The Hebrew text does not include the word 
“then” at the beginning of verse 7, but simply begins, “And the LORD God formed man” (Gen. 
2:7 KJV).71 
 

5. Finally, the strongest argument against the framework view, and the reason why 
comparatively few evangelicals have adopted it, is that the whole of Genesis 1 strongly 
suggests not just a literary framework but a chronological sequence of events. When the 
narrative proceeds from the less complex aspects of creation (light and darkness, waters, 
sky, and dry land) to the more complex aspects (fish and birds, animals and man) we see a 
progressive build‐up and an ordered sequence of events that are entirely understandable 
chronologically. When a sequence of numbers (1‐2‐3‐4‐5‐6) is attached to a set of days that 
correspond exactly to the ordinary week human beings experience (Day 1, Day 2, Day 3, Day 
4, Day 5, Day 6, Day 7, with rest on Day 7), the implication of chronological sequence in the 
narrative is almost inescapable. The sequence of days seems more clearly intended than a 
literary framework which is nowhere made explicit in the text, and in which many details 
simply do not fit. As Derek Kidner observes: The march of the days is too majestic a 
progress to carry no implication of ordered sequence; it also seems over‐subtle to adopt a 
view of the passage which discounts one of the primary impressions it makes on the 
ordinary reader. It is a story, not only a statement.72 
 

6. A sequence of days is also implied in God’s command to human beings to imitate his 
pattern of work plus rest: “Remember the sabbath day, to keep it holy. Six days you shall 
labor, and do all your work; but the seventh day is a sabbath to the LORD your God . . . for in 
six days the LORD made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested the 
seventh day” (Ex. 20:8–11). But if God did not create the earth by working for six days and 
resting on the seventh, then the command to imitate him would be misleading or make no 
sense. In conclusion, while the “framework” view does not deny the truthfulness of 
Scripture, it adopts an interpretation of Scripture which, upon closer inspection, seems very 
unlikely.  
 
b. “Young Earth” Theories of Creation: Another group of evangelical interpreters rejects 
the dating systems that currently give an age of millions of years to the earth and argue 
instead that the earth is quite young, perhaps 10,000 to 20,000 years old. Young earth 
advocates have produced a number of scientific arguments for a recent creation of the 
earth.73 Those who hold to a young earth generally advocate one or both of the following 
positions: 
 
(1) Creation With an Appearance of Age (Mature Creationism): Many who hold to a 
young earth point out that the original creation must have had an “appearance of age” even 
from the first day. (Another term for this view is “mature creationism,” since it affirms that 
God created a mature creation.) The appearance of Adam and Eve as full‐grown adults is an 
obvious example. They appeared as though they had lived for perhaps twenty or twenty‐
five years, growing up from infancy as human beings normally do, but in fact they were less 
than a day old. Similarly, they probably saw the stars the first night that they lived, but the 
light from most stars would take thousands or even millions of years to reach the earth. 
This suggests that God created the stars with light beams already in place. And full‐grown 
trees would probably have had rings (Adam and Eve would not have had to wait years 



before God told them which trees of the garden they could eat from and which they could 
not, nor would they have had to wait weeks or months before edible plants grew large 
enough to provide them food). Following this line of reasoning, might we go further and 
suppose that many geological formations, when originally created, had a similar appearance 
to formations that would now take thousands or even millions of years to complete by 
present “slow” processes? 
 
This suggestion has currently found many supporters, and, initially at least, it seems to be 
an attractive proposal. Those who hold this position often combine it with certain 
objections to current scientific dating processes. They question how we can be certain of the 
reliability of radiometric dating beyond a few thousand years, for example, and how 
scientists can know that the rates of decay of certain elements have been constant since 
creation. They also suggest that events such as the fall and the subsequent cursing of nature 
(which altered the productivity and ecological balance of the earth, and caused man himself 
to begin to age and decay, Gen. 3:17–19), or the flood in Noah’s time (Gen. 6–9), may have 
brought about significant differences in the amount of radioactive material in living things. 
This would mean that estimates of the age of the earth using present methods of 
measurement would not be accurate.  
 
A common objection to this “appearance of age” view is that it “makes God an apparent 
deceiver,”74 something that is contrary to his nature. But is God a “deceiver” if he creates a 
mature man and woman in a day and then tells us explicitly that he did it? Or if he creates 
mature fish and animals and full‐grown trees and tells us that he did it? Or if he allows 
Adam and Eve to see the stars, which he created in order that people might see them and 
give glory to him, on the first night that they lived? Rather than manifesting deception, it 
seems that these actions point to God’s infinite wisdom and power. This is particularly so if 
God explicitly tells us that he created everything in “six days.” According to this position, 
those who are deceived are those who refuse to hear God’s own explanation of how the 
creation came about. 
 
The real problem with the appearance of age view is that there are some things in the 
universe that it cannot easily account for. Everyone will agree that Adam and Eve were 
created as adults, not newborn infants, and therefore had an appearance of age. Most who 
hold to twenty‐four‐hour days in Genesis 1 would also say there was an appearance of age 
with plants and trees, and with all the animals when they were first created (the chicken 
came before the egg!), and probably with light from the stars. But the creation of fossils 
presents a real problem, for responsible Christians would not want to suggest that God 
scattered fossils throughout the earth to give an added appearance of age! This would not 
be creating something “in process” or in a state of maturity; it would be creating the 
remains of a dead animal, not so that the animal could serve Adam and Eve, but simply to 
make people think the earth was older than it really was. Furthermore, one would have to 
say that God created all these dead animals and called them “very good.”75 While the 
creation of stars with light beams in place or trees that are mature would be for the purpose 
of enabling human beings to glorify God for the excellence of his creation, the depositing of 
fossils in the earth could only be for the purpose of misleading or deceiving human beings 
regarding the earlier history of the world. More problematic is that Adam, the plants, the 
animals, and the stars all would have appeared to have different ages (because they were 
created with mature functions in place), whereas modern geological research gives 
approximately the same age estimates from radiometric dating, astronomical estimates, 
rock formations, samples of moon rocks and meteorites, etc. Why would God create so 



many different indications of an earth that is 4.5 billion years old if this were not true? 
Would it not be better to conclude that the earth is 4.5 billion years old, and that God left 
many indications there to show us this fact rather than in any way imply that he deceived 
us? So it seems the only credible explanations for the fossil record that Christians can adopt 
are: (a) current dating methods are incorrect by colossal proportions because of flawed 
assumptions or because of changes brought about by the fall or the flood; or (b) current 
dating methods are approximately correct and the earth is many millions or even billions of 
years old. 
 
(2) Flood Geology: Another common view among evangelicals is what may be called “flood 
geology.” This is the view that the tremendous natural forces unleashed by the flood at the 
time of Noah (Gen. 6–9) significantly altered the face of the earth, causing the creation of 
coal and diamonds, for example, within the space of a year rather than hundreds of millions 
of years, because of the extremely high pressure exerted by the water on the earth. This 
view also claims that the flood deposited fossils in layers of incredibly thick sediment all 
over the earth.76 The flood geology view is also called “neo‐catastrophism” because its 
advocates attribute most of the present geological status of the earth to the immense 
catastrophe of the flood. 
 
The geological arguments put forth by advocates of this view are technical and difficult for 
the nonspecialist to evaluate. Personally, though I think the flood of Genesis 6–9 was world‐
wide, and that it did have a significant impact on the face of the earth, and that all living 
people and animals outside the ark perished in the flood, I am not persuaded that all of the 
earth’s geological formations were caused by Noah’s flood rather than by millions of years 
of sedimentation, volcanic eruptions, movement of glaciers, continental drift, and so forth. 
The controversy over flood geology is strikingly different from the other areas of dispute 
regarding creation, for its advocates have persuaded almost no professional geologists, even 
those who are Bible‐believing evangelical Christians. By contrast, the books objecting to 
evolution that we mentioned above chronicle 130 years of cogent objections to Darwinian 
evolution that have been raised by a significant number of biologists, biochemists, 
zoologists, anthropologists, and paleontologists, both Christian and non‐Christian, because 
evolution has so many problems in explaining facts evident from observation of the created 
world. If present geological formations could only be explained as the result of a universal 
flood, then would this not be evident even to non‐ Christians who look at the evidence? 
Would not the hundreds of Christians who are professional geologists be prepared to 
acknowledge the evidence if it were there? It may be that the flood geologists are right, but 
if they are, we would expect to see more progress in persuading some professional 
geologists that their case is a plausible one.77 
 
5. Conclusions on the Age of the Earth. How old is the earth then? Where does this 
discussion leave us? Young’s arguments for an old earth based on many kinds of scientific 
data from different disciplines seem (to the present writer at least) to be very strong. This is 
particularly true of arguments based on fossil‐bearing rocks, coral reefs, continental drift, 
and the similarity of results from different kinds of radiometric dating. Newman and 
Eckelmann’s arguments from astronomy indicating a very old universe give significant 
added weight. It is understandable, on the one hand, that God may have created a universe 
in which stars appeared to have been shining for 15 billion years, Adam appeared to have 
been living for 25 years, some trees appeared to have been living for 50 years, and some 
animals appeared to have been living for 1 to 10 years. But, on the other hand, it is difficult 
to understand why God would have created dozens or perhaps hundred of different kinds of 



rocks and minerals on the earth, all of which actually were only one day old, but all of which 
had an appearance of being exactly 4.5 billion years old—exactly the apparent age that he 
also gave the moon and the meteorites when they, too, were only one day old. And it is 
difficult to understand why the evidence of star life cycles and the expansion of the universe 
would make the universe appear to be 15 billion years old if it were not. It is possible, but it 
seems unlikely, almost as if God’s only purpose in giving these uniform apparent ages was 
to mislead us rather than simply to have a mature, functioning universe in place. So the old 
earth advocates seem to me to have a greater weight of scientific evidence on their side, and 
it seems that the weight of evidence is increasing yearly. 
 
On the other hand, the interpretations of Genesis 1 presented by old earth advocates, while 
possible, do not seem as natural to the sense of the text. Davis Young’s own solution of 
“seven successive figurative days of indeterminate duration”78 really does not solve the 
problem, for he is willing to spread God’s creative activities around on the various days as 
needed in order to make the sequence scientifically possible. For example, he thinks that 
some birds were created before Day 5: We may also suggest that even though birds were 
created on the fifth day, nevertheless, the most primitive birds or original bird ancestors 
were miraculously formed on a day prior to the fifth day. 
 
Hence the data of Genesis 1 actually allow for some overlap of the events of the days. If such 
overlap exists, then all apparent discrepancies between Genesis 1 and science would fall 
away (p. 131). But this procedure allows us to say that the events of creation occurred at 
almost any time, no matter whether Scripture says they occurred then or not. Once this 
procedure is adopted, then ultimately we can know little if anything about the sequence of 
creation events from Genesis 1, because any of the events narrated there may have had 
precursors at previous periods of time. This can hardly be the impression the original 
readers were intended to get from the text. (Much more likely, however, is the modified 
day‐age view presented on pp. 359–360 above.) 
 
6. The Need for Further Understanding. Although our conclusions are tentative, at this 
point in our understanding, Scripture seems to be more easily understood to suggest (but 
not to require) a young earth view, while the observable facts of creation seem increasingly 
to favor an old earth view. Both views are possible, but neither one is certain. And we must 
say very clearly that the age of the earth is a matter that is not directly taught in Scripture, 
but is something we can think about only by drawing more or less probable inferences from 
Scripture. Given this situation, it would seem best (1) to admit that God may not allow us to 
find a clear solution to this question before Christ returns, and (2) to encourage evangelical 
scientists and theologians who fall in both the young earth and old earth camps to begin to 
work together with much less arrogance, much more humility, and a much greater sense of 
cooperation in a common purpose. 
 
 
There are difficulties with both old earth and young earth viewpoints, difficulties that the 
proponents of each view often seem unable to see in their own positions. Progress will 
certainly be made if old earth and young earth scientists who are Christians will be more 
willing to talk to each other without hostility, ad hominem attacks, or highly emotional 
accusations, on the one hand, and without a spirit of condescension or academic pride on 
the other, for these attitudes are not becoming to the body of Christ, nor are they 
characteristic of the way of wisdom, which is “first pure, then peaceable, gentle, open to 
reason, full of mercy and good fruits, without uncertainty or insincerity,” and full of the 



recognition that “the harvest of righteousness is sown in peace by those who make peace” 
(James 3:17–18). 
 
As for evangelism and apologetics done in publications designed to be read outside the 
evangelical world, young earth and old earth proponents could cooperate much more in 
amassing the extremely strong arguments for creation by intelligent design, and in laying 
aside their differences over the age of the earth. Too often young earth proponents have 
failed to distinguish scientific arguments for creation by design from scientific arguments 
for a young earth, and have therefore prevented old earth advocates from joining them in a 
battle for the minds of an unbelieving scientific community. Moreover, young earth 
proponents have sometimes failed to recognize that scientific arguments for a young earth 
(which seem to them to be very persuasive) are not nearly as strong as the overwhelming 
scientific arguments for creation by intelligent design. As a result, young earth proponents 
have too often given the impression that the only true “creationists” are those who believe 
not only in creation by God but also in a young earth. The result has been unfortunate 
divisiveness and lack of community among scientists who are Christians—to the delight of 
Satan and the grieving of God’s Holy Spirit. 
 
Finally, we can view this controversy with some expectancy that there will be further 
progress in scientific understanding of the age of the earth. It is likely that scientific 
research in the next ten or twenty years will tip the weight of evidence decisively toward 
either a young earth or an old earth view, and the weight of Christian scholarly opinion 
(from both biblical scholars and scientists) will begin to shift decisively in one direction or 
another. This should not cause alarm to advocates of either position, because the 
truthfulness of Scripture is not threatened (our interpretations of Genesis 1 have enough 
uncertainty that either position is possible). Both sides need to grow in knowledge of the 
truth, even if this means abandoning a long‐held position. 
 
F. Application 
The doctrine of creation has many applications for Christians today. It makes us realize that 
the material universe is good in itself, for God created it good and wants us to use it in ways 
pleasing to him. Therefore we should seek to be like the early Christians, who “partook of 
food with glad and generous hearts” (Acts 2:46), always with thanksgiving to God and trust 
in his provisions. A healthy appreciation of creation will keep us from false asceticism that 
denies the goodness of creation and the blessings that come to us through it. It will also 
encourage some Christians to do scientific and technological research into the goodness of 
God’s abundant creation, or to support such research.79 The doctrine of creation will also 
enable us to recognize more clearly that scientific and technological study in itself glorifies 
God, for it enables us to discover how incredibly wise, powerful, and skillful God was in his 
work of creation. “Great are the works of the LORD, studied by all who have pleasure in 
them” (Ps. 111:2). The doctrine of creation also reminds us that God is sovereign over the 
universe he created. He made it all, and he is Lord of all of it. We owe all that we are and 
have to him, and we may have complete confidence that he will ultimately defeat all his 
enemies and be manifested as Sovereign King to be worshiped forever. In addition, the 
incredible size of the universe and the amazing complexity of every created thing will, if our 
hearts are right, draw us continually to worship and praise him for his greatness. Finally, as 
we indicated above, we can wholeheartedly enjoy creative activities (artistic, musical, 
athletic, domestic, literary, etc.) with an attitude of thanksgiving that our Creator God 
enables us to imitate him in our creativity. 
 



 


