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	2. DEDICATION
This book is  dedicated to my wife, Debbie, who despite her admitted dislike of the life sciences,
faithfully help in editing and offered helpful suggestions for this book. This work is also
dedicated to Bro. John Penn and Bro. John Owen, my former seminary instructors, at whose
insistence I undertook this work, and who offered encouragement and advice along the way. I
would also like to acknowledge Bro. Jim Still and his wife Cindy, who were such gracious hosts
while I was doing research at the Dinosaur National Monument in Utah and to Casey Penn for
her hours of editting. Finally, I dedicate this book to all those who remain faithful believers and
defenders of the gap doctrine.
 


	3. FOREWORD
From Dr. John  E. Owen
I am happy to write a foreword to this book regarding creation. Dr. Bray has done a
masterful work in harmonizing valid Scripture interpretation and true science. He is uniquely
qualified to write on such a subject from his educational background, with degrees in Theology
and Science from recognized institutions in both fields. You will be challenged in your study of
both fields. Since God is the Originator of both science and theology, He has provided mankind
with His own revelation of Himself and His creation in the Bible without any conflict between
the two.
Troy Bray is a man who loves the Lord, has dedicated his life to a study of His Word and
His creation, and has spent many months writing this book in order to make it readable and
understandable to all. I invite you to read it seriously and prayerfully expecting greater
understanding and appreciation for the creation our all wise and all-knowing God has made.
From Dr. John E. Penn
No one is better prepared to write a book on the creation of the heavens and the earth than
Dr. Troy Bray. His intellect and training complement one another. He is a theologian and
scientist. He can be trusted to correctly interpret the Scriptures. This is his first concern.
However, he can also apply himself as one educated in the life sciences.
I know that Dr. Bray and his family have given up many of the things that would have
made their lives more pleasant. These sacrifices were made willingly that he might be well
equipped to defend the faith from the pulpit and the secular classroom podium as well.
I highly recommend Dr. Bray’s book, A Matter of Time: The Scientific Absurdities of a
Young Earth from the Vantage Point of a scientifically Educated Believer. It should be placed
into the hands of every graduating; high school student as well as the college freshman.
 


	4. i
INTRODUCTION
[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. (Genesis 1:1, 2 KJV)
Creation Theories Defined. Gap creationism (also known as ruin-restoration creationism,
restoration creationism, or The Gap Theory) is an interpretation of old Earth creationism that
posits that the six-day creation, as described in the Book of Genesis, involved literal 24-hour
days, but that there was a gap of unspecified time between two distinct creations—the first
creation described succinctly in Genesis 1:1 and the second creation, better known as the “re-
creation” beginning in Genesis 1:2. The Gap Theory (GT) differs from the Day-Age Theory
(DAT), which posits that the “days” of creation were much longer periods of time (i.e. thousands
or millions of years), and from the Young Earth Theory (YET), which like the GT teaches that
the six days of creation were literally 24-hour days, but does not accept that any time gaps
existed in Genesis and thus teaches that the original creation is less than 10,000 years old.
Furthermore, the YET contends that man has been a contemporary of all animals and plants that
have ever existed on earth.
While there has been a resurgence of The YET in recent years, this doctrine owes its
original popularity, if not its very existence, to the published works of two 17th
century,
Protestant theologians—John Lightfoot and James Ussher. An English churchman and vice-
chancellor of the University of Cambridge, John Lightfoot, using Biblical genealogies and dates
of historical events mentioned in the Bible, declared that creation had occurred on September 17,
3928 B.C., while James Ussher, the Irish Archbishop of Armagh, using the same types of data,
insisted that creation occurred in October of 4004 B.C. After a few rounds of academic sparring
 


	5. ii
these two men  had a meeting of the minds and agreed that the universe came into existence the
week of October 18 through 24, 4004 B.C., and that man had been created on October 23rd
at
9:00 a.m. Even though such precise dating never fails to bring about a grin or at least a giggle
from most people today, such accuracy made these two men scholarly superstars of the highest
magnitude. Greatly boosting the acceptance and popularity of these young earth dates was the
long time inclusion of the Ussher-Lightfoot calendar to the marginal annotations and cross
references of the King James Version of the Bible, which made it difficult for the average
church-goer to distinguish between what was inspired and what was commentary in their favorite
version of the Bible.
Despite the assertions of modern supporters of the YET, historic supporters of the GT
have many purely Scriptural reasons for not accepting a single creative act in Genesis. Among
those ample Scriptural reasons is the Biblical support for two different acts of God—the creation
and the restoration of creation. The idea that the Gap Theory originated from a feeble attempt of
intimidated Christians to harmonize the Scriptures with science rather than standing up to
science is preposterous—if for no other reason than the Gap Theory predates modern science by
centuries. Although this book uses modern science to show the fallacy of a young earth and at
the same time supports the doctrine of an old earth, it needs to be clearly understood that the
contents of this book are superfluous and admittedly unnecessary given that the Scriptures
themselves testify to the divine acts of creation and restoration separated by an indeterminate
period of time. It is only because of the pseudoscience being presented by young earth teachers
and accepted by a growing number of Missionary Baptists today that this author was asked to
write this book.
 


	6. iii
If the young  earth leaders and writers had refrained from attempting to use science to
validate or give credence to their erroneous beliefs, such a book as this would be unjustified at
best. However, when some of our very own leaders, teachers, and writers begin to parrot and
propagate the unreferenced, non-peer reviewed, and outright false scientific claims of Young
Earth Theory evangelicals, such a book as this becomes warranted and hopefully will be used to
help safeguard the credibility of those who stand behind the pulpits and podiums in our churches
and schools. As early as in our freshman year at the Missionary Baptist Seminary in Little Rock,
this author and his classmates were taught to use a particular method for scripture interpretation.
This method involved answering the following set of questions for each passage: 1) who was
speaking? 2) to whom was he speaking? 3) about what was he speaking? and 4) when was he
speaking? These same basic questions are not being asked or applied by the young earth
converts in the American Baptist Association (ABA) when it comes to the fantastic and absurd
scientific claims of such leading young earth propagandists as Ken Ham, Henry Morris, John
Woodmorappe, and Ken Hovind.
Scriptural Support for the Gap Theory. One of the more obvious reasons given by Gap
Theorists for believing in both a creation (Gen. 1:1) and a re-creation (Gen. 1:2-31) is found in
the Hebrew word Tohu meaning “chaos,” a state that God is never associated with (I Cor. 14:33).
Nowhere was this truth better illustrated than in the creation of the universe as described by the
prophet Isaiah:
For thus saith the LORD that created the heavens; God himself that formed the earth
and made it; he hath established it, he created it not in vain, he formed it to be
inhabited: I am the LORD; and there is none else. (Isaiah 45:18 KJV)
The Hebrew word Tohu is translated “IN VAIN.” Certainly it is understandable that a perfect,
orderly God could create nothing less than a perfect, orderly creation and yet, the Hebrew word
Tohu first appears in the scriptures in Genesis 1:2 translated as “without form.” Thus, for those
 


	7. iv
who insist that  the Book of Genesis describes only one act of creation, who is to be believed—
Isaiah, who stated that God did not create the earth in Tohu, or advocates of the YET who simply
see the Tohu of Genesis 1:2 as God’s initial step in creation?
In addition to the discrepancy between an orderly God beginning His creation with chaos,
there is the inconsistency also of a God who would describe His nature and character as light
only to begin the creation process in darkness: “. . . darkness was upon the face of the deep. . .”
(Gen. 1:2). Where did the darkness originate? If Gen. 1:2 is just part of an expanded description
of Gen. 1:1, one can only say the darkness came from God as part of the creative process and
leaves supporters of the YET with the difficult, if not impossible, task of harmonizing Gen. 1:2
with the description of God given by John:
This then is the message which we have heard of him, and declare unto you, that God is
light, and in him is no darkness at all. (I John 1:5 KJV)
Another strong reason Gap Theorists cannot accept only a single act of creation is found
in the Hebrew word was in Genesis 1:2; was could have been better been translated “became” or
“had become,” thus the perfectly created Heaven and earth of Genesis 1:1 “became chaotic”
sometime after God created His perfect Heaven and earth. For a period of what could have been
billions of years, God’s perfect, inhabited creation (Isaiah 45:18) operated with all the living
beasts and plants we now only find in the fossil record. But what caused the transition in the state
of creation from perfect to chaotic? Most believers in the GT place the blame squarely on the
shoulders of Lucifer and his failed coup against God.
How art thou fallen from heaven, O Lucifer, son of the morning! How art thou cut
down to the ground, which didst weaken the nations! For thou hast said in thine heart,
I will ascend into heaven, I will exalt my throne above the Stars of God: I will sit also
upon the mount of the congregation, in the sides of the north: I will ascend above the
heights of the clouds; I will be like the most high. (Isaiah 14:12 KJV)
 


	8. v
For more information  on this failed rebellion by Satan and his followers, see Ezekiel 28:11-28
and Revelation 12:3-4, 7-9. Jesus himself confirmed the casting out of Satan:
I beheld Satan as lightning fall from heaven. (Luke 10:18 KJV)
In retaliation against God, Satan made havoc of God’s creation, leaving the earth in the condition
described in Genesis 1:2 and far from inhabitable. How long did the earth remain in this chaotic
state? No man knows. Oddly, this author has not come across a YET supporter who denies the
fall of Lucifer and yet, no believer in the YET is willing to venture a guess as to when it
occurred. Could that be because there is only one logical time and place that it could have
occurred? That is, after the creation of a perfect universe (Gen. 1:1), but before chaos (Gen.
1:2)?
Consequently, Gap Theorists refer to what occurred during the six days mentioned in
Genesis 1 as a “reconstruction” or “restoration.” The earth was restored to a state of perfection
and a new caretaker for the earth was created—the first modern man. Unlike any creature
before, Adam was created in the image of God; that is, he was a three-part being (i.e. mind,
body, spirit). The doctrine of a recreation or restoration is also alluded to in the New Testament:
Through faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God, so that
things which are seen were not made of things which do appear. (Heb. 11:3)
It is interesting to note that the Greek word translated “framed” is the verb, καταρτίζω, which
can mean “to mend (what has been broken or rent), to repair.” This certainly would complement,
if not confirm, the Gap Theory.
 


	9. PREFACE
To consider the  topic of creation beyond what is recorded in the book of Genesis is
considered by some frivolous, impractical, and others would even say, arrogant on my part. I am
sure many would remind me of the question God asked of a very disgruntled Job, Where wast
thou when I laid the foundation of the earth? Declare, if thou hast understanding (Job 38:4).
Certainly, there were no human eyewitnesses to creation and this author would not dare to
presume that his account is precise on every point.
So why bother? What reason do we have to investigate the topic of creation outside of
the book of Genesis? What gives us the right to look outside the Scriptures for evidence of
God’s existence and work? The Scripture does. For example:
But ask now the beasts, and they shall teach thee; and the fowls of the air, and they shall
tell thee: Or speak to the earth, and it shall teach thee: and the fishes of the sea shall
declare unto thee. Who knoweth not in all these that the hand of the LORD hath wrought
this? (Job 12:7-9).
God left a discernable trail of evidence in nature of His existence and creative work (e.g. Psalms
19). Sadly, man chooses to ignore the testimony of creation to the existence of a Creator, in
much the same way as man chooses to ignore the very same testimony coming from the Bible.
However, nowhere in the Bible does God discourage man from investigating his environment for
fear that such investigations would be fraught with misleading or contradictory data.
Historically, on those few occasions when there were apparent contradictions between
science and the Bible, the fault did not always lie with science. It would seem there have always
been extremists in Christianity who refuse to accept the premise that while the Scriptures are
 


	10. infallible terms used  in them are not always scientifically accurate. Why? First, the Bible is not a
book of science. To seek the answers to the mysteries of the natural world in the Bible would be
as unwise as to look for the spiritual precepts of Christian living among the laws of chemistry.
Second, the language used by the writers of the Scriptures was ordinarily adapted to appearances
(i.e. phenomenological language) rather than the scientific reality of the physical universe. The
extremists from both camps (i.e. Christians and scientists) tend to overlook that their terms had
to be intelligible to those to whom the Scriptures were first addressed. One of the first martyrs of
science, Galileo, dared to challenge the notion that the sun and the rest of the universe revolved
around the earth (i.e. geocentric universe). The teaching that the earth and the other planets
revolved around the sun (i.e. heliocentric universe) was widely believed to contradict the
accuracy of the account of the sun and moon standing still for Joshua in the valley of Ajalon
(Joshua 10). However, had the writer of the Book of Joshua given a scientifically accurate
account of the episode (i.e. the earth stood still), how many centuries would it have taken
mankind to understand this story? While it is not described in scientific terms, is the story any
less miraculous or meaningful today? Does the earth standing still rather than the sun and moon
standing still in any way diminish the power of God? If accuracy of scientific terms is required
for the Scriptures to be considered infallible, where does that leave the Book of Revelation? Had
the Book of Revelation been written using scientifically accurate terms, how long would it have
taken man to begin to understand its meaning? The doctrine of a geocentric universe was
doubtless a product of bad theology and not bad science, unless we are to disregard the very
foundation of astronomy and all the data gathered from every telescope and space flight.
Unfortunately, history seems to repeat itself. Nearly 500 years later, the custodians of bad
theology have once again chosen to prosecute another fundamentally accepted scientific tenet.
 


	11. This author was  surprised to learn that many Missionary Baptist churches and leaders have
joined with countless evangelical groups across this country in support of what many call the
Young Earth Theory (YET) as the only correct interpretation of the Genesis account of creation.
The supporters of YET contend that the age of the earth can be estimated in thousands of years
according to the Bible, as opposed to the billions of years that is the current contention of the
scientific community. However, having pastored Missionary Baptist churches for over thirty
years and being an alumnus of the largest and oldest Missionary Baptist Seminary in the United
States, this author has never taught or been taught YET. Instead this author was taught and
continues to teach what is called the Gap Theory (GT), which does not in any way attempt to
estimate or limit the age of the earth or universe. Thus, the GT does not put the Bible student at
odds with the scientific community over the age of the universe.
Because of being taught the GT by such men as Bro. Owen, Bro. Penn, and Bro. Capell,
this author was able to graduate the Missionary Baptist Seminary in Little Rock and go on to
earn four more degrees (all in the field of biology) without having his faith in the Scriptures
shaken in the least bit. The GT provided a biblical framework into which all the general
biological concepts and principles fit nicely. Conversely, had this author been taught or led to
believe in the YET version of Genesis, his years of biological training would have been spent
trying to drive round pegs into square holes and it would have either cost the author his faith or
his education.
Should Christian college and university students have to choose between their faith and
their education, particularly if that education is in the field of science? What YET supporters
teach creates this false dichotomy. Many Christian young people enter their first year of higher
education having been taught that the acceptance of an earth that is any older than 6,000 years is
 


	12. tantamount to turning  their backs on God and throwing away their Bibles. The pressure to
believe the rhetoric of the scientifically illiterate preacher over the professor trained in matters of
science can backfire, leaving the student feeling as though he or she has no other choice but to
reject his or her Christian upbringing at a time when he or she needs it most. Some students go
as far as to reason that if his or her pastor can be this dogmatic and yet wrong on matters of
science, how can he be trusted in other matters? So while the age of the earth and the events
surrounding the creation might not speak directly to the matter of salvation, the accuracy of such
teachings does speak to the legitimacy of both the messenger and his message.
It is the goal of this book to prevent Christian young people from getting caught on the
horns of a dilemma that need not exist, while at the same time hoping to enlighten YET
supporters as to the needless internal conflict their theory causes among our youth today. The
idea that the earth is only 6,000 years old has its origin in neither science nor the Bible, but rather
in the pride of man that prevents him from believing that creation could have existed for any
measurable length of time without him. This book will show how the proponents of YET are
ignoring more scientific evidence in order to prove their thesis than did all the supporters of a
geocentric and flat earth combined.
Troy L. Bray, Ph.D.
Pastor, Landmark MBC
Associate Professor of Biology and Biology Chair
Biology Department, Henderson State University
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CHAPTER ONE
A BRIEF  HISTORY OF GT AND THE RISE OF YET
An Ancient Origin
“If it is new, it is not true and if it is true, it is not new,” is a favorite saying of one of my
colleagues in the ministry. This warning is certainly valid given that originality is not a
desirable quality among those called upon to deliver the ageless and unchanging message of the
Bible. Novel interpretations to Scriptures and so-called innovative approaches to hermeneutics
should be suspect and approached with extreme caution. Thus, it is important to understand that
the Gap Theory (GT) is not a recent interpretation of the creation story that was conceived within
the last two centuries in an attempt to harmonize scripture with modern science, as some have
erroneously reported (Morris, 1976; Thompson, 1995). On the contrary, the GT predates modern
science and has allowed its supporters the latitude to welcome the modern discoveries and
conclusions of notable scientists from various fields when it comes to the ancient age of the
Earth.
Many supporters of the Young Earth Theory (YET) mistakenly believe that the GT arose
out of a need to explain the quickly expanding fossil record in the late 1700s and to compete with
the growing popularity of Darwinism of the late 1800s and early 1900s. Although it is true that
Christians were becoming increasingly concerned about the growing popularity of Darwinism in
the public arenas and institutions, very few fundamentalists attempted to disprove evolution by
arguing in favor of a young Earth (Biologos, 2013). In fact, enthusiasm for a young Earth was
largely confined to the Seventh-Day Adventists, who followed the writings of their founding
prophetess, Ellen G. White. White claimed to have seen the creation of the Earth in a vision from
God. In another vision, God revealed to her that the flood of Noah produced the fossil record
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(Numbers, 2007). Early  Adventists then explained the geological data found in the early
nineteenth century with their interpretation of the flood story of Genesis 6-8. It was this same
flood theology that Whitcomb and Morris would popularize later in their 1961 book, The
Genesis Flood: The Biblical Record and Its Scientific Implications.
In the early 1900s, large groups of conservative Christians wrote papers, engaged in
public debates, and preached countless sermons against the new teaching of evolution.
Interestingly, very few of these early Fundamentalists used the idea of a young Earth as evidence
against Darwinism. Even William Jennings Bryan, secretary of state under President Wilson,
three-time Democratic candidate for President, and a Fundamentalist who crusaded against the
teaching of evolution in public schools, accepted an old Earth (Biologos, 2013). Consider the
response of Bryan to Clarence Darrow in the 1925 Scopes Monkey Trial in Dayton, TN, . . . I
think it would be just as easy for the kind of God we believe in to make the Earth in six days as in
six years or in six million years or in 600 million years. I do not think it important whether we
believe one or the other (State v. Scopes: Trial excerpts, 2013). Unlike YET enthusiasts of
today, Bryan did not try to fight lies with lies; that is, he did not try to combat Darwinism by
teaching a young Earth. Bryan and other Fundamentalists of his day seemed to realize that the
teaching of a young Earth in light of Biblical and physical evidence was just as preposterous and
unreasonable as Darwinism.
Sadly, the YET supporters of today find great fault with these early defenders of truth.
The modern YET champion Kenneth Ham, a former high school biology teacher and now a
multi-million dollar author and president of Answers in Genesis (AiG), accused these early
warriors against Darwinism of being incompetent (Ham, 2012a). Ham equated the refusal of
these early theologians to reject Darwinism based upon the YET to being guilty of purposely
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leaving the door  of compromise half open for future generations and explained that such men
were simply spineless and unable to withstand accusations by the scientific community that they
were “anti-intellectual” and “anti-science” (Ham 2012a).
Ironically, the spiritual descendants of these early defenders of truth who continue to
stand against Darwinism without using the YET are still being wrongfully accused today. Ham
(2012a) and his followers are quick to publically accuse those Christian groups who refuse to
accept their YET views as being deniers of both the infallibility and authority of the Word of
God. Such conceit seems to permeate throughout the YET community today. This collective,
arrogant attitude has inspired, particularly the leaders of the YET population, to preach that they
are either the first to discover the “real” truth about the age of the Earth or that they are the first
to have the courage to defend such truth against the secular world. Please take into account the
following partial list of Landmark Baptist authors: J. L. Guthrie (1940; 1943), B. M. Bogard
(1925), D.N. Jackson (1937), and L.D. Foreman (1955), writers considered by the YET leaders
today as either deficient in hermeneutic skills or lacking in the courage to stand up to the secular
world because of what they wrote about the ancient age of the Earth. As a student in the
Missionary Baptist Seminary and Institute in Little Rock in the early 1980s, this author was
taught unequivocally that the Bible supported the existence of an ancient Earth by the following
instructors whom YET supporters today consider hermeneutically-challenged or fearful of the
scientific community. The list includes such men as John Owen, John Penn, L.D. Capell, J. C.
James, and Paul Goodwin. It certainly seems highly unlikely that multiple generations of
seminary teachers who were much more academically diverse than today’s YET leaders, could
all share in such a fundamental, hermeneutical miscue. And what seems even less believable is
that such a foundational and time-tested doctrine as the GT would so suddenly and adamantly be
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discarded by a  younger generation of Missionary Baptist seminary instructors who freely boast
of having an understanding of the Scriptures that is superior to that of their predecessors
(Thornton, 2010) and a greater mastery of science than the whole scientific community (Koon,
2010) when it comes to the true age of the Earth.
So if the GT supporters were not motivated by a desire to harmonize the Scriptures with
the findings of contemporary science, then what were they seeking to harmonize? As with any
believer in the authority and inerrancy of the Bible, the supporters of the GT sought to bring the
Scriptures into harmony with themselves, and they understood that a “gapless” Genesis 1:1 and
1:2 is far from harmonious with other Bible passages. The interpretation that God began his
perfect creation by creating an imperfect Earth (i.e.without form and void) is irreconcilable
with other Scriptures (e.g. Isaiah 45:18, For thus saith the LORD that created the heavens;
God himself that formed the Earth and made it; he hath established it, he created it not
in vain [void], he formed it to be inhabited: I am the LORD; and there is none else).
Even early Hebrew scholars used an ancient Earth as a means to harmonize their
interpretations of Genesis. Consider the most distinguished Jewish man of letters during the
Middle Ages, the Hebrew grammarian, Abraham Ibn Ezra (1089-1164) who wrote of the world
being created in time from preexistent material (Jewish Virtual Library, 2013; Gray, 1849).
Another early Old Testament commentator and Hebrew grammarian, Rabbi David Kimchi
(1160-1235), was also a scientific writer and physician (a hybrid that would not be accepted
among many YET supporters today), who saw creation as being perfect and complete in Genesis
1:1 and afterwards those things described by Moses were formed from this once perfect, pre-
existent matter (Jewish Virtual Library, 2013; Gray, 1849). There were other early Hebrew
scholars who likewise would not have seen a contradiction between their interpretations of
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creation and the  modern scientific model that places the Earth at billions of years old. Such old
Earth advocates include Moses Ben Maimon (1135-1204), Joseph Albo (1380-1433), and several
others (Jewish Encyclopedia, 2013).
Supporters of an ancient Earth and the GT can be found among early Christian scholars
as well. Dr. John Eadie (1810-1876), professor of Theological and Biblical Literature in
Divinity Hall of the United Presbyterian Church, Glasgow, Scotland, recognized the validity of
the gap doctrine:
The length of time that may have elapsed between the events recorded in the first
verse (of the first chapter of Genesis) and the condition of the globe, as described
in the second verse, is absolutely indefinite. How long it was we know not, and
ample space is therefore given to all the requisitions of geology. The second
verse describes the condition of our globe when God began to fix it up for the
abode of man. The first day’s work does not begin until the third verse. . . This is
NO NEW THEORY [emphasis added]. It was held by Justin Martyr, Origen,
Theodoret, and Augustine—men who came to such a conclusion without bias, and
who certainly WERE NOT DRIVEN TO IT BY ANY GEOLOGICAL
DIFFICULTIES [emphasis added]. (Fitzgerald, 1938)
The Alexandrian theologian Origen (185-254) alluded to the existence of a world prior to this
present world (Origen, 1917; Biologos, 2013a). The great admirer of Origen, St. Basil of
Caesarea (329-379) in his series of sermons entitled the Hexahemeron (the Six Days of
Creation), also held the opinion that there was an undocumented world before the world man
lived upon when he wrote: It appears, indeed, that even before this world an order of things
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existed of which  our mind can form an idea, but of which we can say nothing, because it is too
lofty a subject for men who are but beginners and are still babes in knowledge (Basil, 340). St.
Augustine of Hippo (354-430), a bishop in North Africa, was another central figure of the period
who did not see a gapless account of Genesis, but argued that the first two chapters of Genesis
are written to suit the understanding of the people at that time (Gray, 1849). Augustine also
believed God created the world with the capacity to develop, a view that is harmonious with
biological evolution (Collins, 2006). Then there was the Dutch theologian, Simon Episcopius
(1583-1643), who is reported to have been the first to translate Genesis 1:2: And the Earth
‘became’ waste and void . . . (Zockler, 1954). All these men who were interested in harmonizing
the Scriptures were led to the same conclusion; namely, that there was a creation and a recreation
with a gap of unknowable time between the two events. Thus, the claim that the GT originated
out of a desperate attempt on the part of 19th
century theologians to force the Biblical account of
creation into the framework of modern science is blatantly untrue. In fact, just the opposite was
true; many theologians of the day welcomed the new science of geology as a means of bringing
harmony between what God had done and what God had said, between what man observed and
what man read in the Scriptures (Gray, 1849). If the findings of geology did anything, it proved
the gap that had been long taught and believed to exist between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2.
The Emergence of the Young Earth Theory
It was not until the mid-17th
century that the supporters of the GT faced their first serious
opposition. The challenge came almost simultaneously from the works of two vice-chancellors,
John Lightfoot (1602-1675) of Cambridge University and James Ussher (1581-1656), Trinity
College Dublin. While most scientific textbooks today love to point out just how ridiculous their
works appear in light of an additional 350 years of scientific data, few take the time to consider
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the conditions and  circumstances under which Lightfoot and Ussher labored. With little to no
modern scientific data available, particularly data dealing with ancient or prehistoric times,
Lightfoot and Ussher used the Bible as a book of science. While there had been the discovery of
various accounts of creation among other cultures worldwide, only the Hebrew account came
with a contiguous and, what they felt, was an uninterrupted account of the history of man from
his creation.
While many today assume that the works of Lightfoot and Ussher were little more than
thoughtless acts of accounting piety (i.e. adding up the ages of men), their Bible chronologies
were not so easy. The addition of life spans appear rather straightforward from Adam to
Solomon, but soon lose this clarity upon reaching the kings of the divided kingdom and become
even less clear during the inter-testament period. Nevertheless, Lightfoot was confident that
creation had occurred at the third hour (9:00 am) on the morning of September 12, 3929 B.C.
(Lightfoot, 1642). Ussher was no less confident that creation had occurred at noon on October
23, 4004 B.C. (Ussher, 1650). However, it was Ussher’s dates that became the standard. The
extent of the popularity of Ussher could best be seen in the fact that his chronology was included
for nearly 250 years in the King James Version (KJV) of the Bible with 4004 B.C. emblazoned
on the first page of Genesis, bringing his work up to almost a canonical status (Gould, 1991).
This could partially explain the great affection the YET supporters feel for the KJV and the large
overlap of YET supporters and the KJV-only community (i.e. those who believe that the KJV
translators were God’s instruments of preserving His Word and all other versions are flawed).
Consider the words of Lawrence Ford, executive editor of Acts & Facts, a publication of the
YET organization, Institute for Creation Research (ICR): There is no doubt that God
providentially used King James to initiate what is likely the greatest translation project in
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history. . .  (Ford, 2011). Such support for the KJV is a reflection of the teachings of Henry
Morris (1996) the founder of said Institute and a well-known YET teacher.
There is little doubt that the widespread acceptance of the Ussher chronology caused
hesitation on the part of some early naturalists to publicize their conclusions that conflicted with
a young Earth. However, the growing mountain of physical evidence to the contrary
strengthened the resolve of researchers by the 18th
century. Among the earliest scientists to
challenge Ussher’s chronology was the French zoologist, Georges Cuvier (1769-1832). Even
though a professed Christian and a believer in the Biblical creation story, the early work of
Cuvier demonstrated that some species of animals had become extinct as the result of multiple
catastrophic events rather than a single catastrophic event such as the Biblical flood (Rudwick,
1997). Cuvier used groups of fossils to analyze the geological column under Paris concluding
that the layers had been laid down over an extended amount of time and included periods of
coverage by both fresh and salt water (Rudwick, 1997). Cuvier argued that the history of the
Earth was characterized by geological catastrophes occurring in relatively short periods of time
spread out over millions of years. The proponents of the GT could lift a flag in support for his
work, having no problem whatsoever with a long period of chaos and multiple catastrophes
occurring before the appearance of man during the gap. Conversely, the supporters of the YET
had a big problem with the time periods proposed by Cuvier as well as the number of
catastrophes he suggested had occurred during these periods of time.
The theory of Cuvier (catastrophism) soon faced a competing and contrary scientific
philosophy called uniformitarianism, which stated that the same laws and forces that operated on
the Earth in the past are still at work in the present throughout every part of the universe. In
other words, the laws of nature are constant across time and space. Uniformitarians believed the
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present Earth was  the result of slow, ongoing geological processes still at work today, not sudden
catastrophic events. Thus, the key to understanding the past was to understand the present
processes still at work shaping the Earth (e.g. erosion, deposition of sediments, continental drift,
volcanoes, etc.). Uniformitarianism was the brainchild of Scottish geologists, beginning with
James Hutton (1726-1797) and gaining popularity in the writings of Charles Lyell (1797-1875),
colleague and friend of Charles Darwin.
Although a professed believer in God, Hutton was accused of being an atheist after
arguing that fossils of marine organisms were not evidence of the universal flood of the Bible,
but of an infinite, natural cycle by which the Earth maintained itself (Hutton, 1788). Hutton was
further demonized because of his rejection of the popular Neptunist theories of Abraham Werner
(1774), which stated that all rocks had precipitated out of a single universal flood as opposed to
originating from the hot interior of the Earth (Hutton,1788). In terms of the age of the Earth,
Hutton is best remembered for this summation of his geological investigation: The result,
therefore, of our present enquiry is, that we find no vestige of a beginning,–no prospect of an end
(Hutton, 1788). Obviously, such a conclusion did not endear Hutton to the hearts of the YET
enthusiasts of his age or today.
However, because of his popularization of uniformitarianism and his close friendship
with Charles Darwin, no geologist is so vilified by YET supporters as Charles Lyell. It was the
first volume of Lyell’s Principles of Geology (1830) that Darwin chose to bring with him on
board the H.M.S. Beagle, and he would later write about the tremendous influence it had on his
work (Darwin, 1859). It would be through Darwin that uniformitarianism would be extended
into the biological sciences through the teaching of evolution. Uniformitarianism gave
biological evolutionists the time necessary for natural selection to make profound changes within
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the living world.  Thus, we see why YET supporters are so adamant today in their opposition to
an ancient Earth. Biological evolution could not survive without its most crucial ingredient—
time. For many YET proponents, the desire to correctly understand the age of the Earth per the
Book of Genesis seems to come in a distant second to their goal of disproving Darwinism.
Early Defenders of the Gap Theory
By the end of the 19th
century the supporters of a young Earth were not only losing
ground to modern science, but to a more vocal group of theologians who had found even more
reason to defend their old doctrine of a gap between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2. Modern science was
slowly discovering the evidence for what GT supporters had taught all along, an ancient and
traumatized pre-Adamic Earth. Among such 19th
century supporters of the GT was the Jewish,
Christian scholar Alfred Edersheim (1870), who wrote concerning the first chapter of Genesis:
An almost indefinite space of time and many changes may therefore have intervened between the
creation of heaven and Earth as mentioned in verse 1, and the chaotic state of our Earth as
described in verse 2.
Another staunch advocate of the GT was the theologian, James Gray, who wrote:
. . . the first verse in Genesis is not to be understood according to the currently
entertained notion, as merely giving a summary account of the after-recorded
work of the six days, but is an independent proposition enunciating THE
CREATION, primordial as to time, - the reference being retrospective rather than
prospective (Gray, 1849).
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There was also  George Bush (1838), professor of Hebrew and Oriental literature at the
New York City University, whose knowledge of the original language led him to argue
that a gapless Genesis 1:1 and 1:2 would be a clear violation of Isaiah 45:18.
During this same period, Thomas Chalmers (1780-1847), a Scottish mathematician,
economist, and leader of the Free Church of Scotland, was considered by many as the leading
spokesman for the GT, which had earned him the unofficial title of the “Natural Theologian”
because of his contention that there were no apparent contradictionS between the Scriptures and
the findings of the naturalists of his day. Some leading YET teachers mistakenly accused
Chalmers as the originator of the GT (Hovind & Lowwell, 2006) rather than simply being one in
a long line of contenders of a well-established doctrine. It is true that Chalmers loved to lecture
on the topic of creation, specifically on what God had created before the chaos that occurred
between Genesis 1:1 and 1:2. Consider the following quote from one of his 1814 lectures:
The first chapter of Genesis begins at the middle of the second verse; and what
precedes might be understood as an introductory sentence, by which we are most
appositely told, both that God created all things at the first and that, afterwards,
by what interval of time it is not specified, the Earth lapsed into a chaos, from the
darkness and disorder of which the present system or economy of things was
made to arise. Between the initial act and the details of Genesis, the world for
aught we know, might have been the theatre of many revolutions, the traces of
which geology may still investigate. (Hitchcock, 1851)
Such publicized lectures of Chalmers not only failed to contradict the novel sciences of his day,
they independently complemented the findings of the new science of geology.
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What Chalmers and  others were demonstrating, to the disappointment and disgust of the
YET believers then and now, was that the GT provided Christian members of the scientific
community, particularly geologists, a legitimate means to preserve their faith in both the Bible
and the new authority of emerging sciences.
It was just such harmony between theology and science that brought baseless accusations
from the YET crowd. In his book, PreAdamic Earths—Contributions to Theology Science, John
Harris references these widespread allegations by stating:
If I am reminded that I am in danger of being biased in favour of these
conclusions by the hope of harmonizing Scripture with Geology, I might venture
to suggest, in reply, that the danger is not all on one side. Instances of adherence
to traditional interpretations chiefly because they are traditional and popular,
though in the face of all evidence of their faultiness are by no means so rare as
to render warning unnecessary. The danger of confounding the infallibility of
our own interpretation with the infallibility of sacred text, is not peculiar to a
party [emphasis added]. (Harris 1851)
It is no surprise that those in support of GT are still being accused today of reinventing
interpretations of the Scriptures to avoid conflicts with scientific ideas, while the modern YET
supporters still insist that their own private interpretations of Scriptures falls under the auspices
of the infallibility of the Bible. However, if there would be a group tempted to change their
interpretation of the Scriptures based upon the latest science, it would be the YET crowd, who
under no circumstance would want to be found in agreement or harmony with the scientific
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community on any  topic and would rather reinterpret a Scripture than see their beliefs confirmed
independently by the scientific world.
This animosity toward science on the part of some Christians (e.g. the YET backers) was
palpable in the 1800s and early 1900s, but there were those who spent their lives trying to build
bridges between the two sides. For example, Louis Auguste Sabatier, who spent the last half of
the 19th
century as a professor at Strasbourg and then at the Sorbonne in Paris, wrote extensively
on the overlap of the spiritual with the physical world (Sabatier, 1897 & 1904). However, the
most well-known bridge builders between science and religion at the turn of the 19th
century was
Henry Drummond, a Scottish evangelist, teacher, and close associate of D.L. Moody, upon
whose shoulders had fallen the mantle of Thomas Chalmers, the Natural Theologian.
Drummond was acutely aware of the growing resentment of science by the YET advocates and
was also familiar with the reasons for it. Up to this time, man had little choice but to fill his lack
of understanding of the natural world with God. From a bolt of lightning to a solar eclipse, from
the ability of fish to breath water to the illumination of a firefly, all such natural phenomenon
that went beyond man’s understanding were comfortably offered up as further proof of the
Creator. God’s creative power was the only explanation for these natural mysteries, and science
was seen as man’s attempt to slowly, but surely eliminate these mysteries by offering scientific
explanations for such natural events and thereby eliminating them from the list of evidences for
the existence of God.
However, the idea that God could only exist in the gaps of man’s understanding (i.e. in the
ignorance of man) was infuriating to Drummond, who wrote:
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There are reverent  minds who ceaselessly scan the fields of Nature and the books
of Science in search of gaps—gaps which they fill up with God. As if God lived in
the gaps? What view of Nature or of Truth is theirs whose interest in Science is
not in what it can explain but in what it cannot, whose quest is ignorance not
knowledge, whose daily dread is that the cloud may lift, and who, as darkness
melts from this field or from that, begin to tremble for the place of His abode?
What needs altering such finely jealous souls is at once their view of Nature and of
God. Nature is God’s writing, and can only tell the truth; God is light, and in Him
is no darkness at all (Drummond, 1894).
Drummond believed that the truth of the spiritual world could be found in the natural
world and that true science was nothing to fear or fight. He did not see science as the enemy of
Christianity determined to eliminate any and all traces of God. Drummond knew the tremendous
damage that would occur on both sides of the aisle if this expanding divide between science and
religion was allowed to go unchallenged. Those wishing to gain a greater understanding of the
natural world (i.e. investigate extra-Biblical subjects) would be charged with abandoning their
faith in God and the Bible. Thus, rather than convincing the lost to become believers, the
religious world would contribute equally to leading would-be or professed believers to become
atheists. Just consider the brain drain such a false dichotomy would have produced in the
religious world had it been accepted by all Christians down through history. Consider the fact
that Sir Isaac Newton, a man who arguably filled more holes in man’s understanding of the
natural world than any man before or since, was a professed believer in Christ who cared and
wrote more on the topic of theology than of science. And what of Dr. John Clarke, minister of
the very first Baptist church in America and a physician, a combination that would not have been
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possible had he  believed science was the enemy of spiritual truth. Thankfully, there were and
continues to be those who have no problem seeing God in both the explained and unexplained
mysteries of the universe, the physical and the spiritual, and in the Scriptures and in science.
Another individual who saw tragedy in the rift between science and Christianity was
Giorgio Bartoli, an eminent professor of geology and chemistry, professed Christian, and writer.
Bartoli (1926) lamented: If true believers knew science, and if scientists knew the Bible, there
would be in the world more Christian faith and more true philosophy. Bartoli (1926) was a
strong advocate for the GT, declaring that among the various interpretations of Genesis it was:
. . . the true one, and the only true one. It is not contrary to science; on the other hand it sheds a
flood of light on true science. While Bartoli strongly preached against the notion that the Bible
was a book of science, he did not say the two were incompatible. Such were the sentiments of
Ben M. Bogard (1925) who argued: the Bible is not a book of science, but it is a scientific book
. . . we find perfect agreement between all the known facts of science and the statements in the
Bible. Unlike the YET, the GT as taught by Bartoli (1926) in The Biblical Story of Creation,
was completely compatible with the new geological estimations of the ancient and turbulent past
of the Earth. Even by the middle of the 20th
century, one of the most recognized Baptist
preachers in the world, Charles Spurgeon, was including the GT in his messages:
Can any man tell me when the beginning was? Years ago we thought the beginning of
this world was when Adam came upon it; but we have discovered that thousands of years
before that God was preparing chaotic matter to make it a fit abode for man, putting
races of creatures upon it, who might die and leave behind the marks of his handiwork
and marvelous skill, before he tried his hand on man. (Spurgeon, 1855)
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By the last  half of the 19th
century and beginning of the 20th
century, the two competing
views of creation, YET and GT, had made their way across the Atlantic Ocean and into the
American religious and scientific communities. However, it was the GT that found greater
acceptance in the minds of pragmatic American theologians. Henry Morris III (2011) writes: By
the time of the Scopes trial in 1925 Christian scholarship had either embraced some form of
theistic or day-age evolution, or had consigned the ages of evolution to a ‘gap’ between the first
two verses of Genesis 1. Such an admission on the part of YET supporters like Morris is not an
over statement considering how ubiquitous the GT had become on the American theological
landscape. While Americans may not have been the most formally educated populace in the
world, the average American knew more and cared more about the Scriptures than did any other
citizenry in the world. Consequently, for average American church-goers, there was nothing in
this trans-Atlantic GT that conflicted with what they already believed. One proof of this fact was
the popularity of the Scofield Reference Bible (1909) among many American Fundamentalists,
which included footnotes explaining and supporting the GT. Likewise, among Missionary
Baptists, the GT was widely accepted as proven by its inclusion in the American Baptist
Association (ABA) Sunday School literature dating as far back as 1937 (Jackson, 1937).
While many U.S. theologians were familiar with the writings of such European scholars
as Sabatier and Chalmers, it might well have been Drummond and Bartoli who were most widely
known because of their lecture tours in the United States. One such American theologian who
expressed his gratitude to these men for stimulating and helping to refine his thoughts on the
matter of creation was Dr. Jeremiah Louis Guthrie, one of the three founders of the Missionary
Baptist Seminary (MBS) in Little Rock, Arkansas. In his great treatise, Christ in Creation,
Guthrie acknowledged the works of these European theologians:
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I am indebted  to Drummond, Sabatier, Dr. Georgio Bartoli, and others, for some
help I have had in this trend of thought. They have given valuable suggestions to
which I have fastened quite a train of thought. . . Drummond has written the
nearest to a spiritual science, and consideration of all phases of life, in his
‘Natural Law in the Spiritual World,’ . . . I prefer to give offhand the thought
advanced by Dr. Sabatier in his ‘Outlines of a Philosophy of Religion’ (Guthrie,
1943).
So while Guthrie’s book Christ in Creation showed great independence of hermeneutical
thought, it also demonstrated the purest of agreement with current scientific principles.
However, his book was not so original that there were not recognizable areas of overlap
with other early, ancient-Earth theologians.
For example, the overlap of thought was nowhere more apparent than between
Guthrie and Bartoli on the topic of creation. Gurthrie had tremendous respect for Bartoli
and was not hesitant in Christ in Creation to directly quote the words of Bartoli and to
express his confidence in Bartoli’s credentials:
Dr. Bartoli in his little book, ‘The Biblical Story of Creation,’ makes this
observation in the amazing statement, ‘even now, after the millenniums that our
Earth has existed, no simple bodies exist, only composite ones. The element it is
an artificial product of man, which he extracts from the chemical combination of
which it is part and parcel. It is not physical progress that prevails in the world
but degeneracy. Our creation is getting gradually older, poorer, and uglier; the
Earth moreover, is drying up constantly, becoming less habitable, and by degrees
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becoming a desert.  The progressive decay and degeneration of the Earth and
man is a fact, beyond the possibility of a doubt. Not evolution, but involution, is
the great law of the universe. Involution means the imperfect from the perfect, the
simple from the composite, the immoral from the moral, ugliness from beauty,
crime and violence from innocence, disorder from order, and death from life.’
This is the pronouncement of a man who is ‘chemist and physicist’ who has taught
these sciences along with geology and biological science in many universities of
Europe and Asia. He has lectured extensively in nearly all countries in Europe
and in the Americas, and knows language, philosophy, science, and theology in
their practical phases. He writes in nearly every modern Occidental language.
He is now Superintendent of Mines in Sardinia. His varied experiences have
qualified him to speak with authority. His knowledge of literature, the sciences,
theology, and philosophy can hardly be questioned (Guthrie, 1943).
There was the strongest of agreement on the belief of a gap among Drummond, Bartoli, and
Guthrie. This was further reflected in other texts written by Guthrie (1940) including his short
Bible analysis pamphlet, The Bible in 8 Periods, of which Guthrie encouraged seminary students
to read, along with other things such as Bartoli’s Biblical Story of Creation. Thus, there is no
doubt that the GT and an ancient Earth were taught, if not debated, at Fundamental American
Bible Schools including the seminaries of the Missionary Baptist churches (Guthrie, 1940;
Forman 1955).
During his lifetime Guthrie constantly pointed out the need for more Missionary Baptist
writers. The dependence upon Protestant literature and textbooks was less than appealing to
Guthrie. Among those that responded to Guthrie’s call was L. D. Forman, who would serve as
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president of the  MBS in Little Rock, Arkansas for 20 years. At the insistence of Guthrie,
Forman (1955) completed what would become one of the most read books among Missionary
Baptists and a longtime seminary textbook, The Bible in Eight Ages, based upon Guthrie’s The
Bible in 8 Periods. Forman included many illustrations of prehistoric animals, which he
concluded had belonged to a Pre-Adamic Earth. It was in 1981 from Foreman’s book that this
author was taught Bible Analysis at the MBS by L.D. Capell, a man who had known both
Guthrie and Foreman and had written forwards to both Christ in Creation and The Bible in Eight
Ages. Another Missionary Baptist leader that responded to Guthrie’s plea for writers was his
colleague and co-founder, C. N. Glover. His book, Three Worlds, leaves no doubt that Glover
(1976) was a consummate supporter and believer in the GT.
The Missionary Baptists were not alone in showing widespread support for the validity of
an ancient Earth. Other supporters included evangelistic and popular personalities, such as the
iconic Billy Graham, who received his degree in anthropology from Wheaton College in 1943
and went on to become a household name and spiritual advisor to multiple presidents. When
asked about dinosaurs and the Bible, he exclaimed: “They [dinosaurs] aren't mentioned in the
Bible, however, since they were extinct by the time it was written. I also don't know why God let
them become extinct (although I'm not sorry He did; I'd hate to have a hungry dinosaur peek
over the fence at me!) (Graham, 2010). This response must have been particularly stinging to
those YET cheerleaders of the Creation Museum in Kentucky with the animatronic scenes of
humans and dinosaurs co-existing. Another heartbreaking disappointment for YET advocates
was the support James Dobson, founder of Focus on the Family, showed towards an ancient
Earth. Ken Ham (2000) confessed that his heart sank as he pictured thousands of eager moms
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and dads buying  books recommended by Dobson that endorsed an Earth that could be billions of
years old.
A New Direction
Thus it seems quite clear that any abandonment of the GT and the teaching of an ancient
Earth on the part of the Missionary Baptist Seminary (MBS) in Little Rock is of recent origin
and represents a novel direction for this institution as new instructors line up to publically
apologize for having ever accepted and/or taught those doctrines once defended by the founding
fathers of this school (Thornton, 2010). Furthermore, the teaching of the GT and an ancient
Earth were never questioned and certainly not characterized as heretical until recent years
(Thornton, 2010).
This author finds it interesting that the recent rejection of the GT doctrine and the
withdrawal of support for an ancient Earth come on the heels of a significant spike in
homeschooling. According to Dr. Brian Ray (2011), president of the National Home Education
Research Institute (NHERI), the number of American children now educated at home has more
than doubled over the last 20 years with annual growth rates estimated to increase somewhere
between 2-8% as more and more parents grow concerned over safety and moral issues in public
schools. Consequently, much of the so-called Bible-based, homeschool curriculum as well as
Bible/church school curriculum is written and distributed by YET organizations with an agenda
such as Answers in Genesis (AiG). This curriculum is taught by parents and church school
teachers, some of whom are scarcely qualified to teach high school material, particularly the
sciences, and who fail to recognize the propaganda being put forth by YET advocates in
homeschool textbooks. Wheeler (2013) of The Atlantic reported there was no shortage of
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homeschool curriculum teaching  against the evils of evolution, while concurrently teaching the
co-existence of man and dinosaurs. However, these anti-evolution/anti-old Earth curriculum
writers are savvy enough to know that for any level of success (e.g. book sales) to be sustained,
the spiritual leaders of these homeschooled families and church schools (i.e. the pastors) had to
be brought squarely onboard with the doctrine of a young Earth.
Leader of the Answers in Genesis (AiG) organization Ken Ham (2012) plainly stated that
the mission field his organization had to reach was the shepherds (e.g. Christian school teachers,
pastors, church leaders, etc.); to call them out of whatever their current belief about Genesis was
and back to the authority of the Word of God (i.e. an erroneous phrase YET supporters like to use
for their own private interpretation). Ham goes on to declare the biggest challenge for his
organization is not in reaching the secular culture, but in dealing with the millions of church
leaders and members who wrongfully accept an old-Earth version of Genesis. Sadly, Ham and
associates appear to be gaining new ground among church leaders, even within the Missionary
Baptist ranks to which this writer belongs, by resurrecting the old lie that to preach or teach any
doctrine supporting an old universe promotes the theory of evolution and calls into question the
Genesis account of creation. Such a false dichotomy was easily exposed by early church leaders
with their broader bases in both secular and religious education. Unfortunately, a current trend
today is to discourage such diversity in education and replace it with Christian homeschooling
followed by private Christian universities or seminaries. Such homogenous educational
backgrounds are great at producing a generation of Christians whose faith remains untried,
untested, and lacking in any need for endurance (James 1:3).
According to The Baptist Press, the official news service of the Southern Baptist
Convention (SBC), professors serving in the various SBC universities, colleges, and seminaries
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all agree that  Old-Earth Creationism falls within the boundaries of the Baptist Faith and Message
(Roach, 2015). Ham and his YET cohorts responded to such announcements in their usual
dogmatic and dramatic fashion, claiming that any belief in an old creation does not come from
Scripture—it comes from outside Scripture and opens the door to abortion on demand and gay
marriage (Roach, 2015). (The reader might want to pause here and again ask who is it that is
insisting on making the age of the Earth a test of fellowship among churches.) Nevertheless, the
YET doctrine continues to make headway among the charismatic and evangelical churches alike
that view such YET leaders as Hovind, Ham, and Morris as being champions of the Bible—
doing battle against the armies of evil scientists and those churches that fail to stand up for the
inerrancy of the Scriptures. Approximately 64% of all evangelical churches today preach and
teach the YET doctrine with the number continuing to grow each year (Tafarella, 2011). Among
such non-denominational churches, Ham (2012) is realizing his lifelong dream, to help bring
reformation to the church and see Christians accept the full authority of the Bible (i.e. a 6,000
year old Earth).
Do some of the instructors at the MBS in Little Rock share the same sentiments and
beliefs as the non-denominational, mega-church hero Ken Ham, namely, that the acceptance of
the GT is synonymous with rejecting the authority of the Scriptures? Do they want to see the
abandonment of the GT because they believe this doctrine represents a major hermeneutical flaw
perpetuated by multiple generations of past Missionary Baptists? Such is the published testimony
of at least one instructor at the MBS in the Missionary Baptist Searchlight (Thornton, 2010). In
his 2010 Searchlight article, Thornton publically apologized for having ever taught the GT to
past students. Wittingly or not, this anti-gap MBS instructor used the same unethical tactics in
his article as does Ken Ham and his colleagues—that is trying to shame others into accepting the
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YET interpretation of  Genesis by declaring, Incidentally, the Bible, not scientific theory, is
authoritative. If anything contradicts the Bible, the Bible is always right (Thornton, 2010). Such
a statement insinuates that those who dare to have a different interpretation of creation (e.g. GT)
are deniers of the authority of the Scriptures and instead place scientific theory over and above
the authority of the Word of God. (Again, who is it that is attempting to disrupt the harmony
among Missionary Baptist churches today over the question of the Earth’s age?) Quite frankly,
this author has NEVER come across a fellow believer in the GT who questioned the authority the
Word of God or advocated the placement of scientific theory above the Bible. To be so grossly
misrepresented in this way is more than insulting. Those men who taught this author the GT had
only the highest regard for the Word of God in their teachings. The use of such inflammatory
insinuations and charges on the part of YET preachers against old Earth creationists before their
classes, congregations, and in publications could very easily ignite a rift in fellowship among
Missionary Baptist churches. The same fear has been expressed by leaders within the Southern
Baptist Convention concerning their churches (Roach, 2015). Just consider what church, upon
hearing all these accusations leveled against the GT doctrine from their pastor, would then desire
to fellowship with a church that still taught and believed in the GT? After all, would that not be
viewed as fellowshipping with a church that rejected the authority of the Scriptures, upheld
scientific theories above the word of God, taught hermeneutically flawed doctrines, and, oh yes,
left the door open for abortion on demand and gay marriage? If there is any doubt as to which
group would like to see the age of the Earth become a test of fellowship among churches just
look again at the seriousness of the charges being leveled by the YET campaigners against the
GT believers.
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The recent rejection  of the GT by certain Missionary Baptist preachers today makes one
wonder what new powers of insight this new generation of YET advocates possess that was
hidden from or ignored by previous generations of ABA seminary instructors and writers such as
Bro. Guthrie, Bro. Bogard, Bro. Forman, Bro. Capell, Bro. Penn, Bro. Owen, etc. Were the
hermeneutical skills of former seminary teachers just inferior to that of current instructors? Such
must be the case if one is to believe what Thornton (2010) declares about the GT, namely, [it]
cannot be proven with the Bible or with the Hebrew language. Thus, past and present teachers of
the GT must be incompetent at best or at worst, guilty of . . . teaching for doctrines the
commandments of men (Matt. 15:9).
Such insinuations and blatant
accusations on the part of some YET defenders
against believers in the GT demonstrate just
how conceited and pretentious such men are
when it comes to their hermeneutical skills. As
further evidence of how vain YET leaders can
be about their perceived defense of the Genesis
account of creation, consider their plan to construct the “Creation Science Hall of Fame”
(Fig. 1), a beautiful facility with the sole purpose to honor those who honored God’s Word as
literally written in Genesis (Creation Science Hall of Fame, 2013). According to the leading
YET personalities, this Hall of Fame was conceptualized in the spirit of Hebrews 11 and Romans
13:7. The location of this elegant brick-and-mortar, cross-shaped structure will be in northern
Kentucky between the existing Creation Museum and the new Ark Encounter Park currently
under construction (Creation Science Hall of Fame, 2013). To no surprise, the 20 or so living
Figure 1. Artist drawing of the future Creation
Science Hall of Fame in Kentucky.
http://creationisthalloffame.org
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inductees are men  closely associated with Hamm and AiG (e.g. Austin, Baugh, Brown, Carter,
Ham, Hovind, Wieland, Whitcomb, etc.), Conversely, the 100 or so deceased inductees to the
Creation Science Hall of Fame had absolutely no association with a young Earth organization or
Ham and his AiG program and included such scientific titans as Sir Isaac Newton, Carl
Linnaeus, Louis Agassiz, Robert Boyle, Francis Bacon, Leonardo Da Vinci, Michael Faraday,
George Washington Carver, and Lord Kelvin. Consider the sheer amount of unmitigated
audacity it took for these modern YET leaders, with their limited education and intelligence, lack
of original thought and research, and animosity towards science, to place their names and
accomplishments alongside such intellectual giants of the past. Consequently, the induction of
past men of science is misleading when their induction is solely based upon their testimony of a
belief in a creator—clearly not the same thing as a belief in the YET, as their membership in this
museum would indicate. Additionally, could anyone see such men as Newton or Da Vinci, if
they had the benefit of today’s data and technology, ever siding with the YET supporters?
Sadly, this spirit of self-congratulating and self-seeking among leaders of the YET
movement is not contained to monuments and museums. Many such YET leaders serve as
faculty members and administrators in non-accredited Bible schools and colleges across the
country. In addition to the detrimental contributions of these close-minded individuals who
equate their interpretation of the Bible to the Bible itself, there is the ever increasing practice of
nepotism among many young Earth Bible schools, which ensures that the doctrine of a young
Earth will be perpetuated for generations to come. For example, the Institution for Creation
Research was a school established by the late Henry Morris, the father of young Earth doctrine,
who appointed his son, Henry Morris III, chairman of the school and his other son, John D.
Morris, president of the institution. How much diversity of teaching and thought could students
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expect while attending  such institutions? In addition, we see Kent Hovind, founder of Creation
Science Evangelism (a young Earth ministry) whose son Eric Hovind was appointed to oversee
while his father finished a jail sentence for tax-related crimes in a federal prison in New
Hampshire. Such familial faculty and administration leaves one to wonder how intense the
searches were to fill open positions in such schools and institutions. And what of Ken Ham who
found staff positions at AiG for four of his children, a brother, a son-in-law, and a daughter-in-
law at salaries between $1,300 and $80,000 (Schedule L, Part IV). Were search committees used
in the selection process for any of these positions? Were the positions even advertised? Were
better qualified applicants overlooked in the process? Was the best interest of their students
considered in the hiring decisions? And to be fair, even this author’s alma mater, the Missionary
Baptist Seminary at Little Rock, is not immune to what could be easily be interpreted as the
practice of nepotism in its selection of new faculty (Searchlight, Sept., 2014). While this author
will not deny that relatives and friends of current faculty may be qualified and talented teachers,
were they the best and most experienced of all qualified applicants? Or were there other
applicants? One would think the hiring practices at a Christian or Bible school would be, if not
equal to, more ethical than the hiring practices found in secular institutions.
Just as troubling as the practice of nepotism in young Earth schools is the practice of
academic inbreeding (i.e. the practice of private schools or college hiring its own graduates).
Among other problems, academic inbreeding may solidify hierarchical relationships within
departments and enhance the power of senior faculty or administrators. In young Earth
institutions, academic inbreeding is important for the propagation and maintenance of a belief in
a 6,000 year old Earth. Those who would think or teach outside this young Earth box are not
hired or are quickly pressured into keeping their old Earth beliefs to themselves. Granted, many
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young Earth institutions  are relatively small in size making academic inbreeding almost
unavoidable. For example, among the current faculty of this author’s alma mater every
instructor with a doctorate was awarded that degree by the very institution at which he now
teaches. This is unfortunate, but understandable, given that there are so few ABA seminaries
offering graduate degrees in the United States. However, if not carefully monitored such a
situation can become insular and academically unhealthy for students who have been promised
the tools to rightly divide the word of God for themselves free from bias and preconceptions.
However, nepotism and academic inbreeding may not be as big of a contributor to the
sustaining of the YET in many institutions as the fact that most of their faculty and
administrators having never taken a class or earned a degree outside of their own Bible schools.
Such a fact does not prevent many YET teachers from feeling as though they can speak and
teach with authority on various non-biblical topics, especially the sciences when attempting to
defend their YET belief. Indeed, many of these teachers of the YET fail to understand that their
knowledge of the Bible does not substitute for a degree in science. Why? The Bible is not a
science book. Contrary to the claims of many well-meaning pastors, the Bible does not contain
all the answers in life and was never intended to do so. If you want answers to medical questions,
would you go to a theologian or to your family doctor? If your child is having problems in math
would you advise them to spend more time studying their Bible or their math textbook? Make
no mistake, the Bible does have the answers to the most important questions in life, just not to all
the questions in life. Thankfully, this author had the benefit of having sat under quality Bible
instructors at the MBS who knew the difference between the answers that could be found in the
Bible and the answers that could not. These were men who had a fundamental understanding of
the purpose of the Bible.
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Sadly, such quality  instructors are not as abundant as they once were at my alma mater.
Further, the fact that most of the MBS faculty have not attended even the most basic university
science course (as of this writing) does not prevent certain of them from feeling their theological
training and degrees more than qualifies them to publish articles dealing with such assorted
scientific topics as anthropology, paleontology, cytology, genetics, molecular evolution,
comparative anatomy, and organic chemistry (Koon, 2010). There may have been a time when
preachers could throw around long, difficult-to-pronounce medical and scientific terms they
themselves did not truly understand in order to impress their audience, but that day has passed as
more and more college graduates fill the pews. In fact, those preachers who insist on continuing
with this strategy had better be aware of the consequences; namely, coming across as ignorant
men or blatant liars. For example, to put in writing that the close similarities between the
sequences of human DNA and ape DNA is “propaganda” (Koon, 2010) is a lie, and any student
of an undergraduate genetics class can go to the National Center for Biotechnology Information
(NCBI) website, GenBank, where they can align the two sequences (man and ape) side by side
and see for themselves just how extremely similar the DNA sequences are to one another. The
DNA sequence comparison between man and chimpanzee is even more similar (95-98.5%
identical). This need not be such a troubling fact for Koon or any other Christian, since the
definitive difference between man and the rest of creation is the fact that man was created with a
spirit, making man the only being created in the image of a triune God. And it is safe to say the
spirit has no DNA nor does it fossilize. It is as if Koon and others like him want to align
themselves with the scientific world in defining man in terms of anatomical features and DNA
sequences. Clearly, the Bible and science have two completely different and irreconcilable
definitions for what constitutes a man.
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There is little  doubt that much of the animosity and ill will between science and religion
today originates from the lack of a common language and the unwillingness of both parties to
resolve this problem. Consider again the article by Koon (2010), the current president of the
Missionary Baptist Seminary, who actually attempted to make the same disproven argument
offered up by Jean Baptiste Lamarck over 200 years ago called The Theory of Inheritance of
Acquired Characteristics. Like Lamarck, Koon stated that a change in an organism’s
environment “allows” its DNA to mutate to fit the environment. Lamarck used the example of
giraffes, stating that these animals stretched their necks farther and farther to reach higher leaves
in the trees and after generations developed extremely long necks. For most non-science people
such an argument makes sense. Or does it? If two cats (male and female) had their tails cut off
(i.e. an acquired characteristic) does that mean any offspring resulting from the mating of these
two cats would be born without tails? If a man and his wife were both body builders who
worked out regularly and “acquired” six-pack abs, would that mean that their child would be
born with the same six-pack abs? Of course not. At least Lamarck died before the discovery of
the mechanisms of inheritance (e.g. genes, chromosomes, meiosis, etc.), which would have
doubtless led him to revise his theory. But today given just a few weeks in any introductory
biology class in any university, Koon would understand that mutations (changes) in DNA
sequences are due to random (not directed) chemical occurrences and not environmental factors.
It was Darwin (1859) who came to understand that mutations occur randomly and that it was the
environment that sifted out those mutations that were advantageous in that habitat and those
mutations that were not. The organisms with the advantageous mutation was most successful in
reproduction, passing down that mutated gene to the next generation, while the organisms
without the advantageous mutation were simply reproductively out competed and their genes
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disappeared eventually from  the gene pool. This could
mean that an ancient generation of that organism could
have looked very differently from the current
generation. Nevertheless, Koon (2010) adamantly
declared that there is no fossil evidence of such an
occurrence, which means he obviously has never
looked at the fossils of Archaeopteryx lithographia
(Fig. 2) or Archaeomithura meemannae, or any other
fossils of feather-covered reptiles that no longer exist.
Unfortunately, such scientifically flawed articles
(Thornton, 2010; Koon, 2010), from the pens of men occupying teaching positions at the MBS
leave many Missionary Baptist students of universities (especially science majors) either
ashamed of or embarrassed by such men, and wondering just who is the real propagandist. At a
time when the faith of young men and women are most subject to attack, why would seminary
instructors insist upon writing to their ignorances instead of their strengths by addressing
subjects they have never taken a course in or read an entire textbook about? Could it be these
instructors would rather get their science background from the agenda-driven websites and
articles of such scientifically and doctrinally unsound YET groups as: Answers in Genesis,
Creation Ministries International, Creation Today, Creation.com, Creation Research Society,
Institute for Creation Research, or Apologetic Press? Instead, why not take a few basic science
courses at a local university to gain a fair perspective on what science really teaches versus what
YET groups say science teaches. What about consulting with fellow Missionary Baptists who
work and even teach in the field of science?
Figure 2. Archaeopteryx lithographia.
Carnegie Museum of Natural History,
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA.
 


	43. [31]
Young Earth Organizations
There  is little doubt that the popularity of a YET doctrine is due in large part to the expert
marketing skills of a handful of multi-million dollar, international organizations. The three
major creationist organizations in operation today that promote YET are: 1) Answers in Genesis,
2) Institute for Creation Research, and 3) Creation Ministries International. Of these three YET
advocacy organizations, Answers in Genesis (AiG) is the largest, most widely known, and well
financed groups with annual donations exceeding $25 million (McKenna, 2007; Reily, 2013).
Founded in the late 1970s by the Australian high school science teacher turned evangelist Ken
Ham, this organization is best known for its $27 million, 60,000 sq. ft. Creation Museum in
northern Kentucky, which depicts humans living alongside dinosaurs in scenes reminiscent of
the Saturday morning cartoon the Flintstones. However, this facility pales in comparison to the
$172 million, 800-acre park with a life-size Noah’s Ark planned to open soon called the Ark
Encounter. Currently, AiG estimates 1.6 million visitors the first year after completion. In
addition to the museum and theme park, AiG controls a media empire. The group publishes
various lines of curriculum for Christian and home schools (e.g. Answer Bible Curriculum) as
well as the magazine, Creation, that was later replaced by Answers. The AiG radio program, The
Answers, is heard worldwide on 142 stations. In addition to print and radio, there are also the
occasional TV specials, news interviews, videos, and over 300 national and international
speaking conferences each year.
Thus, it is no surprise that as early as 2004 this organization was a multimillion dollar
company with an ever-expanding international market. However, managerial differences
(executive salaries and authority) between the old Australian group and the new U.S. partners
soon led to a split in 2005 that left the original group taking the new name, Creation Ministries
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International (CMI). While  the division was initially downplayed by both sides, lawsuits soon
surfaced between AiG and CMI indicating this was not an amicable parting of minds (McKenna,
2007; Lippard, 2006).
The second largest YET organization is the Institute of Creation Research (ICR) founded
in 1970 by a man whom many consider the founder of the modern creation science movement,
Dr. Henry Morris. Morris was best known for books he authored or co-authored such as The
Genesis Flood, The New Defender’s Study Bible, The Genesis Record: A Scientific and
Devotional Commentary on the Book of Beginnings, and Evolution and the Modern Christian to
name a few. In addition to his many books, Morris contributed regularly to the institute’s
monthly magazine, Acts & Facts, with a reported readership of 200,000. Like the other leading
YET organizations, IRC publishes its own line of K-12 curriculum called Science Education
Essentials. Additionally, the IRC radio programs boast 1,500 outlets worldwide. The IRC also
has a non-accredited graduate school in Dallas, Texas, called the School of Biblical Apologetics
in which the late Dr. John Morris served as president and John Morris III serves as chancellor
and chief executive officer.
Other smaller YET proponents include the Christian Science Evangelism Ministries
founded in 1989 by Kent Hovind of Pensacola, Florida. Along with numerous speaking
engagements at various churches and private schools, Hovind appeared on local TV and radio
defending a young Earth. Hovind’s most famous disciples would be the stars of the reality show,
19 kids and Counting, the Duggars. In 2001 Hovind started construction on Dinosaur Adventure
Land (DAL) on his property some six years before the completion of the Creation Museum in
Petersburg, Kentucky. The park not only depicted man living side by side with dinosaurs, but
displayed signs declaring some dinosaurs still exist today as well as reward posters of $250,000
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for anyone who  was able to prove the theory of evolution (Jackson, 2004). Hovind alienated
neighbors and town officials alike with the construction of DAL during which a blizzard of
building code violations was issued and various building permits were not granted.
However, the offenses grew more serious as Hovind began bringing in large sums of
money from various sources. Hovind reported earnings of $50,000 year, most of which he
claimed came from speaking engagements, but it was discovered that he was in fact making an
annual income in excess of $2 million (Nicole, 2006; O’Brien, 2006). It was estimated that from
its opening date until 2004, DAL had generated around $5 million dollars in admission donations
(Fail, 2006). In addition to DAL’s failure to pay personal income tax was its failure to pay
property tax and to pay employee related taxes. Hovind argued that his 30 workers were not
employees but missionaries that he helped with personal expenses each week (Brown, 2006). In
2007 Hovind was found guilty on all 58 counts of tax evasion, sentenced to ten years in prison,
and ordered to pay the US government $600,000 in restitution. His wife, Jo, was sentenced to
one year after being found guilty of 44 counts of tax evasion (Stewart, 2007). Hovind and his
supporters complained that he was being persecuted because of his stand for creation and against
evolution and that Hovind was imprisoned out of principle and not deceit. Amazingly, the
conviction of Hovind did not prevent his induction into the Creation Science Hall of Fame by
fellow YET supporters (The Creation Science Hall of Fame, 2013). Nevertheless, while Hovind
serves out his sentence at the federal correctional institution in Berlin, New Hampshire, his son
Eric Hovind continues the ministry. Thus, the effort to defend YET can be a wildly popular and
commercially lucrative venture.
Support for a young Earth is more ridiculous and unreasonable today than ever before
given the massive accumulation of empirical evidence from multiple scientific fields that without
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exception show the  Earth to be a very ancient planet. However, despite this exponential increase
in scientific data collected over the last 200 years in support of an ancient Earth, the premise of
an old Earth is no less vulnerable or impeachable today than at any time in the past. All it would
take to render the old Earth argument null and void would be the discovery a single out-of-place
fossil such as human bones being found in the same layer (i.e. stratum) of rock as the fossils of
dinosaurs, which are generally accepted to have become extinct 65 million years before the
appearance of man. Such a find would negate the current scientific interpretation of the fossil
record and cause an entire paradigm shift in the scientific dating of life on this planet. However,
despite the millions of dollars and man hours spent by the YET supporters to locate such out-of-
place fossils, not a single example has been found.
Conversely, for those supporters of the GT not a single penny or man hour need be spent
to combat the scientific dating of the Earth. What science is uncovering is further evidence of
what God’s word has taught all along. True science is giving creation a more articulate and clear
voice by which it can testify of its creator and the order and means by which He created and
maintains it (Ps. 19:1; Rom. 1:20).
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CHAPTER TWO
FOSSILS AND  THE GEOLOGIC RECORD
Believers in the Young Earth Theory (YET) have no choice but to attribute the current
geology of the Earth (e.g. geologic strata, canyons, mountains, etc.) and the vast fossil record to
the nearly year-long Flood in the days of Noah (Gen. 6-9) that occurred around 4,000 years ago.
Such an interpretation is called “Flood Geology” and is rejected by supporters of the GT and
scientists alike. Flood geology is one of the most fanciful and flimsy premises in the YET
argument; nevertheless, it is a vital component in their defense because it gives YET believers
their only alternative to the common belief that fossil-bearing strata were laid down slowly over
millions of years.
Remember, to agree with the GT or any other theory that makes the Earth older than
10,000 years is completely unacceptable to many YET creationists. Consider the accusation of
AiG’s Ham (Ham et al., 2000): Gap theorists [with their old Earth belief] leave the evolutionary
system intact, [his implication being GT supports evolution]. Supporters of the YET fear and
despise any doctrine that hands over to evolutionists the gift of “time.” The author of the book
The Creation-Evolution Controversy, R. L. Wysong (1976) wrote, It is no secret that
evolutionists worship at the shrine of time. . . Time and chance is a two-headed deity. Likewise,
Hall & Hall (1974) argued, Time is the evolutionists’ refuge from the slings and arrows of logic,
scientific evidence, and common sense. Thus, YET supporters routinely and unfairly accuse the
believers of the GT of collaborating with the enemies of the Scriptures. The YET creationists
will not for even a moment entertain the possibility that the GT could be right and the Earth is as
ancient as the scientific world teaches.
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Sadly, this sort  of stubbornness on the part of YET church leaders today towards science
and scientific theory is inciting a brain drain from the pool of educated young Christians in
churches today. Just consider what is being told to our brightest young people before sending
them off to universities and colleges across this country. In homeschool text books such as The
New Answers Book 1, students can read the instructions of such YET authors as Mike Riddle
(2006): When a scientist’s interpretation of data does not match the clear meaning of the text in
the Bible, we should never [emphasis added] reinterpret the Bible. Such was precisely the same
instructions given to Galileo 400 years earlier by the Catholic leaders of the Inquisition (Mullan,
2003). Leading Protestants of the same period also warned their scientists of collecting or
presenting data that would cause a change (i.e. reinterpretation) to their official church
interpretations of the Bible. Johann Kepler, a believer in the heliocentric theory and discoverer
of the three laws of planetary motion, was professionally and personally persecuted by the
Lutheran Church for teaching things that conflicted with the Bible interpretations of Martin
Luther. Kepler was finally excommunicated from the Lutheran Church for teaching that the
moon was a solid object instead of the “lesser light to rule the night,” which according to Luther
meant the moon was literally just a light, and therefore, could not be a solid body (Mullan,
2003).
However, if the historical context of these landmark scientific discoveries is considered,
one can almost understand the resistance such theories encountered. Unlike today, these theories
were not only novel and the evidence limited and difficult to understand, but also the acceptance
of such theories required an entire paradigm shift in the theological foundation of the religious
community. Reinterpretations of certain Scriptures became necessary. Literal interpretations of
some Bible verses no longer seemed plausible. However, it is crucial to realize that these
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scientific discoveries did  not call into question the infallibility or authority of the Bible, but
rather the validity of some traditional interpretations by men. As much as YET promoters
would like others to believe their interpretations of the Bible and the Bible itself are
synonymous, they are not. The former is fallible, while the latter is not. The Biblical
interpretations of no man are faultless, perfect, or unerring. What theologian or Bible language
scholar has never had to reinterpret a scripture? What pastor or Sunday school teacher can say
they have never changed their mind (i.e. interpretation) on a passage of Scripture after further
reflection and study? And yet, YET believers insist that their interpretation of the Genesis
account of creation is somehow immune to the possibility of error. Even worse, prominent YET
leaders accuse ancient Earth believers (e.g. gap theorists) of being “idolaters.” According to
Ham (1999a), Christians who compromise with the millions of years attributed by many
scientists to the fossil record, are in that sense seemingly worshipping a different god — the
cruel god of an old Earth. He goes even further in his condemnation of those groups that would
differ from him over the age of the Earth by stating, The god of an old Earth cannot therefore be
the God of the Bible who is able to save us from sin and death. Thus, it would seem to many
YET teachers that the old-Earth believers such as the GT faithful are not only idolaters, but
unable to be saved without accepting the YET interpretation of Genesis.
While the prime goal of YET promoters might be to destroy the theory of evolution by
eliminating its most vital component (i.e. time), think about the collateral damage such
dogmatism does within and among churches. Gap theorists were never so divisive or dogmatic
in their belief and in over 35 years in the ministry this author has never heard of the “age of the
Earth” being used as a test of fellowship. However, if churches were to believe the things Ham
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(1999a) and other  YET leaders have charged GT believers with such as idolatry, how could the
two groups remain in fellowship (I Cor. 5:11)?
Consider also the crisis of conscience that awaits the incoming freshman of any
university who grew up in a church that teaches the YET interpretation as a Biblical truth, or
more challenging yet, was homeschooled using the YET curriculum. As these young men and
women are taught to think and examine evidence for themselves, many will choose to leave their
churches, not because of what professors taught in their science courses, but because of the
dogmatic ultimatums they have heard their YET pastors make repeatedly. For example, There’s
no doubt — the god of an old Earth destroys the Gospel (Ham, 1999a). How can those young
adults who have come to accept the mountain of physical evidence for an ancient Earth ever feel
welcome back into churches where such claims are made? Instead of offering these young
college students much-needed strength and spiritual guidance from the Word of God, too many
YET pastors want to step outside of the Bible and challenge the science these students are being
taught in their secular classrooms.
To read the articles or hear the sermons of certain YET leaders, it is as if these men want
others to believe that along with hope, faith, and love (I Cor. 13:13), they have been endowed
with an additional spiritual gift—the gift of science. These gifted preachers, with no former
scientific training or education, believe they can speak, understand, and write with authority on a
wide range of scientific topics such as anthropology, astronomy, biochemistry, cosmology,
cytogenetics, evolutionary biology, phycology, phylogenetics, physical and organic chemistry,
protozoology, molecular genetics, thermodynamics, etc. However, as more and more college
graduates fill the pews of churches, the more embarrassing it becomes when such “gifted”
preachers step outside of the zone of their understanding and training. Indeed, one national-
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award-winning science teacher  who is also a faithful member of a Missionary Baptist church
whose pastor teaches YET doctrine admitted to this writer, . . . it is becoming more and more
difficult to overlook the ignorance of my pastor when it comes to science and the anti-science
sentiments he spreads in our church (pers. com., 2015).
Due to the recent emergence of the YET doctrine among pastors and church leaders,
many science-minded young Christians are now struggling to find ways of staying faithful in
support of their church while at the same time, attempting to ignore the pseudoscience being
spewed from the pulpit. According to the research group Barna (2011), in Six Reasons Young
Christians Leave Church, the tension young professionals felt existed between church leaders
and science was one of the top reasons for the exodus of young adults from their churches today.
According to the study of those young Christians who had left their churches: 30% felt the
church leadership was out of step with science and too confident that they knew all the answers;
25% felt their churches were anti-science; and 25% were weary of the creation vs. evolution
debate from the pulpit. Perhaps the clearest illustration of why young educated Christians no
longer feel welcome in their home churches is articulated best by the adamant YET supporter,
Wayne Jackson (1975), in his article The Gap Theory. In his article Jackson openly condemns
any and all who dare to accept the GT or any other theory that made an allowance for an ancient
Earth: Though they [GT believers] may be completely unaware of it, they have been influenced
by the subtle pressure of evolution geology. . . [And] attempt to pacify the indefensible assertions
of those [atheists] who reject the Biblical teaching of the origin of man. So, to a large number of
YET supporters, their interpretation of Genesis is the only correct interpretation, with all other
interpretations of creation not only being wrong, but “treasonous” to the cause of Christ. Again,
we find here another YET creationist unequivocally making the doctrine of YET a test of
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fellowship within and  among churches. The YET crowd
appears to see two distinct camps: 1) the Bible believing YET
creationists and 2) everyone else, including the subversive and
apostate gap theorists with their acceptance of an old Earth and
collaborative work with both theistic evolutionists and day-age
theists (Fig. 1).
However, what the YET advocates fail to understand and
admit is that their insistence upon a 10,000-year-old Earth
creates more problems than the Flood of Noah can possibly
clean up. The present-day geology of the Earth and paleontology could not have been the result
of a single, year-long, universal Flood that occurred a few thousand years ago for many, many
reasons. Therefore, this chapter does not pretend to be an exhaustive list of every problem
associated with Flood geology. Nevertheless, enough evidence will be presented to show that
the attempt to attribute the present-day geology of the Earth and the fossil record to the Flood in
the days of Noah is no less ridiculous today than attempting to teach a geocentric universe was
500 years ago. Thus, this chapter will address both the dating of rocks and fossils and the means
by which such dating is acquired.
Radiometric Dating
To understand the basics of radiometric dating, recall
from high school chemistry or physics that, according to the
Bohr model, three particles make up the entire atom (Fig. 2)
Resembling a miniature solar system, tiny electrons orbit a
nucleus of larger protons and neutrons. The number of protons is fixed in any given element and
Figure 1. Cartoon from anti-
gap article (Ham, 2007).
Figure 2. Bohr Model of an Atom.
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equal to the  number of electrons. Additionally, the number of protons in one atom of an element
is equal to its atomic number. Protons and electrons carry electrical charges that are opposite of
one another. These charged particles are essential in the formation of chemical compounds (e.g.
H2O, C6H12O6, CH4, etc.). On the other hand, neutrons carry no charge and play no role in
chemical compounds. By adding the number of neutrons to the number of protons in the nucleus
of an atom gives an element its atomic mass. Neutrons would not be worth mentioning in this
context if not for the central role they play in radiometric dating.
Unlike the number of protons in an atom, which is diagnostic or unique for that element,
the number of neutrons can be variable allowing atoms of any given element the ability to come
in different versions referred to as isotopes.
Almost all elements consist of more than one
isotope. So isotopes of an element all share the
same number of protons and electrons, but not
the same number of neutrons (Fig. 3). This
variation in the number of neutrons naturally
gives each isotope a different atomic mass.
Some elements (e.g. fluorine) have only one naturally occurring isotope, while others (e.g. lead)
can have upwards of five naturally occurring isotopes. Among the most attention-grabbing
elements is carbon, which has three naturally occurring isotopes. Carbon-12 is the most common
with its equal number of protons and neutrons. The most short-lived is carbon-13. The rarest
and most useful in radiometric dating is carbon-14.
The next important thing to understand about isotopes is that there are two categories,
stable and unstable (i.e. radioactive). An element can have both types of isotopes; for example,
Figure 3. Isotopes of Hydrogen.
e=electron; p=proton; n=neutron
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