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OUR EARTH—YOUNG OR OLD?

Wayne Jackson, M .A.

Thereare severa viewsamong religionists concerning the age
of the Universe and the Earth. Theistic evolutionistsand their
theol ogical kincontend that the Universeisperhaps20billion
yearsold, whilethe Earthis some4.6 billion years of age. By
theuseof interpretative manipul ationssuch asthe* gap theory”
(thenotionthat billionsof yearsaresilently tucked avay between
Genesis1:1and 1:2) and the“ day-ageview” (the assertionthat
the“ days’ of the creation week arenot literal daysbut eons of
time), theBibleismadetoaccommodatethesevast agesof time.

Othersfeel that thequestion of the Earth’ sageisunimportant.
They contend that the Bibleissilent regarding such matters,
hence, the Universe may be*“old” or “young”—theissuereally
isirrelevant. Still others (including thiswriter) affirm that the
Bibledoesnot ignorethissubject. They arguethat therearechro-
nological datainthe Scripturesthat suggest arelatively young
Earth, and that such being the case, thistheme, aswith any bib-
lical subject, never can beirrelevant.

MOTIVES

Let usbriefly look at thiscontroversy intermsof motive: If
theBibledid not addressthistopic, creationistsreally could not
carelessabout “when” thematerial Universebegan. Anall-pow-
erful God might have accomplished Hiscreation billionsof years
ago, or thousands of yearsago. Thecreationist simply wantsto
know—doesthedivine narrative speak regarding thismatter?
Hethuswill humbly let thetestimony of theBiblesettletheis-
sue. Ontheother hand, thosewho feel that the Earth’s present
order istheresult of evolutionary processes arefor ced to con-
tendfor anancient Earth becausetimeisthevery essenceof evo-
Iution. All evolutionists acknowledgethat without sufficient time
the process never could have occurred. In the words of George
Wald, “timeitself performsthe miracles’ (1954, p. 481).

ASSUMPTIONS AND EVIDENCES

Inview of theforegoing, every student of theHoly Scriptures
should consider the following facts:

(1) Thereisabsolutely noscientificproof that theEarthis
billionsof year sold. The averagelayman thinksthat the geolo-
gistshaveinfallibly established theantiquity of the Earth. They
havenot, and the candid writersadmit this. Dr. Stephen Moorbath
of theUniversity of Oxford wrote: “Noterrestrial rocksclosely
approaching an age of 4.6 billion years have yet been discov-
ered. Theevidencefor theageof theEarthiscircumstantial, be-
ing based upon...indirect reasoning” (1977, p. 921). Dr. John
Eddy of the High Altitude Observatory in Boulder, Colorado
declared: “ Thereisno evidencebased sol ely on solar observa-
tionsthat theSunis4.5to5hillionyearsold.” Hewent onto say.
“1 suspect that the Sunis4.5 billion years old. However, given
some new and unexpected resultsto the contrary, and sometime
for frantic recal cul ation and theoretical readjustment, | suspect
that we could livewith Bishop Ussher’svaluefor the age of the

Earthand Sun. | don’t think wehavemuchintheway of observa-
tional evidenceinastronomy to conflict withthat” (1978, p. 18).
Although Ussher’s precise calculations are not now considered
tobetotaly accurate, itisinterestingto observethat somescholars
are gravitating back in that direction.

(2) Thetechniquesfor “dating” theEarth arebased upon
uniformitarian (evolutionary) assumptions. Radiometric
methodsfor dating the Earth’srocksare grounded upon the de-
cay sequencesof certainelements. For example, uranium-238
(calleda“ parent” element) will, through aseriesof decomposition
processes, ultimately producelead-206 (referredto asa* daugh-
ter” element). Since scientistsbelievethey know the present rate
of decay, if asamplerock isfound to contain both uranium-238
andlead- 206, theratio of thetwoisused to determinetheageof
thesample. However, scientistsadmit that in order for thistech-
niqueto bevalid, certain assumptionsmust begranted: (a) Itis
assumed that therewas no lead-206 intherock at thetimeof its
formation. But what if lead-206 wasapart of theoriginal crea-
tion?Thatinvalidatestheentiresystem! (b) It must beassumed
that neither the parent uranium nor the daughter lead has de-
creased or increased since the beginning. However, thereisan
increasi ng body of evidencewhichindicatesthat both parent and
daughter elements, under the proper conditions, can migratein
therocks. (c) The assumption ismadethat decay rates havere-
mained constant. Again, however, recent research has shown that
while these decay rates appear constant within narrow limits,
under special circumstancesthey may be altered. Evolutionist
Frederic B. Jueneman wrote:

Theage of our globeispresently thought to be some 4.5
billion years, based on radiodecay rates of uranium and
thorium. Such “confirmation” may beshort-lived, asna-
tureisnot tobediscovered quitesoeasily. Therehasbeen
inrecent yearsthehorriblerealization that radiodecay rates
arenot asconstant aspreviously thought, nor arethey im-
mune to environmental influences.

And thiscould mean that theatomic clocksarereset during
someglobal disaster, and eventswhich brought theM eso-
zoictoaclosemay not be65 millionyearsago but, rather,
within the age and memory of man (1982, p. 21).

(3) Numerousevidencesreveal that evolutionary dating
methodsarenot reliable. Thefollowing examplesdemonstrate
the folly of giving unqualified endorsement to the different
“clocks’ that arereputed to establish an aged Earth. (a) Studies
onsubmarinebasalticrocksfrom Hawaii, knownto haveformed
lessthan twohundr ed year sago, when dated by the potassium-ar-
gon method, revealed “ ages’ from 160 million to almost 3 hil-
lionyears(Funkhouser and Naughton, 1968, p. 4601). (b) The
shellsof living mollusks have been dated at up to 2,300 years
old (Keithand Anderson, 1963, p. 634). Talk about aM ethuse-
lahmollusk! (c) Freshly killed seals have been dated at 1,300
years, and mummified seals, dead only somethirty years, have
yielded datesashighas4,600years(Dort, 1971, 6:210). (d) Ac-
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cording to the evolutionary dating scale, stalactites (minera de-
positsthat areformed by drippingwater) build at therate of about
oneinch per century. Huge stal actitesare used as* proof” of an
ancient earth. However, inan unused wing of theMilwaukee Pub-
lic Museum (aportion of which is underground), there are sta-
lactitessomesix feetlong. Thiswould suggest, accordingtouni-
formitarianassumptions, that themuseumwasbuilt 7,200 years
ago—or someb5,700year sheforeColumbussailed tothenew
wor |d! (Bible-Science Newd etter, June 1983, p. 10). Many other
examples, equally devastating, could be cited.

(4) Thereareclear biblical affirmationswhich suggest an
Earth that isrelatively young. If it can established biblically
that humanity and the Earth are approximately thesameage, and
if it can be shown that man’ sexistenceisto bemeasuredinterms
of thousands, not millionsor billions, of years, suchwould dem-
onstratetherelative youthfulness of our planet. Accordingly,
pleaseconsider thefollowing declarationsof Scripture. (a) Mo-
sesdeclaredthat all created thingshad their genesisinthesame
week (Genesis1:31). Thisincluded both Earth and man, and that
“week” consisted of literal dayssuch aslsragl observed in keep-
ing the Sabbath (Exodus 20:11). (b) The prophetsaffirmed that
Jehovah's sovereignty had been evident to man “from the begin-
ning,” evenfrom*thefoundationsof theearth” (cf. 1saiah 40:21).
(c) Christ stated that “male and female” (i.e., Adam and Eve)
had beenmade* fromthebeginning of thecreation” (Mark 10:6),
and Christ should know for He was there (John 1:1ff.)! That
statement never can be harmonized with thenotionthat the Earth
existed billions of yearsbefore the creation of mankind. (d) Paul
argued that evidences of theinvisible God have been perceived
(obviously by man) “sincethe creation of theworld” (Romans
1:21). Anyone who takes seriously the testimony of the Scrip-
tures cannot but see the import of such passages.

Additionally, the Bibledocumentsthat man’syearsuponthe
Earth have beenrelatively few. In Luke 3, the historianliststhe
genealogy of Jesusall theway back to Adam, whowasthe“first
man” (1 Corinthians 15:451. From Christ back to Abraham, there
aresomefifty-fivegenerations. Archaeol ogy hasdemonstrated
that thesefifty-five generations span approximately two thousand
yearsat most (cf. Kitchenand Mitchell, 1974, p. 213). Further,
from Abraham back to Adam thereare but twenty additional gen-
erations(anumber of whichwererenownedfor longevity). Even
if onegranted afew omissionsinthe geneal ogy (aswith some of
theO.T. genealogies—cf. Ezra7:3-4; 1 Chronicles6:6-10), there
isno reason to assume that those earlier generations of the
Lord sfamily treearetreatedinadifferent manner thanthelater
generations. Hence, they span only afew thousand years, cer-
tainly not millions! If that isnot the case, then the geneal ogical
records of the Bible are ameaninglesswaste of space! The Scrip-
turesarenot silent concerning therelative ages of the Earthand
of man.

(5) Thereisscientificevidencefor ayoung Earth. TheBi-
bleisthefinal word onany subject that it addresses. Any time
that scienceisat oddswiththeclear testimony of the Word of
God, thenscienceisinerror. Inspiteof evolutionary claimsto
thecontrary, itisrefreshingtoknow therearegenuinescientific
evidencesthat pointto ayoung Earth, inharmony withtheindi-
cationsof Scripture. Of the many teststhat might be discussed,
only afew can be mentioned here.

(a) Thelate ThomasBarnes, professor emeritusof physicsat
theUniversity of Texas, did extensiveresearchintothedecay of
the Earth’smagneticfield. Hisfindingsindicated that the mag-
netic field had been created only afew thousand years ago and
is decaying toward extinction (Barnes, 1973).

(b) Deep under thecrust of theEarthliehugereservoirsof oil
and water. Many of these are characterized by extremely high
fluid pressures. It isthishigh pressurethat producesthe gush-
ers’ withwhichwell drillersare sofamiliar. Now scientistsare
aware of the fact that these underground pressures are dimin-
ishing (much like air seeping from the tire of an automobile).
What intriguesthemisthis: if thisseepagehasbeengoing onfor
millionsof years(evolutionistsassumethereservoirsaremillions
of yearsold), why hasn’t the pressure been completely dimin-
ished?Itisanacknowledgedfact that therock abovethesepres-
surepools, evenunder thestrictest conditions, isporousenough
to allow the pressure to escape in amatter of only afew thou-
sand years (see Cook, 1960, pp. 254-262).

(c) Supposedly, meteoriteshavebeenfalling from outer space
toEarthfor billionsof years. If thevariousstrataof theEarthre-
quiredbillionsof yearsto establish, meteoritesshould befound
all theway downineachindividual stratum. But thefactis, mete-
oriteshavenot beenfoundintheso-called“older” strata. Itthus
would appear that the sedimentary stratawerelaiddowninarel-
atively short period of time, thus explaining why the meteor-
itesarefound near thetop. Thisfitswell withthebiblical narra-
tive about the Genesis Flood (cf. Kofahl, 1980, p. 123).

(d) According to recognized population growth statistics, if
man had been multiplying on Earth for onemillionyears, there
would bemorepeoplethan could bejammedintotheentireknown
Universe! And remember, evolutionistsclaim that man hasbeen
here two to three million years!

CONCLUSION

Isthe Earth therefore“young” or “old”’ ? Evidenceindicates
thatitisyoung. Doesit matter?Yes, for ayoung Earthisconsis-
tent with the testimony of the Bible; further, it isavalid argu-
ment against the*time” ingredient essential for thealleged pro-
cess of evolution.
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