Young Earth Creationism
One of the challenges which confront the Christian church today is the issue of how to interpret the biblical creation account in light of what science says about origins and the age of the universe.  Some believe that since the reigning scientific theories postulate a universe that is around 14 billion years old and an earth that is 4.5 billion years old, Christians need to have an understanding of Genesis that accommodates these figures.  

On the other hand, many Christians hold to a view of creation that estimates the age of the world to be somewhere around 6 - 10,000 years old.  They base this off of the straight forward reading of Genesis that presents us with a creation that took place in 6 days.  Further, the text of Genesis indicates that this 6 day creation did not take place a long time ago or billions of years ago.  Rather, it points to a recent creation by including several genealogical tables, complete with life spans connecting the figure of Abraham to the first man Adam.  [See Genesis Ch. 5, 11]  

The ‘young earth’ view was by far the most common understanding of Genesis in the church up until the 19th century when the theory of evolution began to take hold and theories about a much older universe arose.  As scientists today point to different chronometers in astronomy and geology as indicating a very old universe, many Christians have felt compelled to adopt a position on origins that suits the ‘old earth’ view.  The result is that the church is quite divided over the issue of origins and sadly does not speak with one voice to the creation event.

The Catholic Church, in fear of repeating the mistakes it made with Galileo, has made allowances for the millions of years asserted in various scientific text books, and has issued an official position on creation that accommodates the ‘old earth’ paradigm.  Further, many evangelicals have developed several creation scenarios to fit the Genesis account into an ‘old earth’ framework.  One is called the ‘gap theory’ which inserts millions of years in between the first and second verses of Genesis 1.  More popular is the ‘day–age theory’.  This view states that the days of the creation week are not to be taken as literal days but rather each day represents a longer age or period of time.  The third option that is held by some evangelicals is the ‘literary framework hypothesis’, which suggests that the days were never intended to be taken literally but that the language is obviously metaphorical and poetic.  We are told that the writer was waxing poetic when he described the creation account in 6 days but never intended us to believe that he was talking of 6 literal days.  These alternative theories in regard to the creation account not only accommodate the old age of the universe suggested by science but also are used by some to accommodate their own views of ‘theistic evolution’, where evolution is accepted as the mechanism by which God created the world and all in it.
To make matters worse, some evangelicals in adopting one of the alternative interpretations of the creation account, in turn, have chosen to heap scorn upon anyone trying to hold to a literal reading of the Genesis text.  Hugh Ross says that the young earth view, ‘makes a mockery of all the sciences and infuriates scientists.’  [The Genesis Question, p. 66]  Historian Mark Noll refers to these ‘young earth creationists’ and dismisses them with the assessment of author, Ronald Numbers.  Noll writes: ‘Ronald Numbers’s book ‘The Creationists’ [Knopf 1992] explains how a popular belief known as creationism – a theory that the earth is ten thousand or less years old – has spread like wildfire in our century from its humble beginnings in the writings of Ellen White, the founder of Seventh Day Adventism, to its current status as a gospel truth embraced by tens of millions of Bible believing evangelicals and fundamentalists around the world.’  [The Scandal of the Evangelical Mind, p. 13].  i.e. Numbers dismisses the ‘young earth’ view as a recent heresy and implies that orthodox Christianity never held such views on the origins of the earth.  We will show why this assessment is not correct.  In fact, it’s presence in a book purporting to critique evangelicalism for its lack of scholarship is an incredible irony in its own right.
Why do people like me still find the young earth view to be defensible in spite of the many capitulations made by other Christian groups?  Why do organizations like ‘Answers in Genesis’ and the ‘Institute for Creation Research’ still believe that science properly done asserts nothing contradictory to a young earth view?  Some of the points made by those holding to the ‘young earth’ view follow:
Contrary to Numbers and Noll, the young earth view did not originate with Ellen White and the Seventh Day Adventists but has in fact been the historic view of the Christian church.  The young earth view flows from an acceptance of the creation account as given in the book of Genesis [6 literal days] and the biblical chronologies that follow. It was the view of John Calvin, Martin Luther, John Wesley and numerous others whose writings clearly document this.  Thane Ury does a great service to the church by assembling some of this information in an important book titled, ‘Coming to Grips with Genesis’ – ed. Ury, Mortenson.  

John Calvin wrote these words in the Institutes: ‘the duration of the world, now declining to its ultimate end, has not yet attained six thousand years.’  [Inst, p. 160]  i.e. Calvin was a ‘young earther’.
Martin Luther on the Genesis creation account: ‘We assert that Moses spoke in the literal sense, not allegorically or figuratively, i.e. that the world, with all its creatures, was created within six days, as the words read.  If we do not comprehend the reason for this, let us remain pupils and leave the job of teacher to the Holy Spirit.’  [Works – Vol. 1, p. 5]
The young earth – six day creation view was the commonly held view in the church around the time of the Reformation forward to the 18th century.  In fact, Arch Bishop Ussher’s dating of the creation event to 4004 B.C. was believed to be fairly reliable by many.  

Puritan Thomas Boston [1676-1732] wrote: ‘Our next business is to shew in what space of time the world was created.  It was not done in a moment, but in the space of six days, as is clear from the narrative of Moses.’  [Quoted in Coming to Grips with Genesis, p. 71]
Others listed as holding a literal 6 day view include John Owen, Thomas Manton, Francis Turretin, William Ames, William Perkins and John Wesley.’
David Hall writes: ‘The church did not change her views on creation, the flood, and the age of the earth in the early 19th century because more careful exegesis demanded it, but because old earth geological theories were taken as proven fact and imposed on the text of Genesis.’  [Coming to Grips, p. 77]
Let me list briefly 8 reasons I am a young earth creationist:
1) The plain reading of Scripture points in this direction.  The Hebrew word for day [Yom] as used in the OT when connected with a number such as 1st or 2nd is always used to refer to a literal 24 hour period.  Not only does the text refer to day 1 and day 2, etc. but it further describes the passing of the day with both ‘evening and morning’.  In Exodus 20:11 Moses bases the Sabbath day off of the fact that the creation of the world took place in 6 days followed by the 7th day of rest.  Clearly the burden of proof is upon those wishing to allegorize the meaning of the word ‘day’.
2) The literal 6 day view and young earth position has been the commonly held view of the historic church [see above]
3) The facts of science are usually not ‘facts’ but interpretations of data by flawed men often biased by philosophical assumptions.  John Mark Reynolds and Paul Nelson write: ‘There is a moral dimension to all knowing: science is not metaphysically neutral.  There is such a thing as intellectual sin . . . it is not always a matter of some brute fact conflicting with a particular reading of Scripture but one interpretive framework confronting another.  [Three Views on Creation and Evolution, pp. 62, 71]  Vern Poythress: ‘Fallible human beings corrupted by sin, populate this world.  When they do science they do not cease to be fallible and sinful.  [Redeeming Science, p. 99]  
e.g. Science may state the fact that humans and apes share some similarities in physical properties.  However, when science postulates that human beings have descended from apes, it is no longer fact but a biased interpretation of data more properly labeled as a theory.
4) The philosophical assumption of uniformitarianism cannot be proved.
Uniformitarianism is the scientific assumption that all the laws of physics remain constant - i.e. the speed of light, the rate of decay, deterioration, etc.  However, the natural sciences are unable to be consistent with this overriding principle as the laws of physics in their own framework are said to break down at the point of singularity or beginning.  [Collins, The Language of God, p. 65]  i.e. no matter which view one adopts of origins you have to accept that the known laws of physics cannot explain all existing phenomena we see today.  Uniformitarian principles are unable to take us from here back to creation.
5) Creation was a miracle and a miracle by definition defies naturalistic explanation and the laws of physics.  How can one explain an iron axe head floating in water [II Kings 6] or Jesus walking on water [Matt. 14]?  C.S. Lewis: ‘I use the word miracle to mean an interference with nature by supernatural power.’  [Miracles, p. 12]  With all due respect to the laws of nature, regularities are set aside when the author of nature sees fit to do so. Adam and Eve were not created as babies one day old – but rather as mature adults.  A further example would be Jesus turning water into wine.  Such a miracle involves wine appearing to have been aged but was in fact supernaturally developed in a short period of time.  To quote Lewis again: ‘the question whether miracles occur is just the question whether nature is ever doctored.’  [Miracles, p. 77]  We might also add that a Christian is by definition, one who believes in at least one miracle: the resurrection of Jesus Christ.  
6) Scientific experiments that point to a relatively young age of the earth.  Steven Boyd refers to one group of scientists called the RATE group who found: ‘that a previously unknown phenomenon, accelerated decay of radioactive isotopes, occurred in the past.  This means that the age of a rock cannot be derived from radioisotope dating methods.  Moreover the presence of helium in zircon crystals, radiohalos from short half lived polonium in biotite, and carbon-14 in diamonds prove that the earth is thousands, not billions of years old.’  [Coming to Grips with Genesis, p. 169]  
Douglas Kelly lists 8 natural chronometers that indicate not an old earth but a recent earth.  As one example, he cites the rate of decay in the earth’s magnetic field.  If this rate is held constant and taken backwards even 20,000 years the result would be a liquefied planet.  ‘According to this method, the earth cannot be millions or even tens of thousands of years old.  Rather, the decay of the earth’s magnetic moment speaks to 1) a creation of the earth; and 2) an age for the earth of less than 10,000 years.  [Creation and Change, p. 171]
7) To give up the literal reading of Genesis and adopt the evolutionary hypothesis of deep time involving the death of animals over billions of years before sin entered the world presents a picture of the creation that does not seem to fit the assessment that all was very good before the Fall of man into sin. [Gen. 1:31]  
8) The creation event is not repeatable, nor was it observed by any human being.  Empirical science should humbly recognize its limitations particularly in light of the regular fluctuations that occur within scientific theory.  In science, today’s ‘fact’ quite often becomes tomorrow’s discarded theory.  Collins points out: ‘At the beginning of the twentieth century, most scientists assumed a universe with no beginning and no end.’  [The Language of God, p. 63]  Such a view could have been dismissed much earlier had scientists given more weight to the biblical record.  Needless to say, the scientific establishment is far from settled in its assertions and still grapples with the harmonization of many of its working hypotheses such as quantum field theory and general relativity.  
To sum up, we feel that while many are pressured into thinking the findings of science demand a re-interpretation of Genesis from the historic view.  We beg to differ and assert that the work of creation was of a miraculous nature accomplished by an all-powerful and personal deity.  We believe that this God has spoken to us in His Word and that His Word is true and reliable.  We further believe that when all the facts are in and properly interpreted there will be no final contradiction with the Word of God as recorded in Scripture.
