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All of these stories—cosmological evolution, 
geological evolution, and biological evolution (which 
includes human evolution)—are driven by a set of 
assumptions which philosophers call naturalism. This 
philosophical worldview has two key assumptions: 
1. nature is all that exists and 
2. everything can, and indeed must, be explained by

time plus chance plus the laws of nature working
on matter.
Another name for naturalism is materialism or

atheism. These are the assumptions that control the 
thinking of the vast majority of scientists today.

Now, not every scientist is an atheist. Many 
scientists believe in some kind of God or gods. But 
most scientists do WKHLU� VFLHQWLÀF� ZRUN and their 
theorizing as if (i.e., they assume that) nature is all 
that exists. They might believe in God on Sunday 
or Saturday, or whenever they are reading their 
religious books. But when they do WKHLU� VFLHQWLÀF�
work, they do it as if nature is all that exists.

The second assumption controlling science today 
is that if we have enough time (millions and billions 
of years), chance, and the laws of nature (the laws of 
physics, chemistry, genetics, etc.), then we can explain 
the origin of everything. We can explain the origin of 
stars and galaxies and the origin of our solar system. 
We can explain the origin of the earth, the origin of the 
rock layers and fossils, and the origin of the creatures 
that became fossils. We can explain the origin of man 
and the origin of language. We just need enough time, 
chance, and the laws of nature. George Wald, professor 
of biology at Harvard University for over four decades 

and winner of the “Nobel Prize in Physiology or 
Medicine” in 1967, put it this way in 1954,

Time is in fact the hero of the plot. The time with 
which we have to deal is of the order of two billion 
years. What we regard as impossible on the basis 
of human experience is meaningless here. Given 
so much time, the ‘impossible’ becomes possible, 
the possible probable, and the probable virtually 
certain. One has only to wait: time itself performs the 
miracles. (Wald 1954, 48)

Geological Evolution: A Naturalistic Myth
So, we live in an age when the majority of 

geologists tell us that the earth is about 4.6 billion 
years old. But for the first 1,800 years of church 
history, the almost universal belief of the church 
was what we call today “young-earth creation” 
(Mortenson 2004, 25–44). This view was defended in 
the early nineteenth century by a group of authors 
who collectively became known as the “Scriptural 
geologists.”28 Many of them were very geologically 
competent by the standards of their day (both 
by reading geological literature and by personal 
investigation of the geological evidence). They raised 
biblical, geological and philosophical arguments 
against various old-earth views developing at the 
time. As represented in fig. 9, they believed there 
was a supernatural creation week (SCW) of six 
literal days, followed by Noah’s Flood (F) about 
1,600 years later, and then the Earth recovered 
from the catastrophe up to the present (P), which is 
about 6,000 years after the beginning. 
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Fig. 8. Diagram to visualize “Cosmic Evolution: From the Big Bang to Humankind” that is used in a Harvard 
University online course (obtained from Harvard University Extension Course, Spring 2014: “ASTR E-8 Cosmic 
Evolution: The Origins of Matter and Life,” https://www.cfa.harvard.edu/~ejchaisson/cosmic_evolution/docs/splash.
html, accessed 2020 July 11).

28 Even the old-earth geologist at Calvin College, Davis Young, acknowledged (though he was off by a century, as I show), “It cannot 
be denied, in spite of frequent interpretations of Genesis 1 that departed from the rigidly literal, that the almost universal view 
of the Christian world until the 18th century was that the Earth was only a few thousand years old. Not until the development 
of modern scientific investigation of the Earth itself would this view be called into question within the church.” Young (1982, 25).
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But in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
century, another view of earth history developed, 
which became known as the “catastrophist view” 
and was advocated by Georges Cuvier in France, 
William Smith in England, and others (fig. 9). These 
catastrophists believed the earth was much, much 
older than 6,000 years and that God created the 
first forms of life in a supernatural beginning (SB). 
But, then after a long period of time, there was a 
catastrophic flood of a continental or global scale 
(C) that wiped out most or all of those creatures
and buried many of them in sediments where they
became fossils. This, it was claimed, happened many
times with great spans of time between each major
catastrophic flood over the course of untold ages.
They were clearly thinking of millions of years.

Another view that developed at this time became 
known as the “uniformitarian view,” which was 
advocated preeminently by James Hutton in Scotland 
and Charles Lyell in England (fig. 9) Their thinking 
can be summarized this way: 

Maybe there was a beginning to the world; 
maybe there wasn’t. But there have never been 
any catastrophic floods of a continental or global 
scale. Oh, a little flood here, a little flood there, no 
problem. But nothing on the level or the scale that 
the catastrophists and the Bible-believing Christians 
imagine. 
Now from about 1840, the uniformitarian view 

became the ruling dogma in geology. That meant that 
every student who went to the university to study 
geology was trained to think like this. Slow gradual 
processes will explain the rock record, that is, slow 
gradual erosion, slow gradual deposition, and slow 
fossilization. And the man who was most responsible 
for that idea becoming the ruling dogma of geology 
was Charles Lyell.

Writing in a letter to a fellow uniformitarian in 
1830, Lyell said that he wanted to “free the science 
[of geology] from Moses.”29 So, Lyell had a deliberate 
anti-biblical agenda. Now, I would not have a 
problem with this approach to geology, if the Bible 
did not speak of any geologically significant, global 
events. But it does so twice. First, the third day of 
Creation Week when God caused dry land to appear, 
presumably by raising part(s) of the crust of the earth 
above sea-level of the previous global ocean, which 
would have been a major erosion and sedimentation 
event. However, we would not expect any fossils to 
be found later in those sediments because God had 
not yet made any plants, animals or people. Second, 
the Bible describes the global, yearlong, catastrophic 
Flood of Noah’s day, which was designed to destroy 
all the land animals, birds, and people not in the 
ark, along with the surface of the earth (Genesis 6:7, 
13). By implication, it would have ripped up all the 
vegetation on the land and destroyed countless sea 
creatures and buried many of those plants, animals, 
and people in sediments, which would later become 
fossils. 

Another problem with Lyell’s statement is that 
geology is part of what can be called origin science 
(or historical science), which also includes fields 
such as paleontology, archeology, cosmogony, and 
forensic science.30 These are sciences that are trying 
to reconstruct the unobservable and unrepeatable 
past to explain what we see in the present. They seek 
to answer questions like these: When and how did 
the Grand Canyon form? When and how were the 
pyramids of Egypt built? When and how did the first 
dog come into existence? Or who shot President John 
F. Kennedy?

Whenever we are trying to reconstruct the past,
we have two possible sources of information: (1) 
eyewitness testimony or historical writings by non-
eyewitnesses who we have reason to believe are 
reliable historians of others’ eyewitness testimony, if 
any is available, and (2) presently observable physical 
evidence produced by unobservable, unrepeatable 
events in the past whether those events were caused 
by humans or natural processes (such as wind, rain, 
floods, earthquakes, glaciers, etc.). 

The fundamental difference between creation 
scientists and evolutionary scientists is this. 
Creationists accept the history recorded in the 
inerrant, eyewitness testimony of the Creator 
(Scripture, especially but not exclusively Genesis 

29 Charles Lyell, quoted in Lyell (1881, 268). The quote is from Lyell’s letter on 14 June, 1830, to fellow uniformitarian geologist 
George Poulett Scrope (also a member of Parliament), whom Lyell was encouraging and instructing on how to write his article for 
the Quarterly Review to accomplish what Lyell prescribed above so that the British church leaders would accept the millions of 
years and reject Genesis.
30 For more on origin (historical) science that tries to reconstruct the unobservable, unrepeatable past and how it is significantly 
different from operation (experimental or observational) science that by observable, repeatable experiments in the present produces 
our technology and finds cures for disease, see Ham and Mortenson (2007).

Fig. 9. Early nineteenth century views of earth history.
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1–11) and use it as the key to correctly interpret the 
presently observable physical evidence produced in 
the unobservable past. But evolutionists (whether 
secular or professing Christian) reject or ignore 
God’s inerrant eyewitness testimony. Otherwise, 
creationists and evolutionists are looking at the same 
physical evidence in the present and using the same 
observational and experimental methods to try to 
understand the past. In other words, they are looking 
at the same evidence, but interpreting it on the basis 
of two different worldviews: a biblical worldview 
versus an anti-biblical worldview.

So, by “freeing the science [of geology] from 
Moses,” Lyell was attempting to silence God’s 
eyewitness testimony (the inspired, inerrant Word of 
God) about when the creation took place, about how 
long it took, and about Noah’s Flood. Lyell and all 
the geologists who since Lyell have been enormously 
influenced by him have not gone out and looked at 
the world of rocks and fossils with an open or empty 
mind. They have been interpreting the geological 
evidence within a decidedly anti-biblical worldview: 
uniformitarian naturalism. This view is based 
on the two religious/philosophical (unscientific) 
naturalistic assumptions discussed above. But it also 
adds a third: all the processes of geological change 
(erosion, sedimentation, volcanos, earthquakes, etc.) 
have always happened in the past at the same rate, 
frequency, and power as we observe today on average 
per year. Essentially, geological change has been very 
slow and gradual over millions of years.

From the late 1830’s Lyell’s naturalistic 
uniformitarianism controlled the thinking of 
geologists well into the latter part of the twentieth 
century. Heavily influenced by Lyell, Darwin 
applied the same naturalistic worldview to biology 
in developing his theory of evolution. In 1844 he 
wrote,

I always feel as if my books came half out of Lyell’s 
brains and that I never acknowledge this sufficiently, 
nor do I know how I can, without saying so in so 
many words—for I have always thought that the 
great merit of the Principles [of Geology], was that 
it altered the whole tone of one’s mind & therefore 
that when seeing a thing never seen by Lyell, one 
yet saw it partially through his eyes (Darwin 1987, 
55).31

But by the 1970s, some evolutionary geologists 
began to question and reject Lyell’s uniformitarian 
assumptions. One was Derek Ager, a famous 
geology professor at University College Swansea 
in Wales. During his life he visited 57 countries 
studying geological formations, wrote 7 books and 

200 journal articles on geology, and was president 
of the British Geological Association (1988–1990). 
He became a “neo-catastrophist,” as the title of his 
last book, published posthumously, made clear: The 
New Catastrophism (Cambridge University Press, 
1993). In an earlier book, in a chapter on the history 
of geology, he remarked to his fellow evolutionary 
geologists about the early nineteenth century, 

My excuse for this lengthy and amateur digression 
into history is that I have been trying to show how I 
think geology got into the hands of the theoreticians 
[i.e., uniformitarians] who were conditioned by the 
social and political history of their day more than 
by observations in the field. In other words, we have 
allowed ourselves to be brain-washed into avoiding 
any interpretation of the past that involves extreme 
and what might be termed “catastrophic” processes 
(italics added) (Ager 1981, 46–47).
In The New Catastrophism, Ager gave many 

examples of rock formations which had traditionally 
been interpreted as forming over millions of years 
but which he argued had formed in hours or days 
or weeks. He rejected the Bible and never believed 
in Noah’s Flood and, based on statements in his last 
book, I suspect he died as an unbeliever.

But we really need to reword Ager’s last sentence 
above to reflect reality in geology and in much of 
the church today: “In other words, we’ve allowed 
ourselves to be brain-washed into avoiding any 
interpretation of the geological evidence that 
involves God’s inerrant eyewitness account of Noah’s 
global, year-long, catastrophic Flood.” For 200 years 
the scientific community has been saying, “That 
event never happened. It’s a myth. Therefore, it is 
irrelevant to the interpretation of rock layers and 
fossils as we try to decipher the past history of the 
earth.” And during those last 200 years, most of the 
church has agreed, openly or by ignoring the Flood 
and the issue of the age of the earth.

In textbooks and museum displays, the geological 
record is often pictured by charts similar to fig. 10, 
and evolutionists say it represents the history of life 
over millions of years. But creation geologists have 
marshaled many lines of evidence to show that most 
of those sedimentary layers were deposited by Noah’s 
Flood. Some layers at the bottom of the chart are 
pre-Flood deposits (formed sometime in the roughly 
1,600 years from creation to the Flood). Some at the 
top are geographically limited post-flood deposits. 
But there really is no geological evidence used to 
support the millions of years story that cannot be 
better explained by the Creation/Flood model derived 
from Scripture.32 

31 Letter 772, to his good friend Leonard Horner, 29 August, 1844.
32 See for example, Morris 2007 or Snelling 2007; 2009.
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Cosmological Evolution: 
Another Naturalistic Myth 

What about cosmological evolution over the course 
of supposedly 13.8 billion years? We are told that the 
big bang theory is a proven scientific fact. But there 
are many secular scientists who contend that it is not.

In 2004, Eric Lerner, an internationally known 
astrophysicist, wrote an article called “Bucking 
the Big Bang” for New Scientist, which is a secular 
science magazine (Lerner 2004). The article was 
simultaneously posted on the Internet. When it was 
published, it was initially signed by 34 scientists from 
ten countries, all of whom were professors at major 
universities or researchers at important scientific 
institutions. By 2011 over 400 scientists (many 
from prestigious universities or institutes) from 
50 countries had added their names in agreement. 
Lerner wrote:

Big bang theory today relies on a growing number 
of hypothetical entities, things that we have never 
observed—inflation, dark matter and dark energy 
are the most prominent. Without them, there would 
be fatal contradictions between the observations 
made by astronomers and the predictions of the 
big bang theory. In no other field of physics would 
this continual recourse to new hypothetical objects 
be accepted as a way of bridging the gap between 
theory and observation. It would, at the least, raise 
serious questions about the validity of the underlying 
theory.33

Then in the April 2011 edition of 6FLHQWLÀF�
American, a cover story appeared, “Quantum Gaps 
in Big Bang Theory: Why our best explanation of 
how the universe must be fixed or replaced.” The 
article was written by Paul Steinhardt, who is the 
Albert Einstein Professor in Science and Director 
of the Princeton University “Center for Theoretical 
Science.” He too raised serious objections to the big 
bang theory and offered an alternative explanation 
for the origin of our universe, which is equally 
naturalistic (and even more absurd, in my opinion): 
a series of expansions and contractions of multiple 
universes over trillions of years! But his theory 
shows how problematic he thinks the current big 
bang theory is.

Halton Arp is another one who until his death 
in 2013 rejected the big bang. A world-famous 
astrophysicist at the Max Planck Institute in 
Germany and an expert on quasars and galaxies, 
he informed us, “Scientists, particularly at the 
most prestigious institutions, regularly suppress 
and ridicule findings which contradict their current 
theories and assumptions. . . . astronomers now feel 
compelled to fit the observations to the theory and 
not vice versa” (Arp 1998, 12). 

So, the reason that the big bang theory appears 
to be a proven fact is because its proponents are 
controlling the scientific community and are 
suppressing contrary views. 

Geologic Timescale

Era Period Epoch Succession of Life
Recent

Pleistocene
Pliocene
Miocene

Oligocene
Eocene

CENOZOIC
recent life

MESOZOIC
middle life

PALEOZOIC
ancient life
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QUATERNARY 0-1 Million Years

TERTIARY 62 Million Years

CRETACEOUS 72 Million Years

JURASSIC 46 Million Years

TRIASSIC 49 Million Years

PERMIAN 50 Million Years

PENNSYLVANIAN 30 Million Years

MISSISSIPPIAN 35 Million Years

DEVONIAN 60 Million Years

SILURIAN 20 Million Years

ORDOVICIAN 75 Million Years

CAMBRIAN 100 Million Years

Fig. 10. An example of a typical chart of the geologic column and timescale depicting the evolutionary history of life.

33 Lerner 2004. The whole article with the listed signatories is at https://web.archive.org/web/20140401081546/http://
cosmologystatement.org/.
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Cosmological, geological, and biological evolution: 
the whole story is a myth because it is all based on 
philosophical naturalism. Theistic evolutionists 
have accepted the whole three-part myth and 
assert that God used time and chance and the laws 
of nature to create everything. They are therefore 
3/3 evolutionists. Old-earth creationists (of various 
stripes), who reject biological evolution and believe 
that God supernaturally created different kinds 
of plants and animals and Adam and Eve, are 2/3 
evolutionists, for they accept millions of years of 
geological and cosmological evolution.

But none of these views can be harmonized with 
Scripture. Evolution and millions of years cannot 
be found in the Bible. They are naturalistic ideas 
imposed on the Bible. All old-earth views in the church 
are in violation of Article 20 of CSBHermeneutics: 
they are allowing “scientific hypotheses about earth 
history  . . . to overthrow what Scripture teaches about 
creation.” Scripture clearly teaches young-earth 
creation (Mortenson 2011). The theistic evolutionists 
(aka, evolutionary creationists) essentially ignore 
the biblical text, while claiming that it is divinely 
inspired.34 All old-earth creationists ignore many 
of the relevant biblical texts or use amazing 
hermeneutical gymnastics to evade the obvious 
meaning of the text regarding the Flood and the age 
of the creation (Kulikovsky 2009; Mortenson and Ury 
2008; Sarfati 2011). As demonstrated earlier from 
their own words, the majority of these scholars, did 
not arrive at their old-earth views by careful exegesis 
or other relevant passages of Scripture. Rather, it was 
their assumption that “science” has proven millions 
of years that controls their interpretation of Genesis.

In spite of and contrary to their sincere intentions 
and passionate affirmations about biblical inerrancy, 
old-earth creationists and theistic evolutionists are 
subtly undermining the inerrancy of the Bible and 
thereby undermining its authority.

We Are All Flawed 
Before I give an example of hermeneutical 

gymnastics (i.e., eisegesis) by a prominent inerrantist, 
I want to remind you of a fact you know but which 
bears repeating: namely, godly men can and do make 
mistakes.

In fact, every godly Christian has made mistakes. 
Every pastor has made mistakes. Every seminary 
professor has made mistakes. You would not have to 
be with me or the other staff at Answers in Genesis 
very long to know that we make mistakes. We do 
not have a perfect understanding of God’s Word. 

We do not live perfectly consistently with even the 
Scriptures we do understand correctly. The only 
person who never made any mistakes and never 
said anything false was the Lord Jesus Christ. We 
really need to grasp this fact. And we have some 
good examples in the Bible to sober us and guard us 
from pride and the foolishness of completely trusting 
in any man or group of men, even those who are 
respected, inerrantist, evangelical scholars. 

In Matthew 16:13, Jesus asked the disciples, “Who 
do people say that the Son of Man is?” Peter got the 
right answer. He got an “A” on his theology exam. He 
said, “You are the Christ, the son of the living God.” 
Then Jesus began to tell the disciples that he was 
going up to Jerusalem and would suffer and die at 
the hands of sinful men but then would rise from the 
dead. But Peter essentially replied, “No, you’re not, 
Lord.” Scripture then tells us, “And he [Jesus] turned 
and said to Peter, ‘Get behind me, Satan! You are a 
stumbling block to me. For you are not setting your 
mind on the things of God, but on the things of man’.” 
(Matthew 16:23; italics added).

Peter had just passed his most important 
theology exam. And within minutes he had become 
a mouthpiece for Satan! Do you realize that no 
matter how orthodox you are, you could become a 
mouthpiece for Satan? How? By setting your mind on 
the things of man, rather than the things of God, just 
as Peter did. By thinking like the world, rather than 
thinking biblically. Well, you say, “That was before 
Pentecost, before Peter received the Holy Spirit. So 
that’s at least somewhat understandable.” But now 
turn to Galatians 2:11–14 where we read: 

But when Cephas [Peter] came to Antioch, I opposed 
him to his face, because he stood condemned. For 
before certain men came from James, he was eating 
with the Gentiles; but when they came, he drew 
back and separated himself, fearing the circumcision 
party. And the rest of the Jews acted hypocritically 
along with him, so that even Barnabas was led 
astray by their hypocrisy. But when I saw that their 
conduct was not in step with the truth of the gospel, 
I said to Cephas before them all, “If you, though a 
Jew, live like a Gentile and not like a Jew, how can 
you force the Gentiles to live like Jews?” (italics 
added)
Paul publicly confronted Peter. What was the 

problem? Peter was not eating with the Gentile 
Christians. He was just eating with Jewish Christians. 
Why was it “a big deal” who Peter ate with? It seems 
like such an insignificant action. But Paul saw it as 
a threat to the gospel, so serious that he decided to 

34 BioLogos, the most influential promoter of theistic evolution in America, says that they “believe the Bible is the inspired and 
authoritative word of God.” But they do not affirm its inerrancy, and their handling of Scripture and the scientific “evidence” 
certainly does not reveal that Scripture is more authoritative than the proclamations of the scientific majority. See https://biologos.
org/about-us/what-we-believe/.
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confront Peter, not privately, but publicly “before 
them all.” And why was Peter doing this? It was not a 
deliberate, intentional act of Peter. He was not trying 
to undermine the gospel. Paul says it was because 
Peter was “fearing the circumcision party.” In other 
words, Peter was caving into peer pressure and the 
fear of man. As a result, he was committing the sin 
of hypocrisy and influencing others, even respected 
Christian leaders such as Barnabas, to do the same. 

We can all succumb to peer pressure or cultural 
pressure. The fear of man is a powerful force. If we are 
not careful and courageous, we can all be conformed 
to the world in some ways; we can be squeezed into 
the world’s mold (contrary to Romans 12:2). We can 
also cave into pressure by Christians, even respected 
Christian leaders, to do or think what is contrary 
to Scripture and even undermines the gospel. This 
secular-cultural or Christian-cultural pressure can 
be extremely difficult to resist. 

Peter, the man who saw the transfiguration of 
Jesus, who walked on water to Jesus, and who got an 
“A” on his theology exam, became a mouthpiece for 
Satan, not intentionally, not knowingly, but because 
he was thinking like the world. Peter was the man 
who gave the birthday sermon of the church (Acts 2). 
He supernaturally healed a man who was lame from 
birth (Acts 3). He led some of the first Gentiles to 
Christ (Acts 10) and was miraculously liberated from 
prison (Acts 12). But this great apostle unknowingly 
and unintentionally compromised the gospel and 
led others into wrong behavior. So, it is possible for 
someone to be very godly and mightily used by God 
to advance the gospel and strengthen the church (as 
Peter did) and yet unknowingly and unintentionally 
undermine the gospel and become a mouthpiece for 
Satan, not overall but in certain instances. 

Another sobering example is in John 12:42–43, 
where many among the Jewish rulers who believed 
in Jesus did not confess Him openly for fear of 
being placed outside the synagogue (the place of 
respectability). Why? “For they loved the praise of men 
more than the praise of God.” The same temptation 
exists today, even in the evangelical academic world. 
Scholars do not want to be marginalized; they want 
to be viewed as intellectually respectable. 

It is possible for a wonderful Christian to give in to 
the fear of man (i.e., pressure from what the majority 
thinks—whether it is the majority of scientists or 
the majority of modern evangelical theologians) 
and thereby undermine very important truths of 
Scripture.

We need to remind ourselves that we do not have 
any evangelical popes. And we do not have (or should 
not have) an evangelical college of cardinals. Our 

favorite Bible teacher or Christian leader or author 
should not be our evangelical pope. We can and should 
appreciate and learn from these teachers or leaders. 
But we should listen to their sermons or lectures or 
read their writings with an open Bible and with our 
minds engaged because the best Bible teachers make 
mistakes. We need to be like the Berean Jews who 
carefully examined the Scriptures to see if what the 
apostle Paul was teaching was true (Acts 17:11).

Norman Geisler: 
One of Many Inconsistent Unlimited Inerrantists

To drive home my points, I return to Norman 
Geisler, that late, great philosopher and apologist 
for orthodox Christianity, who did so much good for 
the Church, especially in defense of the inerrancy 
of Scripture. He is only one of many prominent 
examples I could discuss.

On his DefendingInerrancy.com website he says, 
“I affirm that the Bible alone, and in its entirety, is 
the infallible written Word of God in the original text 
and is, therefore, inerrant in all that it affirms or 
denies on whatever topic it addresses.” He explains 
that the signers of the ICBI statement on inerrancy 
believed in “unlimited inerrancy” and that this is 
what is meant in the doctrinal statement of the 
Evangelical Theological Society. He says, “Unlimited 
inerrancy affirms that the Bible is true on whatever 
subject it speaks—whether it is redemption, ethics, 
history, science, or anything else.” But he warns that 
many ETS members hold to “limited inerrancy,” 
which “affirms that the Bible’s inerrancy is limited to 
redemptive matters.”35 

But Geisler and all other old-earth, “unlimited 
inerrantist” philosophers, apologists, theologians, 
and Bible scholars, fail to realize that in their 
handling of Genesis 1–11 they are in effect acting 
like limited inerrantists. As James 2:14–26 teaches, 
it is not our profession of faith but rather our actions 
of faith that truly reveal our faith. It is possible to 
profess faith in the total inerrancy of Scripture but 
deny or undermine that truth by the way we handle 
(interpret) the text. Let me illustrate with one of 
Geisler’s own books.

In his 2001 book Unshakable Foundations: 
Contemporary Answers to Crucial Questions About 
the Christian Faith, co-authored with Peter Bocchino, 
he dealt with the question of origins. He says, “In 
terms of the order of nature and appearance of new 
life forms, the fossil record indicates that they appear 
in the following order” (Geisler and Bocchino 2001, 
173). On that page, he tells us what mainstream 
scientists (i.e., the evolutionists) say about the order 
in which creatures have appeared in history: 

35 http://defendinginerrancy.com/unlimited-vs-limited-inerrancy/.
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1. Age of Invertebrates
2. Age of fishes
3. Age of amphibians
4. Age of reptiles
5. Age of mammals
6. Age of Humans

Well, first of all, those “Ages” are grossly
oversimplified, because, for example, there are 
jawless (vertebrate) fish buried in the early Cambrian 
rocks (dated about 550 million years ago), which is 
supposedly the “Age of the Invertebrates.” And there 
are billions of invertebrates all the way through 
the fossil record up to the present. In fact, most of 
the fossils throughout the geological record are 
invertebrates (e.g., various shell creatures, corals, 
etc.). Furthermore, many mammals and birds are 
in the rock layers labeled “Age of the Reptiles,” and 
there are great numbers of reptiles and amphibians 
in the “Age of Mammals” and “Age of Humans.” But 
also notice that Geisler left out the plants and the 
birds in his list! That is a significant omission, as we 
will see. 

He continued, “Now, let’s assume that the order 
of appearance is correct but that the corresponding 
dates, as proposed by gradualist macroevolutionary 
geologists, are in error” (italics added) (Geisler and 
Bocchino 2001, 173). But why should we assume that 
the order given by the evolutionists is correct but that 
the dates they give are wrong? In fact, Geisler did not 
believe the dates are in error, for they are a major 
reason he rejected the young-earth creation view. 
But he continued: 

In presenting the design model [i.e., Geisler’s 
progressive creation, old-earth view], we are not 
interested in assigning exact dates and ages to all of 
these events; we will leave that up to you to decide. 
We will offer a suggested time scenario later, but our 
purpose right now is to show that the Genesis account 
of the origin of living things is essentially in accord 
with modern science. (italics added) (Geisler and 
Bocchino 2001, 173)
The readers of his book can decide the exact dates 

and ages of the appearance of creatures? Really? 
Non-experts can decide these matters? Would not 
his readers just go to an evolutionist website or 
book and assume that both the evolutionary order 
and the dates are correct? If not, how are Geisler’s 
readers supposed to figure out the correct ages and 
dates? In this book, Geisler never gave a suggested 
time scenario other than to indicate later in some 
diagrams that he accepted the evolutionary time 
scenario. Furthermore, in his creation model he 

simply asserted (with no exegetical justification from 
the Bible—because there is none) that there were 
long overlapping periods of God’s acts of creation. But 
he continued immediately in the next sentence on 
this page with this statement and the following list: 
“Consider the following order of creation as described 
in Genesis 1” (Geisler and Bocchino 2001, 173). 
1. Universe/Earth (1:1)
2. Sea (1:6)
3. Land/Plants (1:9, 11)
4. Sea Animals (1:20)
5. Land Animals (1:24)
6. Humanity (1:27)

Immediately after this list, he says, “Of course,
Genesis 1 was not written from a modern scientific 
perspective, but it does offer an extremely accurate 
account of the order of creation as compared to the 
discoveries of modern science” (Geisler and Bocchino 
2001, 173–174) (italics added). But notice that he left 
out the expanse (or firmament), which was made on 
Day 2. He left out the sun, moon, and stars, which 
were made on Day 4. And he omitted the birds, made 
on Day 5! He left out key details of the inspired, 
inerrant text! Furthermore, God did not make the 
sea on Day 2. Water was made on Day 1, but the 
“seas” were formed on Day 3 with dry land (in verse 
9–10, not in verse 6)! The “sea” is not even mentioned 
in verse 6. This is a very sloppy handling of the 
inerrant Word of God in order to harmonize it with 
the supposed evolutionary history of the order of life.

But look at the two 6-point lists above that Geisler 
gave his readers. Does Genesis 1 “essentially accord 
with modern science” [i.e., with the evolutionist 
interpretation of the geological evidence]? Does it 
offer us “an extremely accurate account of the order 
of creation” compared to the evolutionary view 
controlling cosmology, geology and biology? Sure, it 
does, but only if you leave out critical details and do 
not look carefully at the lists, as brilliant, “unlimited 
inerrantist” Geisler has done! 

In fact, the order of appearance in the evolution 
story contradicts the order of creation events in 
Genesis 1 in dozens of points (Mortenson 2006). As 
I showed earlier, contrary to Genesis 1, evolutionists 
say that the sun, moon, and stars evolved billions of 
years before the earth and all plants. They say that 
sea creatures evolved millions of years before any 
land plants, and land animals (including the first 
dinosaurs) evolved before any birds. And contrary 
to Genesis, evolutionists say that the earth had dry 
land before seas formed and the earth has never been 
completely covered with water.36 We must also not 

36 Recently a few evolutionists have claimed that they have found evidence in some rocks in Australia that the earth was completely 
covered by water about 3.2 billion years ago (Ng 2020). But this is not the majority view, and this does not fit with the Bible 
anyway. This supposed global ocean was 1.6 billion years after the formation of the earth and it was long before the “Cambrian 
explosion” of macroscopic creatures began to evolve (supposedly about 550 million years ago). So, this supposed global ocean does 
not correspond to the first two days of creation in Genesis 1 or with Noah’s Flood in Genesis 6–8.
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overlook or forget that other extremely important 
point of historical order: the Bible teaches that all 
moral and natural evil came after and as a result of 
Adam’s sin, not for millions of years before Adam (as 
evolutionists assert).

Geisler claimed to believe in unlimited inerrancy, 
and I have no doubt that he sincerely believed this 
all the way to his death. But to show that the Bible is 
inerrant in history and science (as he believed), he made 
two mistakes. First, he erroneously equated “science” 
with the naturalistic evolutionary interpretations of 
some of the observational evidence. Second, he left out 
vital details of the biblical text to make it say what 
it simply does not say. Geisler did not realize it, but 
this in effect very subtly, implicitly, and indirectly says 
that the Bible is in error about scientific questions: 
when and in what order God created things. 

In other words, you can deny the scientific and 
historical inerrancy of Genesis 1 directly by openly 
saying that it is just plain wrong. That is what 
evolutionists do. Or you can deny the scientific and 
historical inerrancy of Genesis 1 subtly and indirectly 
by knowingly or unknowingly, intentionally or 
unintentionally, ignoring details or moving details in 
the text to make the Bible say what it simply does 
not say, thereby giving the illusion that Genesis 1 is 
inerrant while really showing that it is wrong. Such 
eisegesis fools many Christians, but it does not fool 
informed non-Christians. The latter know that the 

order of Genesis 1 seriously contradicts the order of 
evolution.

A few pages later, Geisler showed his “Progressive 
Design Model of Origins” (Geisler and Bocchino 
2001, 184) (fig. 11) with “bursts of creation,” each of 
which “allows for long periods of overlapping creation 
time frames” (Geisler and Bocchino 2001, 179). He 
claimed that “the basic order of the stages of creation 
as described in Genesis 1 fits very nicely with the 
order of nature as depicted by the paleontological 
record and with the geological time divisions” (italics 
added) (Geisler and Bocchino 2001, 178).

But once again he leaves out the plants and the 
birds from the boxes under the timeline, which 
is nevertheless a gross distortion of the fossil 
record since invertebrates lie all through the fossil 
record and there are fish in rocks with reptiles and 
mammals. And he leaves out the birds in his “bursts 
of creation” above the timeline. Also, in the “bursts 
of creation,” vegetation comes before invertebrates, 
but, in the boxes below the timeline, invertebrates 
appear earlier than the beginning of the vegetation 
“burst,” and plants are not mentioned in the boxes 
at all! What kind of handling of the inerrant Word 
is this?

Furthermore, his notion that each burst of 
creation spanned three “stages” of creation and that 
these bursts overlapped each other flies in the face 
of the biblical text. With the repetition of “there was 
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Fig. 11. The chart depicting Geisler’s “Progressive Design Model of Origins,” reproduced from Geisler and Bocchino 2001, 184.
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evening and morning, the ___ day,” “and God said,” 
“and it was so,” and “God saw . . . . it was good,” it is 
abundantly clear in Genesis 1 that God completed 
His acts of creation on each day before proceeding 
to the next day’s creation work. So, He made all the 
land plants on Day 3 before He made the sun, moon, 
and stars on Day 4 and before He made all the sea 
creatures and birds on Day 5, which was before He 
made all the land animals and man on Day 6. 

So again, to say that Scripture is inerrant and 
is extremely accurate and in agreement with what 
evolutionists say about the order of appearance of 
life, while ignoring the details of the biblical text, is 
an unintentional way of saying that the Bible is in 
error. His hermeneutical gymnastics are in effect a 
denial of the inerrancy of Genesis 1. I do not doubt 
that Geisler passionately believed in the inerrancy 
of Scripture in matters of history and science, and 
he spent his life fighting to defend inerrancy. But in 
many of his writings, his less-than-careful handling 
of Scriptures related to the age of the creation 
was inconsistent with his belief in inerrancy. He 
therefore unknowingly and unintentionally did 
damage to this doctrine and to many Christians’ 
trust in and submission to the authority of God’s 
Word. When Geisler said that the prima facie 
reading of Genesis 1 implies a literal, six-day 
Creation and a young earth but then departed from 
that interpretation due to the claims of “science,” he 
in effect was assigning a higher authority to secular 
scientific claims about the age of the earth than 
to the Scriptures—exactly what he fought against 
when he defended the inerrancy of Scripture in 
matters of history and science.

Geisler further remarked about his old-earth 
view, “After carefully considering all the evidence, 
the progressive view of the design model (or 
something like it) appears to be a viable model of 
origins. Three independent fields of study support 
its integrity: cosmology, molecular biology and 
paleontology” (Geisler and Bocchino 2001, 184). 
Well, it does appear to be a viable model, as long as 
you leave out many key details in the evolutionary 
view and many key details in Genesis 1. But the 
majority of biologists say that biological evolution 
is a fact, just as the majority of geologists and 
cosmologists say billions of years are a fact. So 
why did Geisler not believe what the majority 
of biologists say when he did believe what the 
majority of geologists and astronomers say? He was 
just picking and choosing which scientists he was 
going to believe.

Geisler, the Philosopher, 
Missed the Anti-biblical Philosophy

As I have shown, this whole evolutionary story 
is based on the assumptions of philosophical 
naturalism, which Geisler, the brilliant evangelical 
philosopher should have seen. In fact, he did see this 
partially, at least with respect to geology. Sadly, he 
did not apply what he saw. 

In 1998, Geisler was the president of the 
Evangelical Theological Society. As such he delivered 
the presidential address at the November annual 
meeting of the ETS. In that lecture (Geisler 1999a) 
he warned of a number of dangerous philosophies 
that are assaulting the church and having 
considerable influence. He memorably said, “Beware 
of philosophy by being aware of philosophy.” The first 
dangerous philosophy he discussed is naturalism 
(both methodological and philosophical naturalism), 
which he said has been one of the most destructive. 
Therefore, he devoted more attention to it than to 
any of the other philosophies that he discussed. 
As far as it goes, his ETS address is a very helpful 
warning about the dangers of naturalism. He even 
said in it that “James Hutton (1726–1797) applied 
[David] Hume’s anti-supernatuUalism to 
geology, inaugurating nearly two centuries of 
naturalism in science” (Geisler 1999a, 5).

Five years later Geisler published his Systematic 
Theology text (2003). There he correctly wrote, 
“Naturalistic evolution believes there is no God 
involved in creation—things emerged by purely 
natural processes. Carl Sagan (1934–1996) and Isaac 
Asimov (1920–1992) are examples of adherents to 
this view” (Geisler 2003, 634). But the astronomer 
Carl Sagan advocated for the big bang theory, which 
is a naturalistic evolutionary story of the origin of the 
universe. What is terribly ironic and disappointing 
is that by accepting billions of years, Geisler was 
accepting (and encouraging many other Christians 
to accept) the naturalistic interpretation of starlight, 
dust clouds, planets, stars, and galaxies. Tacking 
God onto the front end of the big bang story does not 
change the fact that story is an attempt to explain 
the origin of the planets, stars, and galaxies by purely 
natural physical and chemical processes.

Also, during his life Geisler repeatedly endorsed 
the writings of Hugh Ross,37 who ardently promotes 
naturalistic assumptions and thinking in the church 
by persuading undiscerning Christian laypeople and 
theologians to accept billions of years and the big 
bang theory as scientific fact.38 Ross is now “Adjunct 
Professor of Scientific Apologetics” at the inerrancy-

37 For example, Geisler’s endorsements appeared on the covers of Ross (1994) and Ross (2008) and he approvingly refers to Ross’s 
writing in Geisler and Bocchino, (2001, 105, 179, and 401). Appendix 4 of Geisler (2003, 637–647) is his “biblical” and scientific 
defense of his old-earth, day-age view of Genesis 1, which clearly reflects Ross’s arguments for the same view.
38 Ross’ terrible handling of Scripture and of the scientific evidence and promotion of the naturalistic big bang cosmology is 
thoroughly exposed in Sarfati (2011).
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affirming Southern Evangelical Seminary (SES), 
which Geisler co-founded and presided over for 
many years. Before Geisler’s death, SES declared 
him to be “President Emeritus” and named the 
SES graduate school of apologetics after him, which 
understandably promotes his old-earth views. The 
one who warned ETS members about the danger of 
naturalism, ironically and¬unintentiRQally promoted 
naturalism’s myth of millions of years of cosmic and 
earth history. And his legacy continues through the 
two leading apologetics schools that he helped found: 
SES and Veritas International University.

In Geisler’s own Baker Encyclopedia of Christian 
Apologetics (Geisler 1999b), published in the year after 
his ETS presidential address, he told his readers in an 
affirming way that “most scientific evidence sets the 
age of the world at billions of years” (Geisler 1999b, 
272). But as I have shown, it was not the evidence 
that set the age at billions of years, but rather the 
naturalistic, uniformitarian interpretations of some 
of the evidence that led to millions of years. Because 
of this confusion—equating evidence with the 
assumption-controlled interpretations of evidence—
Geisler rejected the literal-day interpretation of 
Genesis 1 and believed that the genealogies of 
Genesis 5 and 11 have gaps of thousands of years, 
even though he says that “prima facie evidence” in 
Genesis indicates the days were literal and there are 
no genealogical gaps in Genesis.39 After laying out 
various old-earth reinterpretations of Genesis (which 
young-earth creationists have thoroughly refuted 
for years), he mistakenly concluded, “There is no 
necessary conflict between Genesis and the belief 
that the universe is millions or even billions of years 
old” (Geisler 1999b, 272). In an article a few years 
later I exposed Geisler’s and others’ inconsistency 
and compromise with naturalistic ideas (Mortenson 
2005).

On his Defending Inerrancy website, Geisler has a 
lecture on “15 reasons to reject Greco-Roman Genre 
as a way of interpreting the New Testament.”40 There 
he refers to the CSBInerrancy. Reason #4 says in its 
entirety (and Geisler says little else when reading 
this single slide, 10:10–11:54 in the video), 

Fourth, the historical-grammatical method of 
interpretation affirms the use of one scripture 
to interpret another since they both have the 
same authoritative author (God). But never is a 
non-inspired external authority allowed to have 
hermeneutical authority over Scripture. “Scripture 
is to interpret Scripture” (CSBI, Article XVIII).41 The 
role of extra-biblical sources can be “helpful,” but it 
is QHYHU hermeneutically GHWHUPLQDWLYH. It can be 

helpful to illuminate the VLJQLÀFDQFH of a biblical 
text, but it is QHYHU the final word in interpreting 
the PHDQLQJ of a text. If it were, it would violate the 
principle of sola Scriptura (the Bible alone).
If hermeneutical authority is given to an extra-
biblical source, then not only is the Bible not the 
last word on the topic, but the question is: which 
authority should be accepted? ICBI is clear, “We 
deny the legitimacy of any treatment of the text or 
quest for sources behind it that leads to relativizing, 
dehistoricizing, RU� GLVFRXQWLQJ� LWV� WHDFKLQJ�� RU�
UHMHFWLQJ�LWV�FODLPV�WR�DXWKRULW\” (CSBI, Article 
XVIII). However helpful they may be, nothing 
outside the Bible takes precedence over the Bible—
whether it is Hebrew Midrash, Greco-Roman genre, 
RU�ZKDWHYHU. (Italics is Geisler’s emphasis; bold 
italics is mine)
But as I have shown, and contrary to Geisler’s 

passionate and correct teaching here, the ICBI 
was not clear on this issue. Geisler and nearly all 
the signers of the ICBI Statements on Inerrancy 
and Hermeneutics violated this valid reasoning 
in their acceptance or tolerance of the idea of 
millions of years of cosmic and earth history. What 
applies to use of (pagan) Greco-Roman literature 
in the interpretation of the New Testament should 
also apply to use of the (equally pagan) modern 
evolutionist literature in the interpretation of 
Genesis. Both should be rejected.

Geisler was one of the most influential apologists 
and theologians of the last 100 years. His voluminous 
writings, his many devoted students who learned 
apologetics from him at Trinity Evangelical Divinity 
School, Dallas Theological Seminary, Southern 
Evangelical Seminary, and Veritas International 
University, and his leadership in the defense of 
inerrancy are monumental achievements for the 
truth of Christianity. But it is precisely because 
of these achievements and his promotion of the 
acceptance of millions of years, that I cannot think 
of anyone else who has done more to influence the 
modern church to not believe what God’s inerrant 
Word teaches about Creation, the Flood, the Fall and 
the age of the earth. It is very sad.

And so, we have a grand theory of evolution, a 
three-part theory, which I can also represent as a 
three stranded rope (fig. 12). The theory is the result of 
the dogmatic application of philosophical naturalism 
to the study of nature and the interpretation of 
the presently observed evidence in the process 
of attempting to reconstruct the unobservable, 
unrepeatable past about the origin and history of 
creation.

39 Geisler 1999b, 270 (on days) and 267 (on genealogies).
40 http://defendinginerrancy.com/norm-geisler/.
41 In Geisler’s PowerPoint slide from which he is reading, he has the italicized part of this quote in yellow font for emphasis as the 
rest of the text is in white.
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The theistic evolutionists are tied up in the 
assumptions of philosophical naturalism because 
they accept all three aspects of evolution and say, 
“God used evolution to create” (fig. 13). 

All the various old-earth creationists in the church 
reject biological evolution, but by accepting the 
millions of years they still embrace geological and 
cosmological evolution, whether they realize it or not 
(fig. 14). In their writings they will sometimes say 
that they are fighting naturalism in science. They 
reject naturalism’s control of biology and thereby 
think they are free from naturalism. But they are 
not! They are still accepting the naturalistic story 
(and timeline) about the earth and the cosmos, and 
thereby they are using exegetical gymnastics to 
evade the plain truth of God’s inerrant Word.

It is only the Bible-believing young-earth 
creationist who is truly free from naturalism (fig. 15). 
He is free because he believes the literal and inerrant 
history of Genesis 1–11 (and the other inerrant 
Scripture verses that clearly affirm that the early 
chapters of Genesis are literal history). 

Geisler said (DefendingInerrancy.com), “I affirm 
that the Bible . . . is . . . inerrant . . . on whatever topic 
it addresses.” Well, one of the topics that the Bible 
addresses is found in 2 Corinthians 10:4–5 (NASB):

For the weapons of our warfare are not of the flesh 
but divinely powerful for the destruction of fortresses. 
We are destroying speculations and every lofty thing 
raised up against the knowledge of God, and we are 
taking every thought captive to the obedience of 
Christ.
The inerrant Word of God says we are involved 

in a war. It is a war against ideas (speculations and 
imaginations and arguments) raised up against the 
knowledge of God and therefore raised up against 
God’s Word, which is where we get the knowledge 
of God. For the last 200 years, most church leaders 
and scholars have been saying “What war? We have 
nothing to fear from science. The idea of millions of 
years is nothing to worry about. It doesn’t matter how 
old the creation is, as long as you believe in God and in 
Jesus Christ as Savior and Lord.” Or they have even 
been aiding the enemy by telling the church we need 
to accept those speculations and imaginations and 
arguments that are masquerading as “scientific fact.” 

The ICBI’s Helpful Confession
As we saw at the beginning of this essay, the 

preface to the Chicago Statement on Biblical 
Inerrancy includes these words:

We gladly acknowledge that many who deny the 
inerrancy of Scripture do not display the consequences 
of this denial in the rest of their belief and behavior, 
and we are conscious that we who confess this 
doctrine often deny it in life by failing to bring our 
thoughts and deeds, our traditions and habits, into 
true subjection to the divine Word.

Fig. 12. The grand theory of evolution based on 
philosophical naturalism consists of biological evolution, 
geological evolution, and cosmologic evolution bound 
together like three strands in a rope.

Fig. 13. Theistic evolutionists are captive to philosophical 
naturalism.

Fig. 14. All old-earth creationists are still captive to 
philosophical naturalism.

Fig. 15. By rejecting biological, geological, and 
cosmological evolutions, the Bible-believing, young-
earth creationist is truly free from naturalism.
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I appreciate that honest confession. It is true, 
and I have given you some of the evidence that it is 
true: old-earth inerrantists have failed to bring their 
thinking, writing and speaking into true submission 
to the divine Word. Most old-earthers will earnestly 
protest: “The issue is not the inerrancy of Scripture 
but the correct interpretation of Scripture!”

But if someone’s interpretation of Scripture is 
controlled by what the majority of scientists today 
say is true, then he is submitting the authority of 
Scripture to the higher authority of the consensus 
view among scientists, which makes man the 
authority over Scripture and indirectly accuses the 
Bible of errors. In this case, the Christian is using 
an errant source of truth claims (the fallible and 
changing opinions of scientists) to interpret the 
inerrant text (Bible). This is in effect, a denial of the 
inerrancy of the biblical text and an affirmation that 
the claims of the scientific majority are inerrant. 
We cannot divorce the authority of Scripture from 
the inerrancy of Scripture. Our hermeneutics reveal 
our real commitment to the authority and inerrancy 
of Scripture. I can only consistently maintain the 
inerrancy and supreme authority of Scripture if I 
interpret Scripture by Scripture, not by the dominant 
naturalistic claims of geologists or cosmologists. 

So, I am thankful for that confession in the 
CSBInerrancy. I and all other young-earth 
creationists I know would also gladly confess that we 
are not perfectly consistent either. We are all flawed. 
But when our inconsistency is exposed, we should 
repent and seek God’s help to change. 

The preface to the Chicago Statement on Biblical 
Inerrancy also said,

We invite response to this Statement from any who 
see reason to amend its affirmations about Scripture 
by the light of Scripture itself, under whose infallible 
authority we stand as we speak. We claim no personal 
infallibility for the witness we bear, and for any help 
which enables us to strengthen this testimony to 
God’s Word we shall be grateful.
Well, a group of fourteen inerrantist scholars 

(most of them Bible professors) did respond to this 
invitation. In the appendix of Coming to Grips with 
Genesis: Biblical Authority and the Age of the Earth 
(Mortenson and Ury 2008), we produced a statement 
of affirmations and denials to supplement the 
inerrancy statement of the ICBI. That statement is 
also on the AiG web site (https://answersingenesis.org/
answers/affirmations-denials-christian-worldview/). 

At the bottom of the online statement, you can sign 
your name to that document, as all of the authors 
of Coming to Grips with Genesis did, if you have a 
master’s degree or higher in some field of theology. But 
as far as I know, to date there has not been any old-
earth proponent who has reviewed Coming to Grips 
with Genesis, much less refuted any of its arguments, 
even though it has been advertised and sold at many 
of the annual meetings of the Evangelical Theological 
Society. It seems that the book has been largely 
ignored by old-earth proponents. 

So, is it possible to believe in inerrancy and also 
believe in microbe-to-microbiologist evolution and/or 
millions of years? Absolutely! Thousands of seminary 
and Christian college professors, pastors, and other 
Christian leaders do say they believe in those things. 
But the real question is not: “Is it possible?” The 
real question is: “Is it consistent?” Is it consistent 
to truly believe in inerrancy AND in microbe-to-
microbiologist evolution and/or millions of years? 
Absolutely Not! That inconsistency undermines the 
authority of God’s Word!

Earlier I commented on the book, Hermeneutics, 
Inerrancy, and the Bible. In it, Old Testament 
professor Gleason Archer wrote a response to the 
paper by Bradley and Olson (who advocated the day-
age view of Genesis 1). Archer said,

The more serious difficulty with the 24-hour theory 
[i.e., the young-earth creation view] is that it gives 
rise to an insoluble contradiction with Genesis 2. 
Since this contradiction is easy to prove, it results 
in a fatal undermining of the inerrancy of Scripture 
to which all consistent evangelicals are committed. 
The surrender of inerrancy is too high a price to pay 
for the preservation of the 24-hour day theory. (italics 
added) (Archer 1984, 325)
But holding to young-earth creation does not 

create a contradiction between Genesis 1 and 2. The 
apparent contradiction can be easily resolved by 
paying careful attention to the text, without denying 
the literal days of Genesis 1.42 In his article and in 
other places, Archer argued that too much happened 
on the sixth day of creation to happen in 24 hours 
(Archer 1985, 192). But that assertion is also easily 
refuted.43 It is not young-earth creationists who are 
surrendering inerrancy. It is old-earth proponents, 
like Archer, who in effect (despite their contrary 
claims) have surrendered both the inerrancy and the 
authority of Scripture in their attempt to fit millions 
of years into Genesis 1.

42 In my response to Justin Taylor’s old-earth arguments in https://answersingenesis.org/age-of-the-earth/a-response-to-a-gospel-coalition-
blog-on-the-age-of-the-earth/, see point 5 where I discuss Genesis 2:5–7. The other verse that seems contradictory to Genesis 1 in many 
translations is Genesis 2:19, which suggests that man was created before the land animals. This is easily resolved by the fact that in 
Hebrew the verb does not convey the time sense (other words in the context do that). So contrary to many translations that read something 
like, “Out of the ground the Lord God formed . . .” (NASB, NKJV, KJV, etc.), the Hebrew can just as legitimately be translated “Out of the 
ground the Lord God had formed . . .” (ESV, NIV, etc.). Therefore, there is no contradiction with Genesis 1.
43 See Ham and Mortenson 2009. Moreland’s use of Archer’s argument is refuted under the heading “The Sixth Day Too Short?”
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In Searching for Adam (Mortenson 2016), I discuss 
the moral and gospel consequences of denying a 
literal Adam and Fall and the Bible’s teaching about 
the age of the creation. There I also say that theistic 
evolution is a Trojan Horse. But really, all old-
earth views have been a stampede of Trojan Horses 
bringing all kinds of wrong ideas into the church 
and paving the way for the acceptance of theistic 
evolution. And it is Christian leaders and scholars 
that have pulled those Trojan Horses into the holy city 
of God. As the church has abandoned the authority 
of Genesis 1–11 regarding origins, America (indeed 
the whole former Christian West) and much of the 
professing church have rejected biblical morality and 
the gospel. Undermining the authority and inerrancy 
of Genesis regarding Creation, the Fall, the Flood, 
and the age of the universe has undermined the 
authority and inerrancy of the Bible’s teaching 
about abortion, gender, marriage and sex (resulting 
in the widespread acceptance of divorce, adultery, 
pornography, homosexuality, pedophilia, bi-
genderism, transgenderism, polygamy, polyamory, 
etc.).

Now, 500 years after the Protestant Reformation, 
we need another reformation. A great many 
Christian leaders who cry “sola Scriptura” today are 
unknowingly and unintentionally undermining the 
truth and authority of Scripture by their toleration 
of or compromise with the evolutionary claims about 
millions of years. When it comes to Genesis 1–11 and 
the question of origins, these Christian leaders and 
scholars are not holding to sola Scriptura but really 
in varying degrees they are holding to sola Scientia. 
For these leaders and scholars, what the majority of 
secular scientists claim as the truth about the origin 
and history of the creation is the supreme authority 
for interpreting Scripture.

John Piper has written a very helpful book, A 
Peculiar Glory, in which he defends the truth of 
Scripture by pointing to the glory of God revealed in 
Scripture and the internal witness of the Holy Spirit 
in the heart of every believer. In his introduction, he 
addresses the question of inerrancy by asking, “Is 
the Bible completely true?” His answer? “All of it. 
Is it so trustworthy in all that it teaches that it can 
function as the test of all other claims to truth? This 
book is about how the Bible gives good grounds for 
the answer yes. The Bible is completely true” Piper 
2016, 11). I wholeheartedly agree with his argument 
and his conclusion in the book, where he says,

This also implies that the Scriptures are the supreme 
and final authority in testing all claims about what is 
true and right and beautiful. In matters not explicitly 

addressed by the Bible, it implies that what is true 
and right and beautiful is to be assessed by criteria 
consistent with the teachings of Scripture. All of this 
implies that the Bible has final authority over every 
area of our lives and that we should, therefore, try to 
bring all our thinking and feeling and acting into line 
with what the Bible teaches. (Piper 2016, 281)
But the Bible explicitly teaches creation in 

six literal days about 6,000 years ago, a cosmos-
impacting curse at the Fall, and a year-long, global, 
catastrophic Flood. It simply does not teach that God 
created over millions of years using exploding stars 
and the death and disease and extinction of billions 
of plants and animals before He created man. It does 
not teach that some centuries or millennia after He 
created man He destroyed only a part of Noah’s world 
by a large flood localized in the Middle East. 

What the Bible teaches must be the final authority 
for testing the truth claims of the scientific majority. 
But, sadly, Piper is not applying his wonderful 
conclusion to this issue of the age of the creation. He 
evidently still follows the view of John Sailhamer 
(who followed the scientific majority). Therefore, 
Piper says that “the earth is billions of years old, if it 
wants to be, whatever science says it is, it is. But man 
is young, and Adam was good, and he sinned, and 
he was a real historical person.”44 However, there 
simply is no exegetically consistent way to argue 
for those truths about mankind and Adam and also 
believe that statement about the age of the earth. 
The things Piper says about man are biblically true. 
What he says about the age of the earth is contrary to 
Scripture and the result of letting “science” (i.e., the 
majority view among scientists) be the final authority. 
We must be clear. Science does not say anything. It is 
scientists who say things, and not all PhD scientists 
agree that the earth is billions of years old. That is 
only the view of the scientific majority. But majority 
vote never can be the means of determining truth. 
And on this issue and all others, God and His Word 
trump what the scientific majority says.

Conclusions
The inspired, inerrant, infallible Word of God is 

abundantly clear that Genesis 1–11 is literal history. 
Those who profess faith in inerrancy but accept 
millions of years and say it does not matter are, with 
sincere intentions to the contrary, undermining the 
inerrancy and the authority of the Word of God, 
thereby causing great harm to the worldwide church.

If Scripture is the only inerrant book, and it is, 
then it must be the supreme authority over all 
other sources of truth claims. And as the ICBI made 

44 Piper’s 4-minute statement about his views was posted on 1 June 2010: http://www.desiringgod.org/ResourceLibrary/
AskPastorJohn/ByTopic/99/4630_What_should_we_teach_about_creation/. Having accessed it on 17 February 2020, I assume his 
position remains the same.
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very clear, it must be that supreme authority in 
everything that it teaches—not just in matters of 
faith and practice (morals, theology, the life of the 
church, etc.), but also in its historical statements and 
its truth claims that are relevant to scientific truth 
claims. We cannot separate the Bible’s inerrancy 
from its authority.

And if Scripture is inerrant, then we must interpret 
Scripture with Scripture, not with the fallible, ever-
changing opinions and theories of scientists, most of 
whom are spiritually lost in rebellion against their 
Creator and using naturalistic philosophy to interpret 
the world. If we are consistent, then belief in the 
inerrancy of Scripture and the attendant principles 
of sound hermeneutics (minus the mistaken loophole 
about scientific “data”) advocated by the ICBI requires 
that, with graciousness and firm boldness, we stand 
for the literal truth of Genesis 1–11. No other view 
upholds the supreme authority of God’s inerrant Word. 

God says through the prophet Isaiah:
Thus says the LORD, “Heaven is My throne and the 
earth is My footstool. Where then is a house you could 
build for Me? And where is a place that I may rest? 
For My hand made all these things, thus all these 
things came into being,” declares the LORD. “But to 
this one I will look, to him who is humble and contrite 
of spirit, and who trembles at My word. (Isaiah 66:1–
2, NASB)
True humility is demonstrated when we tremble 

at the Word of God. It is a great sadness to me that 
most inerrantist Bible scholars and theologians and 
other Christian leaders over the past 200 years have 
been in a very real sense trembling at the words of 
men (namely scientists), rather than trembling at the 
Word of God. God help us to follow with appreciation 
the ICBI’s defense of inerrancy but not their example 
of inconsistent teaching of compromised ideas about 
origins that undermine the Bible’s inerrancy and 
authority.

Let us believe and boldly proclaim and defend 
what God says so plainly in Genesis 1–11, which is 
foundational to the rest of Scripture and to the truth 
of the gospel. As America and the rest of the once-
Christian West sinks deeper into moral insanity and 
wickedness and animosity toward Bible-believing 
Christians, may God help us to be faithful in the 
tremendous battle over the truth of God’s inerrant 
and supremely authoritative Word. 
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