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JESUS, EVANGELICAL SCHOLARS,
AND THE AGE OF THE EARTH
Terry Mortenson *
In disputes about the age of the earth, young-earth creationists contend for
a literal six-day creation 6 ,000– 10,00 0 years ago and a glo bal flood, b ut old -earth
creationists advocate theistic evolution o r progressive creation o ver millions of years
and, ma ny tim es, a local flood . Jesus und erstoo d the OT to be historically accurate
in its description of historica l events, including His teaching on the age of the earth.
Specifically, in three “Je sus A GE verses,” He dem onstrated His yo ung earth
viewpoint in Mark 10:6, Mark 13:19-20, and Luke 11:50-51. When analyzed
carefully,“fro m the beg innin g of creation” in Ma rk 10:6 refers to the beginning of
the whole creation, not just the creation of the first m arriage on da y 6 of Gen esis
1:27-30. In Mark 13:19, “since the beginning of creation which God created” refers
not to the beginning of the human race but to the beginning of the whole creation,
starting in Gen 1:1. Luke 11:50-51 focuses on “since the foundation of the world”
and refers to the whole creation week of Genesis 1, not just a portion of it. A number
of young-earth creationists have referred to these verses to p rove tha t Jesus wa s a
you ng-earth advoca te, but old-earth defenders have usually ignored them. A survey
of com mentaries on G enesis, system atic the olog y texts, popu lar-level books, and
scho larly works d emonstrates this trend. Nothing in the Gospels supports the idea
that Jesus viewed man as being created long ages after the beginning of creation.
*****
Introduction
For several deca des, a growing controversy within the church about the age
of the earth has existed. Y oung-earth creationists have a rgued for a literal six-day
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creation 6,000–10,000 years ago and a global flood. 1 In opposition, various kinds of
old-earth creationists have advo cated theistic evolution or progressive creationism
over millions of years, with many of them also arguing for a local flood at the time
of Noah. 2 The old-earth views have dominated the church since the early nineteenth
century,3 whereas the young-earth view was almost the universal belief of the church
in the first eighteen ce nturies.
W hat does Jesus have to say about the age of the e arth? That surely should
be important to all Christians and a determining factor in their belief on the subject.
For Jesus, the Word of God was the bread of life, without which no man could live
(M att 4:4). He taught that those who hear His words and act upon them are like a
wise man who built his house on a solid rock (Matt 7:24-27 ). As Ravi Zacharias
correctly observes in his book against atheism, “Jesus claimed to be ‘the truth.’ Let
us test His claims and teachings. If they are true, what He says matters more than
anything else in life.” 4 About Jesus, the Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy
similarly declares, “His words were crucially important; for He was God, H e spoke
from the Father, and His words will judge all men at the last day.” The ICBI scholars
added, “[T]he authority of C hrist and that of Sc ripture are one,” and “[A]s He bowed
to His Father’s instruction given in H is Bible (our Old Testament), so H e requires H is
disciples to do .” 5 Following the teaching and example of the Lord Jesus Christ, every
Christian should confo rm his beliefs, teachings, and behavior to the insp ired, inerrant,
authoritative Word of God.
Many Christians, even Christian scholars, seem to be unaware that Jesus
taught about the age of the earth. Before a discussion of those teachings, a brief
examination of what Jesus said about Scripture generally and Genesis 1–11 in
particular will shed light on how H e interpreted the early chapters of the Bible. Next,
an examination of a number of the writings of young-earth an d old -earth scholars to
see how they dea l with the teachings of Jesus on the subject will show clearly that
Jesus was a young-earth creationist and that if anyone calls Him Lord, he should

1
The difference dep ends on w hether o r not there a re gaps in the G enesis 5 and 11 ge nealogies. I
reject gaps for reasons expressed in Travis R. Freeman , “A N ew Lo ok at th e G ene sis 5 and 11 F luidity
Prob lem,” Andrews U niversity Seminary Studies 42 ( Au tum n 20 04) :259 -86, and his Ph .D . thes is (1998,
SW BTS ), “The Chronological Value of Gen esis 5 and 1 1 in Light of Recent Biblical Investigation,” and
in Jonathan Sarfati, “Biblical Chronogenealogies,” TJ 17/3 (December 2003):14-18, Online at www
.answ ersingen esis.org/tj/v17 /i3/chrono genea logies.asp, a ccesse d 12 /26/06 .
2

Old -earth crea tionists (inclu ding theis tic evo lutionis ts) ac cep t the s ecu lar estim ate of the age of the
universe (about 15 billion years) and of the earth (about 4.5 b illion years).
3

See Terry M ortenson , The Grea t Turning Point: The Church’s Catastrophic Mistake on
Ge olog y— Befo re D arw in (Green Forest, Ark.: Master Books, 2004) 25-36.
4

5

Ravi Z acharias , Can Man L ive Without God? (Nashville: W Publishing, 1994) 131.

Norm an L. Geisler, ed ., Inerrancy (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1980) 499-500. The ICBI statement
is reproduced in full in that volume.
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follow Him, rather than the contem porary scientific majority, many of whom are not
believers.
Jesus’ View of Scripture
In John 10:3 4-35 Jesus d efended H is claim to deity by quoting fro m Ps 82:6
and then asserting that “Scripture cannot be broken.” That is, the Bible is reliable and
truthful. The Scriptures cannot be contradicted. In Luke 24:2 5-27 Jesus rebuked His
disciples for not believing all that the p rophets have spoken (which He equa tes with
“all the Scriptures”). So , in Jesus’ view, all Scripture is trustworthy and should be
believed.
Another way that Jesus revealed His complete trust in the Scriptures was by
treating as historical fact the acco unts in the O T which most contemp orary people
think are unbelievable mythology. Those historical accounts include Adam and Eve
as the first married couple (M att 19:3-6; Mark 10:3-9), Abel as the first prophet who
was martyred (Luke 11:50-51), Noah and the Flood (M att 24:38-39), Moses and the
serpent (John 3:14), Moses and the manna (John 6:32-33, 49), the experiences of Lot
and his wife (Luke 17:28-32), the judgment of Sodom and Gom orrah (Matt 10:15),
the miracles of Elijah (Luke 4:25-27), and Jonah and the big fish (Matt 12:40-41). As
W enham has compellingly argued,6 Jesus did not allegorize the accounts but took
them as straightforward history, describing events that actually happened just as the
OT describes. Jesus use d these records to teach H is disciples that His death,
resurrection, and second com ing would likewise certainly happen in time-space
reality.
All the above-mentioned statements reflect some aspect of Jesus’ attitude
toward or be lief about the Scriptures. But far more frequently Jesus reve als his
conviction about the authority of Scripture. Its authority is shown in the way Jesus
used the OT . He constantly quoted it as a basis for His own teaching on such things
as church discipline (Matt 18:16), marriage (Matt. 19:3-9), God’s requirements for
eternal life (Matt 19:16-19), the greatest commandment (Matt. 22:37-39), and the fact
that He would cause family divisions (Matt 10:35-36). He used it as His justification
for cleansing the tem ple (M att 21:12-1 7) and for H is disciples picking grain on the
Sabbath (Luke 6:3-4). It is the “weapon” He used in responding to Satan’s
temptations (M att 4:1-10). And in a totally unambiguous manner, He stated that the
OT sits in judgment over all the man-made traditions and ideas of public consensus
(M att 15:1-9). Jesus knew of nothing higher than Scripture to which one can appeal
as a source of truth and divine standards for what is to be believed and obeyed (Mark
7:5-13). The thoughts of men are nothing compared to the command ments and
testimonies of God. It is a very serious error, according to Jesus, to set them aside in
order to submit to some other alleged sou rce of truth, whether natural or supernatural.

6

John W enham , Ch rist a nd th e Bib le (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1973) 11-37.
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Evidence is nonexistent that Jesus dissected the OT and trusted only the
so-called theolo gical, moral, or religious portions. Fo r Him all the Scriptures were
trustworthy truth, down to the last jot (Matt 5:18). Nor does He ever appeal to some
higher authority to bring out some “hidden meaning” of Scripture. Also, Jesus
indicates that the Scriptures are essentially perspicuous: eleven times the Gospel
writers record Him saying, “Have you not read …?” 7 and thirty times He defended
His teaching by saying, “It is written.” 8 He rebuked His listeners for not understanding and be lieving what the text plainly says.
Jesus boldly confronted all kinds o f wrong thinking and behavior in H is
listeners’ lives, in spite of the threat of persecution for doing so. Even His enemies
said, “Teacher, we know that you are truthful, and defer to no one; for you are not
partial to any, but teach the way o f God in truth” (Mark 12:14). 9 As Wenham has
cogently argued, Jesus never adapted His teachings to the common, but ignorant and
mistaken, beliefs of His audiences. 1 0 Jesus knew the difference between parables and
history and between the traditions of men and the truth of God’s W ord (M ark 7:8-13).
He spoke in truth (Luke 4:25), because He was and is the truth (John 14:6), and
frequently, He emphasized His truthfulness with “Truly, truly I say …” (e.g., John
3:3). He also explained that believing what He said about earthly, time -space reality
was the ground for believing what He said about heavenly realities, such as eternal
life, forgiveness of sin, and spiritual rebirth (John 3:12). In o ther wo rds, if we do not
believe what He said about things we can verify, how can we legitimately believe
what He says about the things we cannot verify? He also said that believing the
writings of M oses was foundational to believing His words (John 5:45-47). Jesus
(like all the apostles and p rophets) clearly viewed the Bible’s history as foundational
to its theology and mo rality.

7
In thes e ins tanc es Je sus refer red to Ge nes is 1– 2; E xod us 3 –6; 1 Sam 21:6 ; Pss 8:2; 1 18:2 2 to
unspecified Levitical law— in other words, to passages from the h istorical narrative, the law and the
poetry of Scripture.
8

Passages He sp ecifically cited were from all five books of the Pentateuch, Psalms, Isaiah, Jeremiah,
Zechariah and M alachi. Intere sting ly, in the tem ptation of Je sus , Sa tan u sed Scr iptur e literally and , in
response, Jesu s did not imply that the literal interpretation of Satan was wrong, but rather corrected
Satan’s misapplication of the text’s literal meaning by quoting another text, which H e took literally (cf.
M att 4:6-7).
9
Scr ipture quotations throughout this article are from the New A merican Standard Bible unless
otherwise noted.
10
John W enham , “Christ’s View of Scripture,” in Inerrancy, ed. Norm an L. Geisler (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1980) 14-15.
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Jesus’ Teaching o n the Ag e of the Earth
Besides the above-mentioned evidence that Jesus took Genesis 1–11 as
straightforward and reliable history, the Gospel writers record several statements that
Jesus made, which are relevant to the age of the earth. Those verses, hereafter
collectively referred to as the “Jesus AGE verses,” show that Jesus was a young-earth
creationist. They are:
1.
2.

3.

“But from the beginning of creation, God made them male and female”
(Mark 10 :6).
“For those d ays will be a time of tribulation such as has not occurred since
the beginning of the creation which God created until now, and never w ill.
Unless the Lord had shortened those days, no life would have been saved;
but for the sake of the elect, whom He chose, He shortened the days” (Mark
13:19-20).
“… so that the blood of all the prophets, shed since the foundation of the
world, may be charged against this generation, from the blood of Abel to the
blood of Zechariah, who was killed between the altar and the house of God;
yes, I tell you, it shall be charged against this generation” (Luke 11:50-51).

The key phrases that attract attention in these verses are “from (or since) the
beginning of creation” and “since the foundation of the world .” Old-earth advocates
who interact with these verses contend that in them Jesus is not referring to the
beginning of the whole creation but only to the beginning of the human race, which
they date millions of years after the creation of the un iverse, earth, trilobites,
dinosaurs, etc. In what follows will com e exegetical arguments for con cluding that
Jesus is referring to the beginning of the world (Gen 1:1) in these verses. T hen will
come interaction with the writings of a few old-earth proponents who have discussed
the relationship of the verses to the age of the earth.
1. Mark 10:6: “But fro m the b eginning of creation, G od m ade them m ale
and female.” Co mmen tators agree that Jesus q uoted from Gene sis 1–2, so the “male
and female” He refers to are Adam and Eve. Jesus says they were “from the
beginning of creation” (ajpo; … ajrch'" ktivsew"). To what does that
phrase refer— to the creation of Adam and Eve or to the beginning of creation in Gen
1:1?
Besides its use in Mark 10:6, “from the beginning of creation” (ajpo; …
ajrch'" ktivsew") appears in Mark 13:19 and 2 Pet 3:4. In 2 Pet 3:4, Peter
writes about the past and the future of the heavens and the earth, not simply of
huma nity. His reference to the beginning of creation must, therefore, be equa lly
cosm ic in extent. In a similar p hrase in Rev 3:14 Jesus says that He is “the beginning
(or ruler) of the creation” (hJ ajrch; th'" ktivsew"), which certainly
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applies to all of creation.1 1
The phrase “from the beginning” (ajpo; ajrch'") occurs 20 times in
the NT. Of those 20 uses, five have the initiation point of the cosmos in view. Never
is it a clear reference to the beginning of the human race. It appears three times in 1
John 1:1 and 2:13-14. Com paring the language of those two passage s to John 1:1 -3
(which uses jEn ajrch'/ , “in the beginning”) shows that John refers to the
beginning of creation (not merely the beginning of the human race), for he speaks of
Christ being in or from the beginning and the Creator of all things. The phrase also
appears in Matt 19:4, 8; John 8:44; 2 Thess 2:13; 1 John 3:8. Matthew 19:4-8 is
parallel to the account in Mark 10, so the similar phrases must have the same
meaning. John 8:44 and 1 Jo hn 3:8 speak about Satan and teach that he has sinned,
lied, and murdered from the beginning. This undoubtedly refers to his fall, his
deception of Eve and his behind-the-scenes influence in Cain’s killing of Abel. Since
we do not know exactly when Satan fell (except that it was before he tempted Eve),
these two verses by themselves are too vague either to support or oppo se clearly the
view that “from the beginning” refers to the beginning of creation. Yet nothing in the
context restricts the meaning only to the b eginning of the human race. Because of
Pau l’s comment on divine election in Eph 1:4 (that God cho se us “before the
foundation of the wo rld”), to conc lude that in 2 T hess 2:13 he is referring to the same
beginning of the whole creation is most reasonable. That he has merely the beginning
of the human race in mind here seems unlikely. Hebrews 1:10 contains the phrase
kat j ajrcav", which is translated “in the beginning” in frequently used
translations. 1 2 Since, according to the rest of the verse, that is when the the earth was
founded or established and the heavens were made, the beginning refers to the events
of the whole creation week. All other uses of “from (or in) the beginning” are
irrelevant to the present discussion, for the context shows that the phrase in these
cases refers to the beginning of the Scriptures (i.e., the time of M oses), the first
hearing of the gospel by some people in the first century, the beginning of Jesus’
earthly ministry, or the beginning of Paul’s life or ministry. Never does it mean the
beginning of the human race. 1 3

11

See Da vid E. A une, Revelation 1–5, vol 52A of W ord Biblical Comm entary (Dallas: Word, 1997)
256, for the different interpretations of hJ ajrchv here. Either way the phrase refers to all of creation,
which is consistent with the meaning of the other similar phrases.
12

13

KJV , NK JV, N IV, N AS B, E SV , NLT , RS V, an d H CS B.

First Joh n 2:7 is referring either to the beginning of the Scriptures (i.e., the time of M oses) or m ore
like ly to the time when John’s initial readers first heard the apo stle s’ p rea ch ing or b elie ved th e gospe l.
Likewise, 1 John 2:24, 3:11 and 2 John 5-6 refer to when John’s read ers b ecam e C hristia ns. L uke 1:2
refers to the disciples at the beginning of Jesus’ earthly ministry. John 6:64 refers to either the beginning
of Jesus’ m inistry or, les s likely, to th e be ginn ing of the c reation , so th e ver se is e ither ir releva nt to th is
discussion or confirms the youn g-earth view. John 6:25; 15 :27; 16:4 are referring to the beginning of
Jesus’ ministry. Philippians 4:15 refers to the beginning of Paul’s preaching in P hilipp i. Acts 26:4 refers
to the beginning of Paul’s life.
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This discussion shows that the phrase in Mark 10:6, “from the beginning of
creatio n,” refers— in Jesus’ way of thinking—to the beginning of the whole creation,
encompassing the whole creation period described in Genesis 1. Jesus was not
referring merely to the creation of the first marriage on day six.
2. Mark 13:19: “For those days will be a time of tribulation such as has not
occurred since the beginning of the creation which God created until now, and never
will. Unless the Lord had shortened those d ays, no life would have been saved; but
for the sake of the elect, whom He chose, He shortened the days.” Like Mark 10:6,
this verse uses ajp j ajrch'" ktivsew". But in 13:19 the phrase is modified
by “which God created” (h}n e[ktisen oJ qeo;"). The relative pronoun is
feminine, so the clause modifies one of the feminine nouns, “creation” or “beginning.” Jesus would hardly have said that God “created the beginning.” Such wording
is not used elsewhere in Scripture, and why Jesus would emphasize such a point is
difficult to explain. Also, the closest antecedent of “which” is “creation.” Fur thermore, Rom 1:18-20 indicates that sinners deny that God is the Creator, not the
beginning of the physical wo rld. So surely Jesus means the “c reation, which God
created,” with “creation” referring to the whole of creation week during which God
created, not just to the creation of Adam and Eve.
Another support for this conclusion is that in Mark 13:19 Jesus describ es a
time-line: from the beginning of creation until now and on to the end of the present
cosmos (v. 20), when heaven and ea rth will pass away (v. 31). Mark 13:24-26, 13:3032, and Matt 24:14, 37-39 show clearly that Jesus predicts that the present human
experience and the present cosm os will end at essentially the same time (cf. 2 Peter
3). Together, these verses support the notion that humanity and the rest of creation
also began at essentially the same time in the past. Since the suffering under
con sideration is human (not animal) suffering, the re must have b een hu mans at the
beginning of crea tion in order for Jesus’ time-line to make sense. If there were no
humans in existence from the beginning of creation (supposedly billions of years ago)
until the relatively recent past, what would be the point of saying there will be a time
of human suffering unsurpassed by any other human suffering since the beginning
of the cosm os (when no humans existed, according to old-earthers) until the very
end? Jesus could have easily said “since the creation of man until now” or “since
Adam,” if that is what He meant. His choice of words reflects His belief that man was
there at the beginning and human suffering commenced essentially at the beginning
of creation, not billions of years after the beginning. H is Jewish listeners would have
assumed this meaning in Jesus’ word s, for Josephus’s history o f the Jewish peo ple
indicates that the Jews of his day believed that both the first day of creation and
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Adam’s creation were about 5,00 0 years before Christ. 1 4
Since Matt 24:21 is parallel to M ark 13:19, M atthew’s wording “since the
beginning of the world” (ajp j ajrch'" kovsmou) must have the same
meaning, with both accounts accurately reflecting what Jesus meant. Though
kovsmo" (kosmos) sometimes refers to this sinful worldly system of man, 1 5 it often
refers to the whole creation,1 6 as in Matt 24:21.
The foregoing evidence demonstrates the Jesus and NT writers never use the
phrase ajp j ajrch'" to mean “beginning of the human race.” Most instances
that refer to the ancient past mean the beginning of the whole creation starting in Gen
1:1, thus supporting the young-earth interpretation of Mark 10:6 and 13:19.
An analysis of the com mentary literature on M ark 10:6 and 13:19 yields four
views of the phrases relevant to this study. Gundry and M organ take the phrase in
10:6 to refer to the beginning of the whole creation (not merely the beginning of the
human race or the beginning of marriage).1 7 Cranfield says the phrase in 10:6 does
not necessarily mean the beginning of Genesis or the creation narrative, but he gives
no justification for his view. 1 8 McK enna, Evans, and Wessel say the phrases re fer to
the beginning of human history, but present no argument for their conclusion.1 9
France asse rts simply that the phrase in 10:6 refers to the period before the Fall. 2 0
Garland, Lenski, Cole, Gould, Lane, Hare, Edward s, Hendricksen, Brooks,
and Moule make no comment on these verses, or at least not on the phrases related
to the age of the ea rth, or their com ments are too vague to determine what they

14

The Works of Josephus, trans. William W histon (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 1987) 850, and
Paul James-Griffiths, “Creation Days and Orthodox Jewish Tradition,” Creation 26/2 (March 2004):5355, online at www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v26/i2/tradition.asp, accessed 12/26/06.
15

E.g., John 15:18-19; 16:33; 17:6, 14, 21; 1 John 2:15-17.

16

E.g., Luke 9:25; John 1:10 (first two uses, cf. 1:3—Jesus created the earth, not the sinful system
of man); 13:1 (cf. 6:38; 13:3; 16:28—Jesus w as not just leaving the sinful world of humanity to be a
herm it in the wilde rnes s, bu t leaving the w orld of tim e-sp ace p hysic al crea tion to r eturn to the F athe r in
heaven); John 17:5, 24; Acts 17:24.
17
Robert H. G und ry, Mark (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 199 3). G . Cam pbell M eorgan , The Go spel
According to Mark (New York: Fleming Revell, 1927). Neither gives a comm ent on 13:19.
18
C. E . B. C ranfield, The Go spel According to St Mark. Cam bridge Greek Testament (Cam bridge:
Cambridge University, 1959). He makes no comment on 13:19.
19
Da vid L. M cKen na, The Com municator’s Com mentary: Ma rk (Waco, Tex.: Word, 198 2); C raig
A. Evan s, Mark 8:27–16:20, in Word Biblical Comm entary (Nashville: Thom as Nelson, 2001); Walter
W . W essel, “M ark,” in vol. 8 of Expos itor’s Bible Comm entary, ed. Frank E. Gaebelein (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1 984).
20

13:19.

R. T. Fra nce, The Go spel of Mark (Grand R apids: Eerdm ans, 200 2). He m akes no com men t on
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believe regarding the issue under discussion. 2 1
That a highly respected G reek lexicon in its entries for ajrchv and ktivsi"
concurs with the young-earth interpretation of M ark 10:6 and 13:19 is noteworthy
(especially since the compilers are not evangelicals).2 2
3. Luke 11:50-51: “… so that the blood of all the prophets, shed since the
foundation of the world, may be charged against this generation, from the blood of
Abel to the blood of Zechariah, who was killed between the altar and the house of
God; yes, I tell you, it shall be charged against this generation.” This statement of
Jesus contains the phrase “foundation of the world.” T he phrase occurs ten times in
the NT : seven times preceded b y “from” (ajpov) and the other three times by
“before” (prov).
In addition to Luke 11:50, the phrase “from the foundation of the world”
(ajpo; katabolh'" kovsmou) also appears in Matt 13:35; 25:34; Heb 4:3; 9:26;
Rev 13:8; 17:8. In Heb 4:3 the writer says God’s creation “works were finished from
the found ation o f the world.” Verse 4 says that “God rested on the seventh day from
His works.” The two stateme nts are clearly synonomous: God finished and rested at
the same time. This implies that the seventh day (when God finished creating, Gen
2:1-3) was the end of the foundation period. So the foundation does not refer simp ly
to the first moment or first day of creation week, but to the whole week.2 3 The

21
Da vid E. G arland, Mark: Th e NIV Application Comm entary (Gr and Ra pids : Zondervan, 19 96);
R. C. H . Lenski, The Interp retation of St. Ma rk’s Gospel (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1946); R. Alan Cole,
Mark , T ynd ale New Testam ent Com men taries (Grand R apids: Eerdm ans, 198 3); Ezra P. G ould, Gospel
According to St. Mark, International Critical Comm entary (Edinburgh: T&T C lark, 1896) (on 1 0:6 Go uld
says only that “Jesus goes bac k from the M osaic Law to th e origina l con stitution of thin gs,” w hic h w ou ld
lend supp ort to the Y EC view); W illiam L. Lane, The Go spel of Mark, New International Com men tary
on the New Testam ent (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974) (Lane does not comment on the phrase in 10:6,
although he implies by the presenc e of th e definite article in his phrase “the true nature of human
existence as it was revealed from the beginning of the creation” [emphasis added] that he understands
10:6 as I am interpreting it; on 13:19 he says only that it “is virtually a citation of Dan. 12:1” [471], wh ich
is an exaggeration; thou gh th e ver ses a re sim ilar, the wor ding is no tably dif feren t; Da niel sp eaks of a tim e
of trouble such as never has been “since there was a nation,” whereas Jesus says “since the beginning of
creation”); Dou glas R. A . Ha re, Mark (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996); James R . Edwards,
The Gospel according to Mark (Grand Rap ids: Eer dm ans, 2 002 ); W illiam He ndrikse n, Exposition of the
G ospel According to Mark (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1975); James A. Brooks, Mark , New A merican
Com men tary (Nashville: Broadman, 1991); C. F. D . M oule, The Go spel According to Mark (Camb ridge:
Cam bridge Un iversity, 1965).
22
Walter Bau er, Fred erick W . Da nker, W illiam F. Arn dt, and F. W ilbur Gin grich, A Greek-English
Lexicon of the New Testament (Chicago: University of Chicago), 2d ed. (1979) 112, 456; 3d ed. (2000)
138, 573.
23
Heb 1:10 confirms this when it says that “in the beginning” God “laid the foundation of the earth”
(th;n gh'n ejqemelivwsa, literally “founded or established the earth”) and “the heavens are the

works of His hands,” all of which occurred before Adam was m ade.
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context, grammar, and lexical evidence in Matt 13:35; 25:34; Heb 9:26; Rev 13:8;
17:8 do not support any alternative sense of the phrase ajpo; katabolh'"
kovsmou, particularly the restricted meaning “foundation (or beginning) of the
human race.” The other uses of “foundation of the world” include the beginning of
creation in Gen 1:1 and furnish grounds for concluding that the phrase in these verses
also refers to the very beginning of creation.
In Luke 11:50-51,”the blood o f all the prophets, shed since the foundation
of the world” (ajpo; katabolh'" kovsmou) is juxtaposed with the statement
“from the blood of Abel” (ajpo; ai{mato" {Abel). The parallelism is clear:
“blood” in both verses, the two temporal phrases beginning with ajpov (“from” or
“since”), and repetition of “charged against this generation.” The parallelism stro ngly
suggests that Jesus knew that Abel lived very near the foundation of the world.
The phrase, “before the foundation of the world” (pro; katabolh'"
kovsmou), appears in John 17:24; Eph 1:4; and 1 Pet 1:20 . In John 17 :24 the sense
“before the beginning of all creation” (not merely before the creation of man 2 4 ) best
fits the context, for the Father loved the Son eternally befor e the creation of the
heaven and the earth in Gen 1:1 (“befo re the world 2 5 was,” John 17:5). 2 6 Similarly,
given the nature of the foreknowledge of God, one can be certain that in Eph 1:4 P aul
meant that God chose believers in Christ before anything was created, not just before
the first two humans were made. 2 7 Und oubtedly, in 1 Pet 1:20 Peter also meant that
Christ was foreknown by the Father before the creation of the earth (and therefore
before the creation of anything else, since the earth was created first). So, in these
cases “foundation of the world” refers to the whole creation week (Genesis 1).
The majority of Lukan commentators do not comment on the phrases under

24
Those who think this phrase in John 17:5, 24 refers to the beginning of the whole creation include
D . A. C arson, The Gospel According to John (Gran d R apids: E erdm ans, 1 991 ); John G ill, An Exposition
on the New Testament (Londo n: Ge orge K eith, 177 4-177 6); Leon M orris, The Gospel According to John
(Grand Rap ids: Eer dm ans, 1 971 ); George R. B easely-M urray, John (Dallas: Word, 1987); R. V. G.
Tasker, John (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 198 3); and Roge r L. Fredriks on, John (Wa co, Tex.: W ord, 1985 ).
25

John 1:9-10 says that Jesus cam e into th e w orld an d w as in the w orld th at H e m ade . Clea rly, in
John 1 Jesus is the m aker of everything, not simply the human race, and H e cam e in to th e p hys ica l wo rld
from His pre-incarn ate sp iritual life in heaven. In John 11:27 Martha says that she knew Jesus was the
Son of God who com es into the world. It is doubtful that she was thinking and meaning anything different
than Jesus did with this language. So “world” (kovsmo") in these verses, as in 17:5, 24 and Acts 17:24,
is clearly referring to the whole creation, not simply human ity or even the sinful worldly system.
26

27

Cf. Col 1:16-17 for similar teaching.

See Paul’s similar teaching in 2 Tim 1:9 and T itus 1:2 (NIV and KJV are accurate translations of
the time phras e, whereas the N ASB is not).
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consideration.2 8
Marshall’s only relevant remark is that ajpo; katabolh'" (“from the
foundation”) is always used in the NT to refer to the beginning of the world.2 9
Similarly, Lenski comments that the phrase “implies that God laid that foundation
when he called the world into being, and the phrase is used to denote the beginning
of time.” 3 0 Both comm ents support the young-earth interpretation.
Hendriksen says that “the reason why Jesus says ‘from Abel to Zechariah’
is that according to the arrangement of the boo ks in the H ebrew Bible, G enesis
(hence ‘Abel’) comes first; Chronicles (hence ‘Zechariah’) last.” 3 1 However, the
verses are not referring to the books of Scripture, but rather to people. Furthermore,
scholars are not in agreement about which Zechariah this was in history or about
when the present order of the OT books became canonical. A far more likely reason,
given the contextual reference to the blood of these men (v. 51), is that Abel was the
first prophet killed and Zechariah the last prophet killed.
Most of the commentators on Mark and Luke are silent on the phrases in
these verses. Of those who do comment, many support the young-earth interpretation.
The others merely make assertions (without offering support for their interpretations),
or the argumentation given does not overturn the conclusions of the analysis above.
4. “Preliminary conclusion about Jesus’ view of the age of the earth.”
From the study of these Jesus AGE verses, one sees that Jesus taught that man has
existed essentially as long as the entire cosm os has. Give n His evident belief in the
literal historical truth of all of Genesis 1–11 and the historical reliability of the rest
of the OT (including its chronological information such as in the genealogies of
Genesis 5 and 11), we have strong grounds to conclude that He believed in a literal
six-day creation week which occurred only a few thousand years ago. No other

28
Alfred Plumm er, Gosp el According to S. Luke, International Critical Comm entary (Edinburgh:
T & T Clark, 19 01); Joh n N olland, Luke 9:21–18:34, vol. 35B of W ord Biblical Comm entary (Dallas:
Word, 199 3); D arrell L. Bock, Luke, NIV A pplication Com men tary (Grand Ra pid s: Zondervan, 1996)
and Bock , Luke 9:51–24:53 (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996) ; W alter L. Liefeld, “Luke,” vol. 8 of
Expos itor’s Bible Comm entary (Gr and Ra pids : Zon derv an, 1 984 ); Leon M orris, Luke, Tyndale New
Testament Com men taries (G rand R apids: E erdm ans, 1 983 ); Hen ry Alford, The New Testament for
English Readers (Ch icago : M oody, ca. 19 58); W illiam H. V an D oren, The Go spel of Luke (Grand Rapids:
Kr egel, 198 1); Fred eric L. Go det, Com mentary on Lu ke (Grand Rap ids: Kregel, 1981); Norval
Geldenhuys, Comm entary on the Gospel of Luke (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1951); G. Campbell Morgan,
The Gospel According to Luke (Ne w Y ork: Flem ing R evell, 1931); Joel B. G reen, The Go spel of Luke
(Grand R apids: Eerdm ans, 199 7).
29

I. How ard M arshall, The Gospel of Luke, NIGTC (Grand Rapids, Eerdm ans, 1995) 505. He does
give one exception to this general statement, Heb 11:11. But this ref ere nc e is wr on g and prob ab ly sh ou ld
read Heb 11:10.
30

R. C . H. Le nski, The Interpretation of St. Luke’s Gospel (Minn eapolis: Augsburg, 19 46).

31

W illiam Hendriksen, Exposition of the Gospel According to Luke (Grand R apids: Baker, 19 78).
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understanding adeq uately accounts for the Jesus AGE verses and His approach to the
historicity of Genesis.
But, as will be demonstrated below, the vast majo rity of Christian old -earth
proponents have not taken into account the Jesus AGE verses and the arguments of
the few who have commented on them lack coge ncy, are inherently self-contradictory, fail to deal with all the evidence, or are inconsistent with the evidence.

Young-earth Creationist References to the Jesus AGE Verses
For deca des, yo ung-earth crea tionist writers have cited the se verses in
articles and books in defense of the earth being only thousands of years old,
emphasizing that the statements of Jesus show that Adam could not have been created
billions of years after the beginning, as all old-earth views maintain.3 2 Mo st of those

32
See Henry M orris, “Christ and the Time of Creation” (Ba ck to Ge nes is, No. 7 0), Acts and Fa cts
(ICR, Oct. 199 4) a-b (cites all three J esu s A GE vers es); H enry M orris, “Th e B ible an d Je sus Ch rist”
(Back to G ene sis, No. 1 25), Acts and Fa cts (ICR, M ay 1999) c (all three verses); Carl Wieland, “The
earth: how old does it look?” Cr eatio n E x N ihilo 23/1 (D ecem ber 2000 –February 20 01):8-13 (cites M ark
10:6 and Lu ke 11 :50-51 , and h as a tim e-line to illustrate the point m ade), onlin e at
http://www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v23/i1/howold.asp; Ch arles Taylor, “Je sus on creation,”
C r e a t io n Ex N ih i l o 2 0 / 2 ( M a r c h – M a y 1 9 9 8 ) : 5 5 ( c i t e s M a r k 1 0 : 6 ) , o n li n e at
www.answersingenesis.org/creation/v20/i2/creation.asp, acce ssed 12/2 6/06 ; H enry M orris, Scie ntific
Creationism (San Diego: Creation-Life Pub., 1974) 246 (cites Mark 13:19); M orris, King of Creation
(San Dieg o: CLP Pub lishers, 19 80) 5 4 (cites M ark10 :6); M orris, Th e Bib lical B asis of M ode rn S cience
(Grand Rap ids: Ba ker, 19 84) 1 13, 3 92 (cites M ark 10 :6); He nry M orris, Biblical Creationism (G rand
Rapids: Ba ker, 1 993 ) 14 8 (cite s M ark 1 0:6; 1 3:19 ) ,15 1 (cite s Luk e 11 :50-51 ); H enry Morris & John
Morris, The Modern Creation Trilogy (Green Forest, Ark.: Master Books, 1996) 1:79-80, 140, 151, 214
(cites all three verses); John W hitcom b, Th e Ea rly E arth (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1986) 36 (cites all three
verses); Jobe M artin, The Evolution of a Creationist (Rockwall, Tex.: Biblical Discipleship Publishers,
2002) 28-29 (cites Mark 10:6); Douglas Kelly, Creation and Change (UK: Christian Focus, 1999) 129-34
(refers to or q uote s all the Jesus AGE verses (along with all the other NT verses relevant to the
interpretation of G ene sis 1 –11 and con clude s tha t they in dic ate no thing “othe r th an the liter al,
chronological understand ing of the six days of creation and the s ucc eed ing p atriarc hal his tory”); S id
Dyer, “The Ne w T estam ent D octrin e of C reation ,” in Did Go d Create in Six Days?, eds. Joseph Pipa and
Da vid Hall (Taylors, S. C.: Southern Presbyterian Press, 1999) 222-23 (cites a ll three verses); Bert
Thompson, Theistic Evolution (Shreveport, La.: Lambert Book House , 1977) 2 27 (cites M ark 10:6);
Tra vis Richard Freeman, “The Chronological Value of Genesis 5 and 11 in Light of Recent Biblical
Investigation” (Ph.D. dissertation, Southwestern Baptist Theological Sem inary, 1998) 159, 184 (cites
M ark 10 :6).
For an Eastern Orthodox perspective, see Fr. S eraph im R ose, Ge nes is, C rea tion a nd E arly
Man (Platina, Calif.: Saint Herm an of Alaska B rotherhood, 2000 ) 150 (cites M ark 10:6), 228 (cites Luke
11:50-51). In both case s in R ose’ s w ork th e com m ents are in the editor ’s foo tnotes . Th is w ork d ocu m ents
through lengthy quotations that the young-earth view was the unanim ous belief of Eastern O rthodox
“Church Fathers ” until the ad vent of old-earth evolutionary ide as in the nineteen th centu ry. See m y
review of this im porta nt bo ok: “O rthod oxy a nd G ene sis: W hat the fathers rea lly taught,” TJ 16/3
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creationist books are still in print. 3 3 It would appear that either old-earthers are not
reading the young-earth literature, as they tell the church that young-earth creationists
are wrong about the age of the earth and about the importance of the subject, or the
old-earthers are simply overlooking the point being made by young-earthers from the
teaching of Jesus on this matter.
Some of the early nineteenth-century defenders of young-earth creationism
(called “Scrip tural geo logists”) also used these statements of Jesus as they resisted
the idea of millions of years that was engulfing geology at that time.3 4 In 1834 the
Anglican minister, Henry Cole, argued this way from Mark 13:19:
Now, is there a geologizing mortal upon Earth who will assert, that the Redeemer
is here speak ing of ‘afflictions’ experienced by a world of creatures, who lived
in a mighty space between ‘the beginning,’ and the present race of mankind? W ill
any geological sceptic, we repeat, dare aver, that our Lord is here referring to a
race of beings of whom his disciples had never heard, and whose existence was
never know n to men or saints, till discovered by wondro us Geologians in the
nineteenth century! Must not every scientific, unless he violate every remnant of
natural understanding, honesty, and conscience, confess that the Saviour is here
speaking to sons of men of the ‘afflictions’ of the same sons of men which have
been from the beginning of the Creation of this world? Then, here is the creation
of man immediately, manifestly, and undeniably, connected with ‘the
beginning’! 3 5
But the early nineteenth-century Christian old-earth proponents largely ignored the
Genesis text and all of them overlooke d the Jesus A GE verses, as they told the church
to accept millions of years and to regard the age of the earth as unim portant. As will
be seen, old-earth prop onents con tinue to do this.
As part of a thorough survey of evangelical scholarly literature addressing
the age of the earth, we consider first com mentaries on Ge nesis, then systematic

(2002):48-53, online at www.answersingenesis.org/home/area/magazines/tj/docs/v16n3_mortenson.asp,
accessed 12/26/06.
33
Two of the m ost prominen t young-earth creationists for man y years have been Henry Morris and
John Whitcomb.
34

35

See M ortenson , The Great Turning Point (Ma ster Books, 200 4).

Hen ry Cole, Popular Geology Subversive of Divine Revelation (London: J. H atchard & Son, 1834)
46-47. See also Geo rge B ugg, Scriptural Geology (London: L. B. Seeley & Son, 1826-27) 1:108 (uses
M ark 10:6). For historical background on the Scriptural geologists, see my published article, online at
ww w.answ ersingenesis.org/hom e/area/maga zines/tj/docs/tjv11n2_scrip_geol.asp, accessed 12 /26/06. For
a summ ary of Cole’s and Bugg’s lives and objections to old-earth geology, see my published articles,
which are online at www.answersingenesis.org/home/area/magazines/tj/docs/tjv13n1_cole.asp, accessed
12/26/06, and www .answersingenesis.org/home/area/magazines/tj/docs/tjv12n2_george_bugg.asp,
acce ssed 12/2 6/06 , resp ective ly.
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theology texts, and fina lly a variety of other p opular-level and scholarly books that
discuss the issue.
Commentaries on Genesis Regarding the Jesus AGE V erses
1. You ng-earth creationist com men taries on G enesis. Mo rris, MacA rthur,
and Leupold refer to at least one of the Jesus AGE verses to argue for the histo ricity
of Genesis 1–11.3 6 This supports their young-earth conclusions abo ut Genesis,
although they do not explicitly make the point from the verses about Jesus believing
in a young earth. H owever, M orris’s stud y Bible, The Defender’s Bible (Grand
Rapids: W orld, 199 5) is explicit on this point.3 7 Rice says nothing ab out the Jesus
AG E verses. 3 8
2. Old-earth crea tionist com mentaries on G enesis. Almo st all Genesis
commentaries by old-earth proponents that I examined apparently overlooked the
Jesus AGE verses (most also show little, if any, acquaintance with young-earth
literature). These include Kenneth M athews, John Walton, Bruce Waltke, J. Vernon
McG ee, Warren W iersbe, John Sailhamer, Allen Ross, Arthur Pink, Ronald Youngblood, Gord on W enham, and W . H. Griffith-Thom as. 3 9 Space precludes detailed

36

Hen ry M orris, The Gen esis Record (Gran d R apids: B aker, 1987) 103 (Mark 10:6). John
M acArthur, The Battle for the Beginning (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2001) 24, who refers to Mark 13:19
in arguing that the N T sp eaks of c reation as a past, com pleted eve nt. H . C. L eupo ld, Exposition of
Ge nes is, vol. 1 (G rand Ra pids : Ba ker, 1 942 ), w ho c ites M att 19:4 -6 (th e sh orter a nd les s ex plicit parallel
of M ark 1 0:5-9 ) in arguing that Genesis 1 is “pure history” (36). But Leupold does not discuss the Jesus
AGE verses either in Genesis 1 or in his expositions on Genesis 5 and 11.
37

H e has notes on Matt 19:4 (explaining that Jesus took Genesis as literal histo ry), M ark 1 0:6
(emphasizing that Jesus wa s a you ng-ea rth creationist), Mark 13:19 (mentioning young-earth implications
and showing that “beginning of creation” is synonymous w ith “beginning of the world” in the parallel
passage of M att 2 4:2 1), an d Luk e 1 1:5 0 (po inting ou t that A be l wa s at the fo un da tion of the wo rld , not
four billion years after the formation of the earth).
38
John R. R ice, In the Beginning (Murfreesboro, Tenn.: Sword of the Lord, 1975). The b oo k c la im s
to give d etailed stud ies on creation vs. evolution, the Flood, etc. It strongly recomm ends Whitcomb and
M orris’s The Genesis Flood. He argues extensively that the gap and day-age theories are unbiblical and
believes that rocks and fossils are the evidence of the Flood, not millions of years. But he does not refer
to the apostolic evidence for the historicity of Genesis 1–11 or to the Jesus AGE verses.
39
Ke nne th A. M athew s, Genesis 1–11:26:, The N ew Am erican Comm entary (Broadman and
Holman, 1 99 6) ; J oh n H . Walton, Ge nes is, The NIV Application Comm entary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
2001); Bru ce K W altke, Gen esis ( G rand R apids: Z onde rvan, 2 001 ) 31; J. V ernon M cGee , Ge nes is
(N ashville: Thom as N elson, 19 91) 6 0-61, 1 33; W arren W . W iersbe, Be Basic: An Old Testament
Stud y— Ge nes is 1–11 (Colorado Sp rings : Victor, 1998), who is uncertain of the age of the creation, but
clearly believes it is billions of ye ar s; J oh n H . Sailham er, “G enesis ,” Expositor’s Bible Commentary , vo l.
2 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1990); Allen P. Ros s, Creation and Blessing (Grand R apids: Baker, 19 98);
A rthur W . Pink, Gle anin gs in Ge nes is (Ch icago: M oody, 19 22); R onald Y oungb lood, The Book o f
Ge nes is, 2d ed . (Gran d R apids: B aker, 19 91); G ordon W enha m , Genesis 1–15 (Milton Keynes, UK:
Word, 1991); W . H . Griffith T hom as (18 61-19 24, p rincipal of W ycliffe Hall, Ox ford), Genesis 1–25:10
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comment on them.
However, James B oice’s commentary is worthy of brief discussion because
(1) he does refer to some of the Jesus AGE verses and (2) his lack of car eful
reflection on the issue of the age of the earth is symptomatic of the above commentaries. In the chapter entitled “Fact or Fiction?” (a question about Genesis that Boice
fails to answer clearly), he has a sub-section called “The Teaching of Je sus.” Boice
there says, “A sp ecial aspect of the attitud e of Sc ripture to Genesis is the teaching of
Jesus Christ. This obviously carries special weight.… [I]t is surely of interest to those
who profess to follow Jesus as their Lord to know what He said. His teaching has
special weight if only because we revere the Lord highly.” 4 0 Yes, indeed! How sad
then to see th at Boice discusses Matt 19:3-6 but not the parallel passage in Mark
10:2-6, which shows Jesus to be a young-earth creationist. Boice quotes a small part
of Mark 13 :19 to say that God created. But he does not quote the rest of the verse,
which is so relevant to the age of the earth, and he does not comment on Luke 11:5051. Is this giving special weight to Jesus’ teaching on this subject?
Boice rejects theistic evo lution, but he also rejects the Flood as the cause of
most of the fossil record. He has doubts about the gap theory, and sees problems with
the day-age view and framework hypothesis. So he is not sure how to harmonize the
Bib le with millions of years. In chapter 8 on young-earth creationism’s view of
Genesis 1–2, Boice uses quotes from W hitcom b and Morris’ The Genesis Flood to
summarize the view. He then give s several points that should guide one’s evaluation
of young-earth creationism. He says, “First, there is the concern for biblical teaching.
Mo re than this, creationists want to make biblica l teaching determinative.” 4 1 Boice
is corre ct, and such a hermeneutic is the necessary corollary of the doctrine of
inspiration. W hateve r Go d says is always determinative for the believer, regard less
of the views of other suppo sed so urces of autho ritative truth that contradict God’s
Word. Boice quickly adds that “we have to admit here that the exegetical basis of the
creationist is strong.” 4 2 But as his discussion co ntinues, he reveals that the o nly
reason he rejects the young-earth creationists’ sound exegesis is because so-called
science confidently asserts that the creation is billions of years old.4 3 What happened
to the teaching of Jesus, which Boice says is so determinative?
Systematic Theology Texts Regarding the Jesus AGE Verses
1. Young-earth creationist systematic theology texts. In his discussion on

(Londo n: Re ligious Trac t Society, 5th ed., n.d .).
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creation, Berkhof argues for literal days and against the gap and day-age views. 4 4 He
does not explicitly state his view on the age of the earth, but uses Exod 20:1 1 in
defense of his view, rejects theistic evo lution, rejects human evolution, and se ems to
reject old-earth geology. 4 5 How ever, he do es not refer to the Jesus A GE verses,
except to affirm (by reference to Mark 10:6) that the creation had a beginning. 4 6 Ryrie
refers only to Luke 11:51, and then merely in relation to Jesus’ view of the extent of
the OT canon. 4 7 Reymond lists many OT and NT references (including Luke 11:51)
to supp ort his co ntention that Genesis 1 –11 is reliable history and he refers to Mark
10:6 when he states that “to question the basic historical authenticity and integrity of
Genesis 1–11 is to assault the integrity of Christ’s own teac hing.” 4 8
2. Old-ea rth systema tic theology texts. For the mo st part, systematic
theology texts written by old-earth proponents also overlook the Jesus AGE verses,
or if they refer to them, they do not comment on the implications for the age of the
earth. I carefully examined the relevant discussions of Hod ge, Feinberg, Thiessen,
Erickson, Buswell, and Henry. 4 9 I will comment on two other texts as representative.
Lewis and Dem arest discuss the origin of the world and humanity in their
1996 theolo gy text. In nu mero us statem ents they badly misre prese nt the young-earth
view, 5 0 which is not surprising since they do not demonstrate familiarity with the
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Louis B erkhof, Systematic Theology, 4th ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1949) 150-64.
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Ch arles Ryrie, Basic Theology (Chicago: Moody, 1999) 122.
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Robert L. Reym ond, A New Systematic Theology of T he C hris tian F aith (Nashville: Thomas
Nelson, 1998) 118.
49
Charles Hod ge, Systematic Theology (reprint of 1871-73 ed., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), who
discusses Genesis and geology in 1:570-74 and the antiquity of man in 2:33-39; John S. Fe inberg, No One
Lik e Him (W heaton , Ill.: Cross way, 2 001 ) 537 -624; H enry Th iessen , Lec ture s in S ystem atic T heo logy
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1949); Millard Erickson, Christian Theology (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1985)
367-73; Jam es O liver Bus well, A S ystem atic T heo logy of the Ch ristia n R eligion (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1962); Ca rl F. H . H enry, Go d, R evela tion a nd A utho rity, vol. VI (Waco, Tex.: W ord, 1983 ).
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Gordon R. Lewis and Bruce A. De m arest, Integrative Theology, vol 2 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1996). Th e dis cus sion on th e you ng-ea rth vie w h as se vera l mis repr esen tations (23 ). Th ey eq uate
“ ca ta stro ph is m ” (which is still evolutionary and old-earth) with “flood geology” (wh ich is youn g-earth
in pe rsp ective ). T he y fa lsely ac cu se you ng -ea rth ers of b elie vin g th at “ all” the strata , foss ils, volcan ic
activity, and mountain formation were caused by the Flood (info rm ed yo ung -earth ers a re alw ays careful
to say “most”). They say that young-earthers reject “the findings of astronomy and geology,” whereas
the young-earthers reject only the naturalistic interpretations of the observational evidence. They also
say that young-earthers regard “the absence of any developmental m ech anis m s as e ssen tial to theological
ortho dox y” and refer the reader to an article by Pattle Pun in the Evangelical Dictionary of Theology
(390), wh ich fu rther disto rts the youn g-earth view by saying that young-earthers “ignore the vast amount
of data sup portin g the o bse rvab le m icro-ev olution ary p rocesses in na ture a nd th e labo ratory.” In fact,
young-earthers have always believed in “micro-evolutionary” changes due to natural selection and
mutations, but they have denied (with supporting arguments) that such changes have any value as
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recent creationist literature (but refer to much recen t old-earth literature). It wo uld
appear that they did not even read carefully the two older books b y Henry M orris
(published in 1974 and 1984), which they cite, both of which refer to the Jesus AGE
verses. 5 1 They argue for the day-age view, concluding that “ultimately, resp onsible
geology must determine the len gth of the Genesis days.” 5 2 W hat hap pened to the
principle of Scripture interpre ting Scripture? They do refer to Mark 10:6; 13:19;
Luke 11:51, and affirm that “Jesus clearly endorsed the validity of the Old Testament
creation doctrine” 5 3 and that “the Lord Jesus Christ and his apostles who wrote the
New T estament by the Spirit’s inspiration understood the early chap ters of G enesis
to be informative.” 5 4 However, it is not clear what “endorsed the validity” and
“informative” in these statements are meant to convey regarding the truthfulness or
proper interpretation of Genesis 1– 11. In any case, Lewis and D emarest apparently
have failed to grasp the implications of Jesus’ words for their view of the age of the
earth.
In his Systematic Theology Grudem deals with Mark 10:6, but not Mark
13:19 or Luke 11:51. His refutation of the young-earth reasoning from Mark 10:6 is
one sentence: “This argument also has some force, but old Earth advocates may
respond that Jesus is just referring to the whole of Genesis 1–2 as the ‘beginning of
creatio n,’ in contrast to the argument from the laws given by Moses that the Pharisees
were depending on (v. 4).” 5 5 This objection makes little sense; it actually affirms that
Adam and Eve were indeed at the beginning of creation, not billions of years after the
beginning, just as young-earthers contend. In any case, whatever statements in
Deuteronomy 24 the Pharisees were relying on is irrelevant to Jesus’ statement and
belief about when Adam and Eve were created. Furthermore, Grudem apparently
imagines how old-earth advoc ates might evad e the force of this yo ung-earth
argum ent, but he does not cite and I do not know of any old-earth proponent who has
actually reasoned this way. So, the young-earth argument from Mark 10 :6 has more
than just “some force.”
Other Old-earth W ritings Regarding the Jesus AGE Verses
The following authors either promote or at least accept belief in millions of

evidence in favor of amoeb a-to-man “m acroevolution.” Similarly, Lewis and D ema rest assert that youngearthers believe that the Flood “accounts for all the observable geological evi de nc e b y ob serva ble
e vid en ce fro m all areas univ ersa lly” (47) [emphasis added at the points of misrepresentation].
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years: Snoke, Arnold, Lucas, Forster and Marston, Ramm, Cab al, and Kaiser.5 6 So
do Newman and Eckelmann, E. J. Young, Harris, Mark Ross, Moreland, Scofield,
Orr, Hague, W right, and M auro, Davis Young, Snow, and Stek. 5 7 So also do Bradley
and Olsen, Blocher, Hugh Ro ss, Howard Vo s, Free, Archer, Sailhamer, Warfield, and
Kline.5 8 But none of these scholars interacts with the Jesus AGE verses and most of
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Da vid Snoke, A B iblica l Ca se fo r an Old Ea rth (Hatfield, Pa.: Interdisciplinary Biblical Research
Institute, 1998), a day-age proponent, who is an elder in a Presbyterian church and a P h.D. A sst. Prof. of
Physics and Astronomy, Univ. of Penn ( IBR I is an influential group among evangelical academics and
has produced a num ber of books strongly opposed to the young-earth view), who also ignores the Jesus
AGE verses in his rece nt book, A B iblica l Case for an O ld E arth (G ran d R ap ids : B aker, 20 06 ); B ill
Arnold, En cou nter ing th e Bo ok o f Ge nes is (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998), who favors either day-age or
framew ork view; E rnest Lu cas, Genesis Today (London: Scripture Union, 1989), who is a professing
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them do not consider at all the NT teaching relevant to the correct interpretation of
Genesis 1–11. Other authors who do the sam e deserve so me comm ent. T heir
handling of Scripture on this subject is illustrative of the works above.
In Evolution and the A utho rity of the Bible, Nigel Cameron presents some
strong arguments in favor of the young-earth view, although he does not exp licitly
endorse it. He considers Matt 19:4 to be a “strong testimony to an historical reading
of Genesis by Jesus himself.” 5 9 After discussing other relevant NT verses he
conclude s,
The New Testament view of the ea rly chap ters of Genesis, both as to the
essentials (that Adam was a real man and that he really fell) and also as to certain
details (such as the order of creation and Fall— Adam created first, Eve first to
fall), is that an historical reading of the narrative is the appropriate one.…
Evangelical Christians who desire to interpret Scripture faithfully will follow the
New Testament writers in treating Genesis 2 and 3 as history. If they reject this
reading, they do so a t their peril.6 0
Cameron gives no reason for limiting his co nclusion abo ut historicity to Genesis 2–3,
instead of applying it to all of Genesis 1–11. Cam eron seems to imply that the
historicity and fall of Adam are the only essentials taught in the early chapters of
Genesis and that only “certain details” (of the order of creation and fall of Adam and
Eve) are important, straightforwardly clear and trustworthy, but that the details about
creation in six days, the global Flood, and the genealogies of Genesis 5 and 11 are
not. He fails to provide any rationale for such a selective reading of the details of the
text. The NT writers clearly indicate that they treated a ll those chapters (and their
details) as literal history. If one rejects or ignores the details of the Creation narrative
or the Flood , he places himself in great peril. Should not Jesus’ view on these
matters, as well as the views of the NT writers, be considered? Cameron has not
heeded his own very appropriate warning.
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Given Cameron’s affirmation of the authority of Scripture, I wanted to find
out more ab out his views after read ing his 20 01 email to a colleague of mine, in
which Cam eron said this about his above-mentioned book: “I have long taken the
view that it is open to us to be agnostic on the ‘alternative’ we put in place of the
standard evolution po sition. It’s fair to say that when I wrote that book I was more
sympathetic to the young-earth view than I am now, but I was not committed to it
even then.” 6 1 So in January 2004 I wrote Dr. C ameron to clarify his position on the
age of the earth and whether he still held to the arguments presented in his book. He
replied, “My position has all along been somewhat agnostic, and indeed I do not
think we are obliged to come up with alternative scenarios. So I don’t think my
position has changed!” 6 2 This is doubly perplexing w hen noting two m ore things.
First, Cameron explains that the rapid, nineteenth-century compromise of the church
with millions o f years was because “first in geology and then in biology …
nineteenth century, biblical commentators hastened to accommodate their interpretation of Scripture to the latest orthod oxy in science.” 6 3 And, secondly, he gave a
glowing endorsement (on the back cove r) of D ouglas Kelly’s defense of youn g-earth
creationism (which includes reference to the Jesus AGE verses and other NT
references to Genesis 1 –11 ), Creation and Change (1997), saying, “A highly
intelligent engag ement with these crucial verses with which G od d eclares himself to
be a speaking God who is our m aker. T he disc ussion is scholarly but accessible, a
model of the kind of exegetical theolo gy which the church of our day needs.” Surely,
such inconsistent reasoning creates problems for a commitment to the authority of the
Bib le and of Jesus as Lord, not to mention problems for articulating the gospel in an
intellectually rigorous and coherent way to a skeptical world.
Francis Schaeffer says that the Bible “is a scientific textbook in the sense
that where it touches the c osmos it is true, propositionally true” and “wherever it
touches upon anything, it does so with true truth, but not with exhaustive truth. That
is, where it speaks o f the cosmos, science, what it says is true. Likewise, where it
touches history, it speaks with that [sic] I call true truth, that is, propo sitional,
objective truth.” 6 4 He argues that Genesis 1–2 are united descriptions of one creation
account and even refers to Mark 10:6-8 to support that view.6 5 He argues for the
historicity (even the “historicity of the details”) of the account of Adam and E ve 6 6 and
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the historicity of the Flood and even (rather weakly) defends it as being global. 6 7
However, he devotes merely one p aragraph to the question of the length of days in
Genesis 1, and o nly asserts that .&* (yôm, “day”) can mean a long period as well as
a norm al day and so “we must leave open the exact length of the time indicated by
day in Genesis.” 6 8 He gives ab solutely no exe gesis to defend this view. Following
W illiam Henry Greene and B. B. Warfield, he briefly argues that the genealogies of
Genesis 5 and 1 1 have ga ps. 6 9 But nowhere does he discuss the verses showing Jesus
to be a young-earth c reationist.
In his No Final Conflict (1975), Schaeffer said this book should be studied
with the above book as a unity. 7 0 But this boo k, he says,
deals with the possibilities open to us where the B ible touches science in the first
chapters of Genesis—that is, the possibilities that exist if we hold to the histo ric
Christian view that both the Old and New Testaments in their entirety are the
written W ord of God without error in all that they affirm about history and
science as well as about religious matters. 7 1
Schaeffer affirms the “space-time” historicity of Genesis 1– 11 and unity of the whole
book. In defending this, he cites the toledoths in Genesis and fourteen NT verses. He
says that “absolutely every place where the New Testament refers to the first half of
Gene sis, the New T estament assumes (a nd many times affirms) tha t Genesis is
history and that it is to be read in normal fashion, with the commo n use of words and
syntax.” 7 2 Nevertheless, although he rejects the gap theory, he does still allow it as
a “theo retical possibility.”7 3 He accepts the day-age view as possible, as well as the
literal day view, and says that he is not sure about the matter. He appears to lean
toward a global Floo d, but is hesitant about how to relate it to geological ages. And
he accepts that animals could have died peacefully before the Fall, but that there
would not have been violence and agonizing, cruel death (as in one animal chasing
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down another) before Adam’s sin. But he fails to mention and take the Jesus AGE
verses into account. Failing to take account of them certainly makes it easier to accept
Scha effer’s possibilities for harmonizing the Bible with millions of years. But that
is a serious ove rsight.
Geisler’s encyclope dia of apo logetics has three articles relevant to this
discussion. In “Genesis, days of” (where he argues against young-earth creationism)
and “Genealogies, Op en or Closed” (where he argues for gaps in the Genesis
genealogies), he does not deal with the Jesus AG E verses. 7 4 In “Creation and
Origins,” he does refer to and even quote M ark 10:6 and 13:19 , but he uses them only
to state that creation was a past, singular event, rather than a continuing process. 7 5
However, this contradicts Geisler’s endorsement of Hugh Ross and the idea of
millions of years, because the evolutionary astronomers and geologists (on whom
Ross relies) argue for millions of years on the basis of prese ntly observed p hysical
and chemical processes going back in an unbroken sequence to the beginning of time.
In other word s, the evolutionists deny that the creation activities are different from
present-day processes, in contrast to what Geisler (rightly) believes.
In a basic apologetics book, Geisler and Bocchino say that the order of
creation in Genesis “does offer an extremely accurate account of the order of creation
as compared to the discoveries of modern science” 7 6 (i.e., of evolution ary cosmology
and geology). However, their supposedly wonderful harmonization fails to mention
the creation of the birds, sun, moon, or stars.7 7 So, once again we see a lack of careful
attention to the biblical text. They tell their readers that they will not deal with the
technical Hebrew details to defend their old-earth view. But they do not say where
such d etails are discussed and unfortunately they fail to reckon with the Jesus AGE
verses and other NT teaching germane to the age of the creation. Nevertheless, they
do urge their young-earth readers to “stop the infighting over the question of age”
because “many sincerely honest and intellectually gifted scholars” argue for an o ld
earth.7 8 Unfortunately, neither sincerity, nor honesty, nor intellectual giftedness,
separately or co mbined, ensures correct (biblical) thinking, and history affords many
examples of times when many, or even the majority of, scholars were wrong.7 9
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In his recent book on science and faith, Collins does address some of the
Jesus AGE verses, sa ying that “if this [yo ung-earth] argument is sound, I’m in
troub le.” 8 0 That is because he rejects the literal, six-day creation view. After
summarizing accurately the young-earth argument from the Jesus AGE verses, he
says that it “finds its credibility from the way the English ‘from the beginning’ seems
so definite; b ut the G reek is not so fixed.” 8 1 He then discusses several verses to argue
that “from the beginning” in Matt 19:4, 8 is referring to the beginning of the human
race. He says that the phrase found in 1 John 1:1; 2:13-14 relates to Christ and refers
“to a ‘time’ before the wo rld began.” T he same p hrase used in 1 John 3:8 and John
8:44 in relation to Satan refers, he con tends, “to the beginning of the world or perhaps
to the beginning of his ow n rebellion.” 8 2 On the other hand, he correctly observes that
1 John 2:7, 24; 3:11 refer to the time when John’s readers became Christians or to the
beginning of the apostles’ ministry. Without further comm ent Collins then concludes,
“If we ap ply this insight to the verses in Matthew 19, we find that they mo st naturally
refer to ‘the beginning’ of the human race.” 8 3 Attempting to neutralize the youngearth argument from Mark 10:6, he refers to Matt 24:21 (“from the beginning of the
world”) and its parallel passage in Mark 13:19 (“from the beginning of the creation”).
He says that these phrases cover all of time or at least all of the time that humans
have existed to experience tribulation. But he contends that the total time since the
abso lute beginning is irrelevant to Jesus’ point in Mark 10:6. So he concludes that
such verses “have no bearing on the age of the ea rth.” 8 4
Several responses are possible. First, one might ask how Collins knows that
young-earthers build their argument only from the italicized word (“the”) in the
English phrase “from the beginning.” None of the young-earthers cited above argues
that way. But in any case, the English phrase is no more definite than the Greek
phrase. Second, in 1 John 1:1; 2:13-14 John easily could have said “He who was
before the beginning” (cf. Jo hn 17 :24; 1 Pet 1 :20). But he says rather, “He who was
from the beginning.” In the opening of his Gospel, which refers to the creation of all
things in the beginning, no reason exists to see the verses as lending support to the
restricted meaning of “the beginning of the human race.” T hird, neither Collins’
suggested meanings of the verses about Satan (1 John 3:8) nor the verses about
Christians (1 John 2:7; 2:24; 3:11) support his restricted interpretation. Since no one
knows precisely what “from the beginning” refers to with respect to S atan, those
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verses canno t be used to suppo rt his interpretation of “from the beginning of the
human race.” But also, though that verse and the ones related to Christians in 1 John
may be construed to give “insight” into Co llins’ interpretation of Matt 19:4, they do
so only because he has ignored the additional words “of creation” in the parallel
passage of Mark 10:6.
Lastly, Collins overlooks Luke 11:50-51, which is relevant to his argument
about Mark 10:6. No young-earther has argued that the age of the earth is “the po int”
of any of the Jesus AGE verses. Although the particular phrases are incidental to the
main thrust of Jesus’ statements, they nevertheless reveal something of Jesus’
worldview, i.e., that He is a young-earth creationist. In Luke 11 Jesus could have said
merely that “the blood of all the prophets will be charged against this generation,
from the blood of Abel … ” and left out the words “shed from the foundation of the
world .” This latter phrase is unnecessary to warn people of judgment, but its presence
revea ls an aspec t of Jesus’ worldview. The same applies to the additional but
unnecessary (if Jesus is only referring to the beginning of the human race) words “of
creation” in Mark 10:6 and 13:19 . Furthermore, it is very doubtful that any Pharisees
and any Christian readers of the Gospels prior to the nineteenth century would have
thought that Jesus was referring to only the creation of man or the beginning of the
human race, for there is no biblical evidence that long ages of time elapsed between
the abso lute beginning in Gen 1:1 and the creation of man in Gen 1:26. As noted
abo ve, Jesus always treated the OT narratives as straightforward history.
W e therefore have good reasons to reject Collins’ attempts to avoid the clear
implications of the Jesus AGE verses for an understanding of the age of the earth.
Also, it is clear from his book that the driving force behind Collins’ old-e arth
interpretations of Scripture is his unquestioning trust in the claims of the evolutionary
geologists about the age of the rocks. At the end of his four-page discussion of
geology, he states, “I conclude, then that I have no reason to disbelieve the standard
theories of the geologists, including their estimate for the age of the earth. They may
be wrong, for all I know; but if they are wrong, it’s not because they have improperly
smuggled philosophical assumptio ns into their work.” 8 5 But, as I argue elsewhere,8 6
smuggling philosophical assumptions into their work is precisely what geo logists
have done (usually unknowingly because o f the educational brainwashing they
received). W ithout the uniform itarian assump tions of philosophical naturalism, which
have controlled geology (and astronomy) for the past two centuries, no “evidence”
for millions of years would exist.
Supported by Hugh Ross, Stoner promotes the day-age theory and attempts
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to refute the young-earth arguments from the Jesus AGE verses. 8 7 First of all, he says
that “Adam was created on the sixth day of creation, not the first. This was not the
beginning of crea tion no matter how long or short the creatio n days were.” But, as
noted before, “the beginning of creation” refers to the whole first week, and when
Jesus said these words 4,000 years after the beginning, the sixth day was truly at the
beginning of creation, on the level of precision that He was speaking (everyday
language to a non-scientific audience). Second, Stoner argues that ktivsi" (“creation”)
in Mark 10:6 should be translated as “institution” so that Jesus should be understood
to be talking about the beginning of the institution of marriage, not the beginning of
creation. He b ases this interpretation on the fact that in 1 Pet 2:13 ktivsi" is
translated in the NIV as “autho rity instituted.” But Stoner is mistaken bec ause he did
not pay careful attention to his own English quote of Peter, where it says “to every
authority instituted among m en,” i.e., to every human authority or “to every human
institution” (as in N A SB). T he Greek text is clear: in pavsh/ ajnqrwpivnh/
ktivsei the adjective ajnqrwpivnh/ modifies ktivsei. An institutional
authority (such as kings, governors, and slave masters, which Peter discusses in the
context) is indeed a “human creation” (the literal translation of Peter’s Greek words).
But this is a very d ifferent co ntextual use of ktivsi" than in Mark 10:6.
Furthermore, Jesus could have easily said “from the first marriage” or “from the
beginning of marriage” or “since God created man,” if that is what He meant. Also,
if ktivsi" in Mark 10:6 has the meaning “authority” or “institution,” it makes no
sense. What would “from the beginning of authority” or “beginning of institution”
mean? To make it meaningful, Stoner would have to add a word to the text, which
has no clear contextual justification. Finally, Stoner ignores Mark 13:19 and Luke
11:50-51, which in two of Henry Morris’ books cited by Stoner expose the error of
Stoner’s interpretation of Mark. That neither the NASB nor the NIV (nor any other
English translation) uses “authority” or “institution” as a translation for ktivsi"
in Mark 10 :6 is worth noting. All of the above app lies to the reasoning of Geisler and
Ankerberg, 8 8 who in their opposition to the young-earth view, reason essentially the
same as Stoner and Ross on Mark 10:6. 8 9
In their 1991 booklet on evolution, Ankerberg and W eldon men tion M att
19:4 -5 (para llel to Mark 10:6) as part of their defense of the young-earth view. They
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even state that they have studied the vario us old-earth reinterpretations of Genesis “in
detail and believe they all have fatal biblical flaws.” 9 0 Unfortunately, in an October
2000 TV debate between Ross and K ent Hovind, Ankerberg has since ignored Jesus’
teaching, and his own previous reasoning based on it, and has abandoned the youngearth view by sympa thizing with Hugh R oss’s old-earth views. 9 1 He has continued
to promote Ro ss’s teaching in a 2004 TV series and in another series with Kaiser and
Ross in 20059 2 and by moderating (but not with impartiality) the 8-part “The Great
Debate” between K en Ha m and D r. Jason Lisle from A nswers in Genesis and Drs.
Kaiser and Ross, a debate televised starting in January 2006.9 3
W enham contends correctly that Jesus “consistently treats the historical
narratives as straightforward rec ords of fact.” 9 4 In his discussion that follow s this
statement he cites more than 50 passages from the Gospels and refers once to Ma rk
10:6 and three times to Luke 11:50-51. After one mention of the latter passage,
W enham states, “This last passage brings out his [Jesus’] sense of the unity of history
and his grasp of its wide sweep . His eye surveys the who le course of histo ry from
‘the found ation o f the world’ to ‘this generatio n’.” 9 5 W enham notes that “curiously
enough, the narratives that are least acceptable to the so-called ‘modern mind’ are the
very ones that he seem ed m ost fond of choosing for his illustrations.” 9 6
But later he strangely reasons in reference to Mark 10:2 that “the references
to the ordinance of monogamy ‘from the beginning of creation,’ for instance, do not
seem to necessitate a literal interpretation of chapters 1 and 2 of G enesis for their
validity.” However, in the process of justifying this view he overlooks Ma rk 10:6 and
instead focuses on the laws of Moses re ferred in Mark 10:3-4 (cf. Deut 24:1, 3). He
seems not to have applied his own true statement to his thinking on origins: “T hus to
our Lord the Old T estament is true as to its history, it is of divine authority, and its
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very writings are inspired by God H imself.” 9 7
W enham prese nts the sam e arguments in summary form in his contribution
to the defense o f inerrancy. 9 8 He gives good reasons for rejecting the notion that Jesus
accommodated His teachings to the (supposed) erroneous beliefs of His contemporaries. He cites Luke 11:50-51 three times (quoting it in full once) to affirm that “Jesus
consistently treats Old Testament historical narratives as straightforward records of
fact.” 9 9 But in his listing of 27 G ospel passages, he starts with Abel (instead of Adam)
and again overlooks Mark 10:6 and 13:19. When he later refers to Mark 10:2ff., he
states,
The teaching of monogamy as being God’s plan from ‘the beginning of creation’
perhaps does not necessitate a literal interpretation of chapters 1 and 2 of Genesis
for its validity; but subsequent reference to the changed situation under Moses
seems to require it. Seldom can a non-literal meaning be applied without some
loss of vividness and effectiveness. 1 0 0
Sad ly, W enham’s scholarly understatement weak ens the a uthority of the Lo rd’s
straightforward records of fact. And nowhere in his discussion does Wenham explain
on what grounds he does not accept the literal interpretation of Genesis 1–2.
In a 1989 article on the history and future o f evangelicalism, W enham
begins with these words: “Many devout and thoughtful people are deeply worried as
to where evang elicalism is going.” 1 0 1 He recounts with sadness the fact that many
evangelicals have slid into liberalism or at least a denial of inerrancy. He laments that
the Christian faith and morals lost much ground in the twentieth century. He adm its
that “Darwin raise d problems for biblica l Christianity which ne ither the Victorians
nor ourselves hav e ever wholly solved,” but he strongly rejects young-earth
creationism. He considers it to be “far saner and healthier” to reject Darwinism w hile
still accepting the millions of years demanded by evolutionary geologists and
cosmo logists, though he does not end orse any particular old-earth reinterpretation of
Gene sis.1 0 2 In his proposed plan of action to revive evangelicalism, he says that “we
shall probably have to work again and again at Genesis 1–11,” b ut apparently that
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means coming up with new alternative old-earth reinterpretations, rather than
accepting the straightforward literal interpretation which Jesus and the apos tles
affirmed. 1 0 3 He concludes by saying, “[W]e want the Church united in utter loyalty
to Christ and his revelation … without compromising bib lical principles.” 1 0 4 But is
it loyalty to Christ for us to ignore or reject Jesus’ teaching regarding the literal truth
of Genesis and the age of the earth?
Conclusion
The sayings of Jesus recorded in the Gospels demonstrate that Jesus was
clearly a young-earth creationist. Nothing in His teachings sup ports an old -earth
view (of man being created long ages after the beginning of creation).
Two figures illustrate the impo rtance of Jesus’ statements on this subject.
Figure 1
+---------------------------------------------4000 years------------------------------------------+
Beginning
Jesus
Adam & Eve
Figure 2
+------------------------------------------14 billion years---------------------------------------+
Beginning
Today
Big Bang
“Adam & Eve”
As figure 1 illustrates, the time from when Jesus spoke these words as
recorded by Mark and L uke back to the first day of creation would be about 4,000
years, assuming no gaps in the G enesis genealogies. 1 0 5 Jesus taught that Adam was
at the beginning of creation (the 6th day on a 4,000-year timescale would be the
“beginning of creation” in the non-technical, everyday language that Jesus was
using).
Contrast this to the evolutionary view, illustrated in figure 2, that all oldearth proponents em brace, nam ely that the big bang happened ab out 14 billion years
ago, earth came into existence about 4.5 billion years ago and true Homo sapiens
came into existence only a few hundred thousand years ago (or less). On a 14-billionyear timescale this would mean that man c ame into existence at the very tail end of
creatio n up to the pre sent.
So one cannot believe Jesus’ view and the evolutionary view on the age of
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the earth at the sam e time. T hey diametrically oppose each other.
Present-day young-earthers have been using the Jesus A GE verses in
support of their view for decades. In contrast, of the sixty-one o ld-earth proponents
examined (many of them among the top scholars in evangelicalism), only three
(Grudem, Collins, and Stoner) de al with the Jesus AGE verses and attempt to rebut
the young-earth creationist interpretation of them. Their old-earth argume nts are very
weak. Sadly, many o f the old-earth proponents refer to each other’s writings
(therefore circulating their misguided arguments), and the vast majority of them do
not attempt to refute the best young-earth arguments and, in fact, give little or no
evidence of having read the m ost current, leading young-earth writings. T he old -earth
writers have influenced the church through seminaries and Bible colleges and through
the endorsem ent of such prominent Ch ristian lead ers such as James D obson, B ill
Bright, Charles Co lson, and R. C. Sp roul. 1 0 6
The above sixty-one old-earth authors hold on to the idea of millions of
years for only one reason, and it is not beca use millions of years is taught in the Bible
(for it is not).1 0 7 It is, as many of these men p lainly indicate, because they op erate
with the assumption that the evolutionary geologists and astronomers have proven
scientifically that the creation is billions of years old. 1 0 8 Yet this is an uninformed and
false assumption. Months or years of study are not necessary to see this. About 25
hours is sufficient. I plead with my o ld-earth Christian read ers to lea rn recent data on
the scientific arguments for a young earth.1 0 9
Mark No ll’s scathing criticism of young-earth creationism is gro ssly in
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error. In his widely acclaimed book denouncing young-earthers for the (supposed)
scandalo us misuse of their minds, he states that they use
a fatally flawed interpretive scheme of the sort that no responsible Christian teacher
in the history of the church ever endorsed before this century came to dominate the
minds of American evangelicals on scientific questions.… [These young-earthers are]
almost completely adrift in using the mind for careful thought about the world …
thinking they are honoring the Scriptures, yet who interpreting the Scriptures on
questions of science and world affairs in ways that fundamentally contradict the
deeper, broader, and historically well-established meanings of the Bible itself.110
Sadly, Noll bases his indictment of young-earth creationists largely on the
historical interpretations of an openly agnostic (and former Seventh Day Adventist)
historian of science, Ronald Numbers, 111 whom (amazingly) Noll describes as a “truly
professional” historian who has “few bones to pick with basic Christian teachings.” 112
Numbers is certainly a justifiably respected historian of science. But being a selfproclaimed agnostic, he is far from being unbiased or neutral on basic Christian
doctrines—he rejects most, if not all, of them! Furthermore, Noll also accepts the
condescending evaluation of young-earthers by James Moore (a former evangelical, turned
skeptic), and many other non-Christian historians. He offers no substantive exegesis of
Scripture to defend his old-earth views and completely overlooks the Jesus AGE verses
as he harangues young-earthers for shallow thinking and lack of scholarship. Judging from
his text and footnotes, we might justifiably conclude that the only young-earth literature
he has read is the introduction to Whitcomb and Morris’ The Genesis Flood (published 46
years ago!), although he seems to have read a considerable amount of literature from
theistic evolutionists and progressive creationists. So where does the scandalous use of the
evangelical mind really lie? And just who is using a fatally flawed hermeneutic to interpret
Genesis? It is truly sad to see such a justly respected Christian historian ignore the
overwhelming witness to young-earth creationism in the first eighteen centuries of church
history.
We need to heed the words spoken by God to Peter, James, and John on the
Mount of Transfiguration. Though the Gospel writers record different aspects of God’s
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declaration about the nature of Jesus’ Sonship (Matt 17:5; Mark 9:7; Luke 9:35), they
precisely agree in their quotation of God’s command: “Listen to Him!” Evangelicals, and
especially evangelical scholars, need to listen to what Jesus says about Genesis 1–11 and
the age of the earth. Anyone who calls Him “Lord” cannot possibly have a different view
than He has and say that the age of the earth does not matter?

