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The evolutionary system has been entrenched fyrgpthat many people who otherwise accept theeBdls! infallible have deemed
it expedient to compromise on this issue. Thus|uiam has been called, "God's method of creatiamy the Genesis record of the
six days of creation has been reinterpreted indeavfrthe evolutionary ages of historical geologlhe3e geological ages themselves
have been accommodated in Genesis either by plélgrg in an assumed "gap" between Genesis 1:1 @2ndry changing the
"days" of creation into the "ages" of evolution.

Theories of this kind raise more problems than teelye, however. It is more productive to take Bible literally and then to
interpret the actual facts of science within itgelatory framework. If the Bible cannot be undeostoit is useless as revelation. If it
contains scientific fallacies, it could not havebeyiven by inspiration.

The specific purpose of this study is to show #ilhsuch theories which seek to accommodate thée Bibevolutionary geology are
invalid and, therefore, should be abandoned.

Theistic Evolution

Evolution is believed by its leading advocates éoabbasic principle of continual development, afréasing order and complexity,
throughout the universe. The complex elements @rkte have developed from simpler elements, livanganisms to have evolved
from non-living chemicals, complex forms of lifeofn simpler organisms, and even man himself to lgradually evolved from

some kind of ape-like ancestor. Religions, cultueesl other social institutions are likewise bedi@vto be continually evolving into
higher forms.

Thus, evolution is a complete world-view, an expléon of origins and meanings without the necessftya personal God who
created and upholds all things. Since this philbgdp so widely and persuasively taught in our sthioChristians are often tempted
to accept the compromise position of "theistic atioh", according to which evolution is viewed a®d® method of creation.
However, this is basically an inconsistent and i@tittory position. A few of its fallacies are afldws:

( 1) It contradicts the Bible record of creatiorenTtimes in the first chapter of Genesis, it iglghat God created plants and animals
to reproduce "after their kinds". The Biblical "ihmay be broader than our modern "species" conbeptat least it implies definite
limits to variation. The New Testament writers gateel the full historicity of the Genesis accountcodation. Even Christ Himself
quoted from it as historically accurate and authtrie (Matthew 19:4-6).

(2) It is inconsistent with God's methods. The dgad concept of evolution involves the developmaninnumerable misfits and

extinctions, useless and even harmful organism#hidfis God's "method of creation”, it is strartbat He would use such cruel,
haphazard, inefficient, wasteful processes. Fumtbee, the idea of the "survival of the fittest", evbby the stronger animals
eliminate the weaker in the "struggle for existérisghe essence of Darwin's theory of evolutiombyural selection, and this whole
scheme is flatly contradicted by the Biblical dowtrof love, of unselfish sacrifice, and of Chasticharity. The God of the Bible is a
God of order and of grace, not a God of confusiuth @uelty.

(3) The evolutionary philosophy is the intellectbalsis of all anti-theistic systems. It served éfiths the rationale for Nazism and
Marx as the supposed, scientific basis for comnmnisis the basis of the various modern methodssythology and sociology that
treat man merely as a higher animal and which eddo the misnamed "new morality" and ethical tielsm. It has provided the

pseudo-scientific rationale for racism and militaxggression. Its whole effect on the world and nrahlhas been harmful and
degrading. Jesus said: "A good tree cannot brimth fevil fruit* (Matthew 7:18). The evil fruit ofhie evolutionary philosophy is

evidence enough of its evil roots.

Thus, evolution is Biblically unsound, theologigationtradictory. and sociologically harmful.
Progressive Creation

Some Christians use this term "progressive creaiiostead of "theistic evolution”, the differenceifg the suggestion that God
interjected occasional acts of creation at critjpaints throughout the geological ages. Thus, f@ngle, man's soul was created,
though his body evolved from an ape-like ancestor.

This concept is less acceptable than theistic ¢eolu however. It not only charges God with wastel aruelty (through its
commitment to the geologic ages) but also with rgnoe and incompetence. God's postulated intemhitteative efforts show either
that He didn't know what He wanted when He statitedprocess or else that He couldn't provide ihwitough energy to sustain it
until it reached its goal. A god who would havecteate man by any such cut-and-try discontinuayarious method as this can
hardly be the omniscient, omnipotent, loving Godhef Bible.



The Day-Age Theory

According to the established system of histori@blggy, the history of the earth is divided intmanber of geological ages. The
earth is supposed to have evolved into its prefeent and inhabitants over a vast span of geologesabeginning about a billion
years ago.

In contrast. the Biblical revelation tells us th@bd created the entire universe in six days onlfew thousand years ago.
Consequently, many Christian scholars have triedintd some way of reinterpreting Genesis to fit tih@emework of history
prescribed by the geologists.

The most popular of these devices has been thedgeaytheory, by which the "days" of creation wigrterpreted figuratively as the
"ages" of geology. However, there are many sertfiffisulties with this theory.

The Hebrew word for "day" is "yom" and the word aaecasionally be used to mean an indefinite pedabtime, if the context
warrants. In the overwhelming preponderance obdtsurrences in the Old Testament, however, it meditsral day, that is, either
an entire solar day or the daylight portion of géasalay. It was, in fact, defined by God Himseléthery first time it was used,
Genesis 1:5, where we are told that "God calleditfi, day." It thus means, in the context, thaytin the succession of "day and
night" or "light and darkness".

Furthermore, the word is never used to mean aiteeforeriod of time, in a succession of similar pds (that is, "the first day", "the
second day etc.) or with definite terminal pointsaf is, noted by "evening and morning", etc.) aslthe period is a literal solar day.
And there are hundreds of instances of this sdtieérBible.

Still further, the plural form of the word (Hebrelyamim") is used over 700 times in the Old Testameamd always, without
exception, refers to literal "days". A statementiia Ten Commandments written on a tablet of sthreztly by God Himself is very
significant in this connection, where He uses tinisd and says plainly: "In six days, the Lord maeaven and earth, the sea, and all
that in them is" (Exodus 20:11).

Not only is the day-age theory unacceptable Samfiy but it also is grossly in conflict with thgeological position with which it
attempts to compromise. There are more than 20usedontradictions between the Biblical order amehés of the creative days and
the standard geologic history of the earth andlégelopment, even if it were permissible to intetpthe "days" as "ages". For
example, the Bible teaches that the earth existéatd the stars, that it was initially covered bater, that fruit trees appeared before
fishes, that plant life preceded the sun, thatfitlsé animals created were the whales, that birdsewnade before insects, that man
was created before woman, and many other suchshafigof which are contradicted by historical gepéts and paleontologists.

But the most serious fallacy in the day-age théstheological. It charges God with the direct mspbility for five billion years of
history of purposeless variation, accidental changeolutionary blind alleys, numerous misfits axtinctions, a cruel struggle for
existence, with preservation of the strong andrexiteation of the weak, of natural disasters ofkatids, rampant disease, disorder,
and decay, and, above all, with death. The Bitdehes that, at the end of the creation period, Bodounced His whole creation to
be "very good", in spite of all this. It also teashplainly that this present type of world, "greanand travailing in pain" (Romans
8:22) only resulted from man's sin and God's ctiveeson. "By one man sin entered into the world death by sin" (Romans 5:12).
"God is not the author of confusion” (I Corinthigl 33).

The Gap Theory

Two theories for harmonizing the First chapter @n@sis with the geologic ages have been advanoedplacing the geologic ages
"during" the six days of creation (thus making thays" into "ages"), and the other placing the gg ages "before" the six days
(thus making them days of "recreation” followingeat cataclysm which had destroyed the primevdhealhe "day-age theory"
has been shown to be an impossible compromise Biblically and scientifically.

The "gap theory" likewise involves numerous serifaltacies. The geologic ages cannot be disposedherkly by ignoring the
extensive fossil record on which they are basedes&hsupposed ages are inextricably involved ineth@e structure of the
evolutionary history of the earth and its inhabiisarup to and including man. The fossil recordchis best evidence for evolution (in
fact, the only such evidence which indicates evotubn more than a trivial scale). Furthermore,ghelogic ages are recognized and
identified specifically by the fossil contents bktsedimentary rocks in the earth's crust. The manges of the ages show this. Thus,
the "Paleozoic Era" is the era of "ancient lifélg tMesozoic Era" of "intermediate life", and théehozoic Era" of "recent life". At a
matter of fact, the one primary means for datireséhrocks in the first place has always been thpased "stage-of-evolution” of the
contained fossils.



Thus, acceptance or the geologic ages implicitiplives acceptance of the whole evolutionary packdiest of the fossil forms
preserved in the sedimentary rocks have obvioagivek in the present world, so that the "re-coggtconcept involves the Creator
in "re-creating" in six days of the same animald ptants which had been previously developed slawvbr long ages, only to perish
violently in a great pre-Adamic cataclysm.

The gap theory, therefore, really does not faceetmution issue at all, but merely pigeon-holesitan imaginary gap between
Genesis 1:1 and 1:2. It leaves unanswered theusepimblem as to why God would use the methodaf glvolution over long ages
in the primeval world, then destroy it, and thee tls&e method of special creation it to re-createstime forms He had just destroyed.

Furthermore, there is no geologic evidence of sueborldwide cataclysm in recent geologic historyfact, the very concept of a
worldwide cataclysm precludes the geologic ageschwviare based specifically on the assumption thatet have been no such
worldwide cataclysms. As a device for harmoniziren€sis with geology, the gap theory is self-defigati

The greatest problem with the theory is that it esakod the direct author of evil. It implies that Hsed the methods of struggle,
violence, decay, and death on a worldwide scalafdeast three billion years in order to acconfipliis unknown purposes in the
primeval world. This is the testimony of the fossiind the geologic ages which the theory trieddoepbefore Genesis 1:2. Then,
according to the theory, Satan sinned against @dtkaven (Isaiah 14:12-15; Ezekiel 28:11-17), and Gast him out of heaven to
the earth, destroying the earth in the proceslsarstipposed pre-Adamic cataclysm. Satan's sinaweime however, cannot in any way
account for the age-long spectacle of suffering death in the world during the geologic ages wipobceded his sin! Thus. God
alone remains responsible for suffering, death,a@musion, and without any reason for it.

The Scripture says, on the other hand, at the érttleosix days of creation, "And God saw everyththgt he had made (e.g.,
including not only the entire earth and all its twonts, but all the heavens as well—note Genesis;, 22, etc.) and, behold, it was
very good" (Genesis 1:31). Death did not "enterwhmueld" until man sinned (Romans 5:12; | Corinthgab5:21). Evidently even
Satan's rebellion in heaven had not yet taken plaeause everything was pronounced "very goodaétteo.

The real answer to the meaning of the great teiabgraveyard—the fossil contents of the greatsbefdhardened sediments all over
the world—will be found neither in the slow opeacatiof uniform natural processes over vast agesnté hor in animaginary
cataclysm that took place before the six days of'Sperfect creation. Rather, it will be found ircareful study of the very real
world-wide cataclysm described in Genesis 6 thro8gnd confirmed in many other parts of the Bibte & the early records of
nations and tribes all over the world, namely, gheat Flood of the days of Noah. Evidences for rsalts of this worldwide flood
are discussed in detail in Impact Series No. 6.

Conclusion

Only a few of the many difficulties with the var®@accommodationist theories have been discussedybn these-have shown that it
is impossible to devise a legitimate means of haigmiiog the Bible with evolution. We must concludieerefore, that if the Bible is
really the Word of God (as its writers allege asdwve believe) then evolution and its geologicalsggtem must be completely false.
Since the Bible cannot be reinterpreted to coreeldth evolution, Christians must diligently prode® correlate théacts of science
so with the Bible.
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