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Abstract. The nature of humans and their relationship to God and nature are fundamental issues 
in the Christian gospel. Scripture and science provide conflicting views on these issues, often 
producing major tensions within the Church, especially among the more educated members. 
Numerous attempts have been made to reconcile Scripture and science. These "intermediate 
models" generally involve accepting some type of divine creative activity over long ages of time. 
An examination of proposed intermediate models shows that each of them fails to resolve the 
tensions between Scripture and science. Science does not appear adequate to explain the history 
and nature of humans, their origins, or their relationship to nature. 

INTRODUCTION 

It is sometimes claimed that the six-day creation described in Genesis faces serious 
scientific problems and therefore it should be rejected in favor of some other model. The 
purpose of this paper is to evaluate the alternative models that have been proposed to 
determine how well they are supported scientifically and biblically. I will start by 
reviewing some arguments in favor of the six-day creation. Next I will define some 
terms, and then consider a series of origins models that have been proposed, along with 
some of the problems they face. I will show that no model of origins is free of scientific 
problems, and thus conclude that apparent conflict with science is not, in itself, a 
sufficient cause to reject a model of origins. 

Four Reasons a Six-day Creation Is Important 

The Bible includes many references to divine activity in the origins of the world, of living 
organisms, and of humans. Different points are emphasized in different passages, and one 
must consider all that Scripture has to say on the topic if one wishes to understand what 
the Bible teaches on the subject. One of the key Biblical concepts is the account of a six­
day creation that transformed the earth from a dark, watery, chaotic state into a lighted, 
organized state complete with suitable habitats and living organisms. In this paper, I will 
argue that the six-day creation model, although admittedly difficult to correlate with 
scientific observations, is the best model of origins available. I will briefly present four 
reasons the six-day creation is important, and then elaborate on the fourth reason. 

A six-day creation should be accepted because it is a teaching of Scripture. First, creation 
in six days is explicitly described in Genesis 1. Second, the six-day creation is given 
special emphasis in Exodus 20 as the basis for the seventh-day Sabbath. Third, Jesus 
affirmed the authority of Moses' writings in general in the parable of the rich man and 
Lazarus (Luke 16:31 ), and more specifically the Genesis creation accounts in His 
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response to the question of divorce (Matthew 19:4-5). Fourth, every New Testament 
writer alludes with approval to the Genesis account of pre-history, including the 
completion of the creation by the 7th day (Hebrews 4:4). Fifth, Ellen White strongly and 
unequivocally endorses the six-day view and rejects any other. The Genesis account of 
creation in six days is presented in the Bible as an important concept. 

A second reason to accept a six-day creation is it is affirmed by the cross. Jesus died to 
save sinners, by accepting the death that results from sin (1 Peter 2:24; Isaiah 53; etc). 
This is the substitutionary atonement, widely recognized as the heart of the gospel. Death 
is the result of the sin of Adam, created separately and in God's image (Genesis 1,3; 
Romans 5, etc). Creation as described in Genesis is a logical implication of the cross as 
understood by Seventh-day Adventists and many others. No other creation story provides 
such meaning to the cross without encountering serious scientific and Biblical problems. 

The eschatological role of the Sabbath is a third reason to accept the six-day creation. The 
role of the seventh-day Sabbath in the final conflict is a keystone doctrine for Seventh­
day Adventists. Anything that would undermine the significance of the seventh-day 
Sabbath should be regarded with concern. The Bible presents only one reason the 
Sabbath should be kept on the seventh day, and that is because of God's example in the 
creation week described in Genesis. Other reasons are given for observing a Sabbath rest 
(Deuteronomy 5:15; Ezekiel20:12), but no other reason is given for observing that rest 
on the seventh day of the week. Rejection of the six-day creation destroys the basis for 
the seventh-day Sabbath, and exposes one to eschatological problems. These ideas are 
affirmed by Ellen White in unequivocal language. 

A fourth reason to accept a six-day creation is that no other available model is 
satisfactory. Science is the main alternative source of origins theories, but origins 
questions appear to be non-scientific in nature. Science lacks' the tools to provide answers 
to the most fundamental questions about origins, such as how the universe began, and 
how life started. Other origins issues that appear to be beyond the reach of science 
include the origin of biological information, the origin of cellular reproduction, the origin 
of gender and sexual reproduction, the origin of morphological novelties, the origin of 
development, etc. Scientists and theologians have tried to develop other models, but none 
of them seems adequate. No other model has Scriptural support, and none of them is 
without significant scientific problems. The inadequacy of alternative models is the focus 
of this paper. 

DEFINING "CREATION" AND "EVOLUTION" 

The terms "creation" and "evolution" are both used in a variety of meanings that tend to confuse 
rather than clarify the issues. For this reason, I will attempt to define the terms for the purposes of 
this paper. 

By creation, I mean the concept that God acted directly, through personal agency, to bring 
diverse lineages of living organisms into existence. "Creation" specifically implies the separate 
ancestry ofhumans, which is the crucial distinction from theories of"evolution." 
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God may have created the first individuals of each lineage ex nihilo (Hebrews 1 :3}, or from non­
living materials (Genesis 2:7}, or in some combination. Creation in the sense used here does not 
include the proposal that God caused new forms of life to appear through secondary processes, 
such as by guiding the process of evolution. Nor does it include the appearance of new 
individuals through reproduction. Accordingly, God (directly) created only the founders of each 
independent lineage. (Of course God created the entire universe ex nihilo, but here we are 
concerned primarily with the origins of living things.) 

By evolution I mean the concept of universal common ancestry1 (monophyly}, through descent 
with modification, regardless of the mechanism, whether naturalistic or divinely guided. 
Evolution is the theory that all organisms, including humans, descended from the same original 
ancestor. The crucial point here is the common ancestry of humans and non-humans, in 
distinction from theories of"creation." 

I would distinguish between "evolution" and some other terms commonly associated with it. 
Variation and speciation do not entail universal common ancestry, so they are not the same as 
evolution. Evolution is sometimes defined merely as "change over time," but this is not an 
adequate definition. Every individual changes over time, yet individuals do not evolve -- it is 
populations that evolve. "Change over time" does not necessarily imply universal common 
ancestry. The term "macroevolution" has no single accepted definition, and I will avoid the term 
in order to avoid the confusion its use sometimes brings. 

What is an "Intermediate" Model of Origins? 

Biblical creation and naturalistic evolution are radically different models of origins, and are often 
the focus of attention when issues in creation are discussed. The differences between these two 
theories are profound, and the contrasts can readily be identified in such issues as whether the 
universe and human life were purposefully designed, the nature and extent of God's actions in the 
universe, and the extent to which answers to philosophical questions can be inferred from nature 
and from Scripture. 

Biblical creation is based on a literal-phenomenae interpretation (real events described in the 
language of appearance) of Genesis 1-3 and other creation texts. The Biblical model affirms that 
humans were separately created in a supernatural act of creation, some thousands of years ago, at 
the end of a six-day creation. They were endowed with the image of God and the possibility of 
eternal life. The original human pair freely chose to distrust God, bringing death and other evils 
into the world. 

In contrast, naturalistic evolution is based on a naturalistic approach to science, without respect to 
Biblical teachings. Naturalistic ("scientific") evolution claims that humans developed from ape­
like ancestors, through strictly natural processes, over several millions of years. Humans have no 
special status in nature, and there is no basis for believing in life after death. Death, disease and 
suffering are simply natural by-products of the processes operating in nature, and cannot be 
considered good or evil in any "moral" sense. The differences between the two models could 
hardly be more dramatic. 

However, other models have been proposed that tend to blur some of the contrasts between the 
Biblical and naturalistic theories. A number of attempts have been made to develop intermediate 
models, in which elements of the Biblical story of creation are mixed with elements of the 
naturalistic story of origins. All of these models share the Biblical idea that nature is the result of 
divine purpose, and the "scientific" idea of long ages of time. 
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We do not have time to consider every variety of origins model, but most of them are variants of 
two major categories of models, often called "progressive creation" (or "multiple creations") and 
"theistic evolution." Neither of these categories is consistently defined, and each includes a range 
of models that differ in significant details. Thus it will be necessary to define the categories 
clearly and describe the major components of the models in order to identify their implications 
and assess their strengths and weaknesses. 

CLASSIFYING MODELS OF ORIGINS 

Several attempts have been made to classify intermediate models of origins.3 My classification 
borrows from these previous attempts, but emphasizes elements that seem to be particularly 
useful for evaluating the models. The major criterion is the putative ancestry of humans. This 
criterion divides the intermediate models into two categories: "long-age creation" models, and 
"theistic evolution" models. 

By long-age creation I mean any theory that includes the stepwise appearance of living 
organisms over the long ages of the geological time scale, and the idea of separately created 
lineages, especially the special creation of humans. Since all the major forms of long-age creation 
involve a series of discrete creation acts, I regard the term multiple creations as a synonym for 
long-age creation. Various long-age creation models are distinguished on the basis of how they 
propose to interpret the "days" in Genesis 1. 

I will use the term theistic evolution for those theories that accept the continuous development of 
living organisms over the long ages of the geological time scale, and universal common ancestry, 
including humans, in a divinely guided process. Various forms of theistic evolution are 
distinguished by the nature of the proposed divine activity in nature. Theories that do not include 
any divine activity are beyond the scope of this paper. 

LONG-AGE CREATION MODELS (including "progressive creation") 

Long-age creation models include any model that incorporates the two ideas of: 1) the geological 
time scale and 2) the separate creation of humans, and numerous other independent lineages. 
These models are usually associated with the idea that if there was a six-day creation or Biblical 
flood, they were local events, rather than global. Ramm4 introduced the term "progressive 
creation" and argued for many separate creations, each followed by "horizontal" but not "vertical" 
radiations. However, this term is used for a wide variety of models, at least one of which includes 
an animal ancestry for humans.5 Because "progressive creation" is so vague, I prefer to use "long­
age creation" or "multiple creations." 

Classifying long-age creation models 

Probably the most significant distinguishing feature of long-age creation models is the 
interpretation of the word "day" in Genesis 1. Certain long-age creation models hold that the 
creation "days" are literal, sequential days of creation, while other long-age creation models hold 
that the "days" are non-literal and/or: non-sequential. (Theistic evolution models necessarily hold 
that the "days" are non-literal.) I use this difference to help classify the long-age creation models 
discussed below. 
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Multiple-creation models with sequential, literal creation days 

Gap theory. One of the first models of multiple creations over long ages was the "gap theory."6 

This theory maintains that there was an ancient creation that was corrupted by Satan and finally 
destroyed. The destruction might have been due directly to Satan's activity when he supposedly 
was in control of the world7 or the results of a war between Satan and God. 8 The fossil record 
reflects the history of this creation and conflict. Genesis 1 refers to a recent, new creation in six 
literal, contiguous days.9 Proponents of this view often claim that the phrase "the earth was 
without form and void" (Genesis 1 :2) should read 11the earth became without form and void," 
which represents a change from its original condition (compare with Isaiah 45: 18).10 

The gap theory founders on both exegetical and scientific grounds. Exegetically, the gap theory is 
based on the supposition that Genesis 1 :2 means that the world "became" without form and void. 
However, the Hebrew word (hayetha) does not have that meaning. The text states that the earth 
was without form and void, not that it became without form and void. 11 

Scientifically, the gap theory predicts a "creation boundary" in the fossil record, with the rubble 
of the old destroyed creation below the boundary and the record of the new creation above the 
boundary. But there is no such "creation boundary" in the fossil record, and most scholars 
abandoned the gap theory long ago. 

Some scholars have attempted to get around this problem by claiming that the animals and plants 
of the first creation closely resembled God's work in re-creation.12 Thus, the "creation boundary" 
would be undetectable. In this view, some fossils that appear to be humans were actually human­
like animals, while others were true humans with moral accountability.13 Fossils from the two 
creations are supposedly morphologically indistinguishable. It seems logically problematic to 
claim that there is no observable difference between God's good new creation and the old 
creation that was so corrupted by Satan that it had to be destroyed. This idea lacks any Biblical, 
scientific or philosophical support, and it is perfectly understandable why the idea of an "invisible 
gap" has not been widely accepted. 

Intermittent Creation days (Multiple gaps). A few scholars have attempted to preserve the idea 
of literal days in a long time frame by proposing that the days were intermittent rather than 
contiguous.14 Thus, there were actually six literal creation days, in the sequence recorded in 
Genesis, but they were separated in time by millions of years. 

The major problem with this idea is that the sequence of events in Genesis conflicts with the 
fossil sequence (see under Day-age Model). This effectively falsifies the proposal. To get around 
this problem, a leading major proponent of this view states that "each successive day opens a new 
creative period." 15 The "literal" days are actually only beginning points of successive 
"overlapping ages" of creation. The successive creation events begin on specific days, but are 
completed some time later. This strategy effectively transforms the "intermittent11 creation days 
into the "overlapping day-age model" (see below under Non-literal, non-sequential days). 

Multiple-creation models with sequential but non-literal days 

Non-literal days. Various suggestions have been made that cut the relationship between literal 
days and the creation process. One is the "day-age" interpretation discussed in the next section. A 
similar suggestion is the "relativistic day" interpretation of Schroeder, 16 that proposes that "day" 
means a regular day to humans, but a period of time much different to God. 
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A third suggestion is that the Genesis "days" are "days of proclamation" or "fiat," in which God 
uttered the creative words in a series of six literal days. Each fiat might have initiated the creation 
process, but the events were only completed some time during the millions of years of the 
"age." 17 The latter proposal has the obvious problem of how one can have a first literal "day" 
before the solar system (or even the universe?) was created.18 Another problem with this 
interpretation is that Genesis records "and it was so" before the conclusion of each day. This 
seems to indicate that each day's creative activity was completed before the beginning of the next 
day. 

Each of these interpretations, in the form discussed here, attempts to retain the sequence of 
Genesis events. Hence, they are included with "day-age" models. 

Day-Age theory. I include here any model that maintains the Genesis sequence of creation, and in 
which the events of a creation "day" are not completed in a literal day, but may extend over long, 
sequential ages of indefinite length.19 The following models should be included: the "overlapping 
day-age" theorr0

; the "intermittent-day" theory ofNewman21
; and the "relativistic-day" theory of 

Schroeder?2 The day-age interpretation can also be included in a model of theistic evolution. 
Since all sequence-based, long-age models of origins conflict with the order of the fossil 
sequence, the problems described here would also apply to any theistic evolution model that 
attempts to preserve the Genesis creation sequence. 

The "day-age" interpretation has very serious exegetical issues.23 The exegetical problems include 
the Biblical description of each day as literal, with an evening and a morning. The phrase "and it 
was so" precedes the statement "and the morning and the evening were the [nth] day," and seems 
to indicate that the action of each day was completed before the day ended. Also, the fourth 
commandment specifies a literal Sabbath day as commemorating the (by inference) literal 
creation days. It is widely acknowledged that the natural reading of the text is that the days were 
literal.24 

Scientific issues were probably more influential than the exegetical problems in causing the 
demise of the day-age theory.25 The sequence of creation events does not match the sequence 
seen in the fossil record. In Genesis 1, the creation sequence of living groups is: 
1) land plants and fruit-bearing trees (Day 3); 
2) water creatures and flying creatures (Day 5); 
3) land vertebrates including mammals and humans (Day 6). 

In the fossil record, the sequence of first appearances is 
1) water creatures (Cambrian; Day 5); 
2) some land plants and land insects (Silurian; Day 3; Day 6?); 
3) flying insects and land vertebrates (Carboniferous; Day 5?; Day 6); 
(4) mammals (Triassic-Cretaceous; Day 6); 
5) birds (Jurassic/Cretaceous; Day 5); 
6) fruit-bearing trees (Cretaceous; Day 3); 
7) humans. (Plio/Pleistocene; Day 6) 

The primary similarity is that humans appear last in both lists, and that water creatures appear 
before flying or land creatures. Otherwise, the lists are quite different. 

These problems have led to the wide-scale abandonment of the day-age interpretation by most 
scholars. Hugh Ross, of Reasons to Believe, is probably the most vocal contemporary proponent 
of the day-age interpretation of multiple creations. Ross argues that the sequences are actually in 
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harmony.26 Ross appeals to flying insects rather than birds to place flying creatures before land 
creatures. However, if flying insects are to be included, land insects should also be included, and 
they appear before flying insects in the fossil record.27 The relative order of land plants and water 
creatures differs in the two sequences, as does the relative order of flying creatures and land 
creatures. These conflicts are sufficient to falsify all long-age models that incorporate the 
sequence of Genesis 1. 

The conflict between the sequence of Genesis and the sequence of the fossil record has been 
lmown for more than a century. Thomas Huxley commented on attempts to reconcile Genesis 
with geology, in a debate with William Gladstone. Gladstone apparently promoted the view that 
the days of creation were successive long ages, evolution was the method used by God to create, 
and the fossil sequence supported the sequence in Genesis. In a memorable passage, Huxley 
responded to this proposal:28 

"This statement appears to me to be the interpretation of Genesis which Mr. Gladstone 
supports, reduced to its simplest expression. "Period of time" is substituted for "day"; 
"originated" is substituted for "created"; and "any order required" for that adopted by Mr. 
Gladstone. It is necessary to make this proviso, for if "day" may mean a few million 
years, and "creation" may mean evolution, then it is obvious that the order (1) water­
population, (2) air-population, (3) land-population, may also mean (1) water-population, 
(2) land-population, (3) air-population; and it would be unkind to bind down the 
reconcilers to this detail when one has parted with so many others to oblige them." 

Multiple creation models with non-literal, non-sequential days. 

In contrast with day-age models, some models reject both the literalness of the days of creation 
and the sequence of creation events. This permits the model to match whatever the fossil record 
indicates. The "model" can be adjusted at will to fit any new fossil discoveries. The practical 
effect is that these models have no actual content of their own; they are merely a statement that 
whatever happened, God did it. 

One variant of this category is the suggestion that the Genesis "days" are days of revelation, in 
which Moses received a series of six symbolic visions about the creation29

, but the actual 
sequence of creation is not revealed. Another member of this category is the proposal that the 
"days" of creation are overlapping ages. Each age began when God uttered a command, but the 
actual creation events may have been completed during any of the "ages. "30 Again, the sequence 
of creation is unspecified. A major example of this category is the proposal that the "days" refer 
to God's heavenly activity rather than any earthly event. Another popular model of this type 
denies that the "days" of Genesis 1 have any correspondence to reality. 

Literary framework hypothesis. The literary framework hypothesis31 belongs in this category. 
The literary framework interpretation treats the "days" of Genesis 1 as neither literal nor 
sequential, but merely as a literary device for telling the theological truth that the world is a 
creation. No model of creation history is offered, although the special creation of a personal 
Adam and his subsequent Fall are considered to be true historical events. 

A key concept of the framework hypothesis is the "two-register cosmology." According to this 
formulation, the earth forms a visible "lower register" and the heavens form an invisible "upper 
register." The two "registers" are related "analogically." This framework is applied to Genesis 1 
to explain the "days" as periods of time that belong to the invisible "upper register,'' and not to the 
literal world in which the creation events took place. The authors insist that the creation "days" 
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refer to something real and significant in the "upper register," although it is not clear just what 
that means, since they deny the sequence represented in God's "daily" activities. 

The literary framework interpretation is not really a creation model, but an exegetical hypothesis. 
It makes no predictions about the fossil sequence and is infinitely flexible in its application. 
Therefore, the framework hypothesis is a non-scientific theory, and must be evaluated 
exegetically and theologically. 

Exegetically, the framework interpretation has very serious problems.32 The narrative style of the 
text, the words used to describe the events, and the rest of Scripture, including the fourth 
commandment, all combine to indicate the author's intention to describe literal, consecutive days. 
All New Testament writers appear to accept the Genesis story as literal.33 

The literary framework interpretation has the ability to explain away any exegetical 
inconvenience by referring it to the invisible "upper register," where it need not concern us. Any 
text that challenges our own opinions can be safely removed from the "real world" in which we 
live and relegated to the invisible "upper register," where its meaning becomes very vague. 

The framework interpretation suffers from the implication of a distinct separation of God's 
activities in the "upper register" from the world of the "lower register." This conflicts with the 
Biblical understanding that God is continuously acting throughout the entire universe, and is not 
confined to an "upper register."34 1t also faces serious theological problems with its implications 
for the character of a God who intentionally created a world of violence, death and suffering. 35 

"Serial Creation" Model 

This is the model Bernard Ramm proposed and called "progressive creation."36 I use the term 
"serial creation" because the original term has been applied to such a diversity of models that its 
meaning is not clear. The model proposes two types of creative activity. Morphological gaps in 
the fossil sequence are explained as the result of discrete creations while more-or-less continuous 
morphological sequences are explained by guided descent with modification. The sequence of 
creation is whatever the fossil record indicates. The creation account in Genesis allegedly does 
not contain any prepositional revelation. 

The "serial creation" model encounters a number of problems. There is no evidence to support it, 
either biblically or scientifically. It attempts to explain the fossil sequence by appealing to a 
Creator whenever a gap is found in the fossil record, while appealing to "natural" processes the 
rest of the time. Scientifically, the model makes no predictions, and has the same status as a 
proposal that God supernaturally arranged the fossil sequence during the Flood. Philosophically, 
the model is unsatisfying because it is entirely ad hoc and conjectural. One may choose to believe 
it, but there is no particular reason to do so. Theologically, the model record implies a long 
history of repeated destructive catastrophes. Biblically, the model is based on inconsistent 
exegesis, accepting some parts of the Biblical story of creation as real, while denying other parts 
of the story. For these reasons, the theory of "serial creation" has never gained widespread 
acceptance. 

Problems Specific to Long-age Creation Models 

All long-age creation models suffer from numerous problems. Many of these problems are shared 
with theistic evolution and will be discussed later. A few problems unique to long-age creation 
are noted below. 

\. 
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First, all forms of long-age creation that make actual predications are in conflict with science. 
Those models that preserve the sequence of events outlined in Genesis are in conflict with the 
sequence of the fossil record. Thus, the intermittent day theory and day-age theory are both 
scientifically untenable. The gap theory predicts a "creation boundary" which the fossil record 
does not have. 

Second, the remaining versions of long-age creation are essentially conjectural. This refers to the 
framework hypothesis and the serial creation hypothesis. These lack direct support, either 
scientific or Biblical. The scientific evidence does not suggest a series of discrete creations of 
living organisms over long ages oftime.37 The Biblical evidence points away from such a 
suggestion, toward a single week for the creation of terrestrial life. While divine activity seems 
necessary in explanations of nature, the absence of Biblical support makes these models appear 
entirely ad hoc and difficult to defend. As pure conjectures, there seems no particular reason to 
accept either of these models. 

Third, there is a troubling inconsistency in interpreting Genesis 1 in a long-age context. 
"[O]ld earth special creatio~ism, by its choice to accept the scientifically derived 
timetable for cosmic history, is in the exceedingly awkward position of attempting to 
interpret some of the Genesis narrative's pictorial elements (interpreted as episodes of 
special creation) as historical particulars but treating the narrative's seven-day timetable 
as being figurative. "38 

Thomas Huxley, not lmown for his "political correctness," stated the problem rather 
sarcastically:39 

"If we are to listen t~ many expositors of no mean authority, we must believe that what 
seems so clearly defined in Genesis -- as if very great pains had been taken that there 
should be no possibility of mistake - is not the meaning of the text at all. The account is 
divided into periods that we may make just as long or as short as convenience requires . 
... A person who is not a Hebrew scholar can only stand aside and admire the marvelous 
flexibility of a language which admits of such diverse interpretations." 

Numerous theological problems are shared with theistic evolution, and will be discussed later in 
this paper. They include the problem of the origin of humans, the effects of the Fall, the problem 
of multiple mass destructions, and the problem of death before sin. 

Conclusions Respecting Long-age Creation Models 

Several models of long-age creation have been proposed. They share two characteristics: 
acceptance of the long geological time scale, and the separate creation ofhumans and other 
lineages. When the models are considered in detail, it is apparent that none of them is free of 
scientific problems. The gap model predicts a gap in the fossil record, which is non-existent. The 
intermittent creation day model and the day-age model conflict with the fossil sequence. 
Overlapping day-age models seem logically problematic due to the attempt to blend the sequence 
of Genesis days with a denial of the sequence of events recorded for those same days. The literary 
framework interpretation and the serial creation model are entirely ad hoc, and merely explain 
every observation in the fossil column with the words "God did it" (or, perhaps, 11the devil did 
it."). 

Long-age creation models were proposed with the intention of resolving the scientific problems 
faced by the Biblical literal-phenomenal model. However, all long-age creation models have 
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serious scientific problems. In addition, long-age creation models introduce serious theological 
problems. 

It seems pointless to reject the obvious meaning of Genesis on scientific grounds in order to 
accept another model with serious scientific problems. Seventh-day Adventists cannot improve 
their position by adopting any presently available model of long-age creation. 

THEISTIC EVOLUTION MODELS 

Theistic evolution models include any models that are based on 1) universal common ancestry of 
all organisms, including humans, and 2) the common descent of all organisms as the result of a 
divinely guided process over long ages of geological time. Several other terms are sometimes 
used for models of this type: "evolutionary creation"40

; "fully-gifted creation"41
; "providential 

evolution"42
; and continuous creation.43 

Classifying theistic evolution models 

Theistic evolution models differ among themselves primarily in how they propose divine 
guidance is accomplished.44 Many theistic evolutionists seem to accept the Greek dualistic idea of 
separation of spiritual and material.45 Since God is spiritual and the world is material, there is no 
direct interaction between the two. This creates a dilemma for those who think God does not 
interact with the material world, and yet see a need for some kind of divine guidance in nature. 

The number of minor variants of theistic evolution is too large to consider each one separately, 
but they can be grouped into categories. I will use three categories. One category includes views 
holding that God created nature to be autonomous, so that continuing divine influence on nature 
is unnecessary. The second category is that God is continuously interacting with nature in the 
regularities we recognize as natural law, yet He is somehow influencing the outcome for His own 
purposes. The third category is that God is continuously directing nature, in a manner similar to a 
mechanic who is constantly "tinkering" with an automobile engine. 

Theistic evolution through autonomous "natural law" 

One form of theistic evolution holds that nature is autonomous. This seems to be the view of Van 
Till,46 who uses the term "the fully gifted creation". According to Van Till, God did not 
"withhold" anything from the creation that would be needed for it to maintain "functional 
integrity." There are, allegedly, no "gaps" in the ''natural economy." · 

In this view, God does not personally control any natural event. Instead, God intentionally 
designed the laws of nature so that evolution is the natural result. God established the laws of 
nature at the time of the Big Bang, and no further divine action is needed. 47 God intended that 
consciousness would evolve, but He did not need to "coerce material into assuming forms that it 
was insufficiently equipped to actualize with its God-given capabilities."48 

The emphasis here is on the sufficiency of natural law. God is not a participant in the 
evolutionary process, but merely an observer. This view would be ordinary deism except that Van 
Till does allow God to occasionally intervene in the lives ofbelievers.49 However, interacting in 
the flow of nature is apparently forbidden. So the model is quasi-deistic, although Van Till 
dislikes that term. 
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The autonomous model of theistic evolution has some very serious difficulties. In the Bible, 
nature is not autonomous, but totally and continuously dependent on God for continued existence. 
There is no Biblical support for the idea of a God who does not interact with His creation, and 
much Biblical evidence against this idea. 50 

Scientifically, this model has serious problems. There are just too many apparent gaps in the 
"natural economy." Some of the most glaring examples include: the cause of the Big Bang; the 
origin oflife;51 the origin of gender and sexual reproduction;52 the origins of multicellularity, 
cellular differentiation, and embryonic development; the origins of the metazoan phyla and 
classes in the "Cambrian Explosion,"53 and other major groups; the rapid radiation (assuming the 
long age view) of"crown groups" of mammals and birds around the Cretaceous-Tertiary 
boundary; 54 and the origin of consciousness, language and morality in humans. No lmown natural 
law can explain the origin of any of these phenomena. The fact that they may operate in harmony 
with natural law says nothing about their respective origins. 

Second, there seems to be too much evidence of intelligent design in nature. From the irreducible 
complexity of many molecular machines to the fitness of the environment for the needs of living 
organisms, neither chance nor natural law seems an adequate explanation. Another example is the 
structure of the human brain, which appears to be designed for far more mental capacity than 
required for survival under the "law" of natural selection. 

Theistic evolution driven by God's continuous but undetectable interaction with nature 

Several versions of theistic evolution postulate that God continuously interacts with nature. 
Nature is not autonomous, but is totally dependent on God's continuous sustaining activity. God's 
activity is observed in the "laws of nature." But God is not merely sustaining nature; He is 
somehow influencing its directionality.55 As God sustains nature, He somehow acts providentially 
to bring about His will, in ways that are generally undetectable to us. This raises the dilemina of 
how God can influence nature to accomplish His will in specific instances without violating the 
regularity of the natural laws He chose as His method of sustaining the universe. 

Some have proposed56 that God acts through chaotic systems, which are unpredictable to us, 
although it is possible that God can predict the outcome. However, chaotic systems, while 
unpredictable to us, are driven by deterministic mathematical equations. 57 Another possibility is 
that quantum uncertainty may provide an opening for God to act in undetectable ways. 58 

However, quantum events, although uncertain individually, act statistically in predictable, lawlike 
ways, 59 which tends toward determinism rather than an opening for divine action. 

This model, or one much like it, is widely held among scientists, and is the primary object of 
criticism by the intelligent design group. If natural law is sufficient to explain evolution without 
God's intervention, why insist that there is actually an invisible, undetectable God somehow 
acting to influence events?60 

Some versions of theistic evolution are open to the possibility of occasional direct divine 
"intervention," as in miracles.61 Miracles are uncommon, special acts of God. Miracles for the 
benefit of believers are often accepted by theistic evolutionists62 but usually not in nature.63 Some, 
however, would permit miracles in the course of nature. God might "intervene" in nature, for 
example to help evolutionary processes over difficult obstacles64 such as the gaps mentioned 
previously. 
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Theistic evolution by divine "tinkering" 

A few scholars seem to favor the idea that God is continuously and freely active in nature, 
directly guiding processes to accomplish His will. In this view, evolution is directly guided, 
perhaps as a divine experiment, and not necessarily directed by natural law or providence. This 
would imply that the fossil record shows the history of divine experimentation or "tinkering" with 
life. 

Scientifically, this proposal seems difficult to justify. There is nothing in the fossil record to 
suggest divine tinkering. The fossil sequence does not seem to reflect divine superintendence. 
Mutations appear (with a few possible exceptions) to be unrelated to organismal needs, especially 
the many genetic diseases. Theologically, the proposal is preposterous because it implicates God 
as the direct cause of every evil, including genetic diseases. Even if the first case or two of 
muscular dystrophy could be explained as due to an experiment gone awry, any god clever 
enough to lmow how to manipulate the DNA would have quickly learned how to avoid causing 
the same genetic disease repeatedly. It is not surprising that this model has few proponents. 

Problems specific to Theistic Evolution Models 

All forms of theistic evolution have numerous problems. First, a direct reading of the fossil 
record, even with the assumption of the long age geological time scale, does not suggest a single 
evolutionary tree with all organisms descending from a cominon ancestor. The "evolutionary 
tree" as reflected in the fossil record, is full of morphological gaps. 65 These are especially glaring 
at the level of phyla and classes. The morphological pattern in the fossil record is summarized in 
the phrase "disparity precedes diversity."66 Descent with modification would produce the opposite 
pattern. 

Second, the fossil record exhibits too much evil for the evolutionary process to appear guided by 
a beneficent creator. There are too many extinctions, and too much evidence of suffering and 
disease. The problem is not solved by the various suggestions that have been offered67

: e.g., that 
we may be wrong in judging such things as evil68

; or that God's participation in suffering 
somehow makes it easier to take69

; or that God was limited to working with nature as it is70
; or 

that God was Wlable to (or chose not to) directly create humans in His image, and was forced to 
. ffi . I . d 71 Impose su enng on amora creatures m or er to create us. 

Third, the deleterious effects of most observed mutations seem di(ficult to reconcile with the 
notion that God is guiding them, either directly or indirectly. The origin of cancer and birth 
defects from mutations are related problems. 72 

Fourth, the origin of morally accoWltable humans is a difficult problem for all forms of theistic 
evolution. How can a continuous, gradual process accoWlt for a discontinuity in the origin of 
spiritual humans? In other words, how would one justify the position that a particular individual 
was morally accoWttable but his parents were not? A variety of conjectures have been brought 
forward, but none of them seems satisfactory. One proposal is that the humans gradually became 
morally conscious, and gradually fell. 73 Another suggestion is that Adam was not the first genuine 
human, but a person in whom God chose to create His "image."74 Another idea is that hominids 
became human when they gained a religious sense. 75 All these vie~s imply that some human-like 
fossils are not truly "human." By the same reasoning, one may ask whether all living races of 
humans are truly "human."76 Both Biblical and scientific data indicate that all humans are truly 
members of the same species in every respect. 
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Fifth, the possibility of human freedom seems difficult to harmonize with the view that the human 
mind arose purely through processes in which all chemical reactions were and are driven by 
natural law. Natural law does not seem capable of producing a brain with freedom of choice. 
Quantum uncertainty has been suggested as a solution to this problem, but quantum processes do 
not really provide a suitable mechanism for freedom of choice. 77 Individual events are 
unpredictable, which is not a good basis for free choice. Collective events are statistically 
deterministic, again not a good basis for free choice. Most humans believe they actually have 
freedom of choice, and they hold other humans accountable for their behavior. This would not be 
logical if natural law and/or God were directing every atom and every chemical reaction, rather 
than some reactions being subject to human will. 

Sixth, theistic evolution tends toward panentheism, although not all advocates accept 
panentheism.78 The proposal that God is somehow acting "within" the creation, continuously 
influencing its directionality, tends to blur the distinction between Creator and creation in the 
minds of some theistic evolutionists. 

Seventh, the "Fall" of Adam is difficult to explain in the context of theistic evolution. In 
evolution, humans are on an upward trajectory79 rather than the downward trajectory described in 
the Bible. This .. implication of theistic evolution introduces theological problems by undermining 
the Biblical teaching of Calvary and the atonement. 80 This point is discussed further below. 

Theistic evolution raises many other, serious Biblical and theological problems. These are too 
numerous to discuss here, but some of them have been discussed elsewhere. 81 A few will be 
mentioned here. 

GENERAL PROBLEMS WITH ALL INTERMEDIATE MODELS 

Certain problems are inherent in all intermediate models of origins, whether long-age creation or 
theistic evolution. The origin ofhumans in the image of God, and the relationship of natural evil 
to the Fall of Adam are perhaps the most interesting of these. 

The problem of Adam and the origin of humans 

All intermediate models of origins have a serious practical problem with the origin of humans. 
When one accepts the long geological time scale, one by implication accepts that there was a 
series of increasingly human-like fossils, stretching back more than a million years. Where do 
Adam and Eve fit into this scenario? 

Theistic evolutionists often deny there was any individual Adam, but that Adam was a generic 
representation of the evolutionary advance from primate to human. 82 Another view is that Adam 
was a divinely selected individual in whom God implanted a soul. 83 Some theistic evolutionists 
accept the reality of Adam as a Neolithic farmer with emergent self-consciousness rather than a 
soul.84 This Adam was not the ancestor of all humans, but the "federal representative" of the race. 
The image of God was first placed in Adam, and later perhaps given to the remainder of the 
species. 

Long-age creationists have responded in a variety of ways. Some have proposed that Adam was 
created less than ten thousand years ago85 or as much as 60,000 years ago86 in a world already 
containing other human-like lineages. Another proposal is that Adam was the first anatomically 
modem human87 created perhaps one hundred fifty thousand years ago. In either case, there were 
already human-like, but non-spiritual, organisms in existence before the creation of Adam. These 



143 

Issues in Intermediate Models of Origins. Page 15 of23. 

purported groups are the "pre-Adamites." Yet another proposal is that language is a defining 
capability ofhumans, and paleoanthropological evidence indicates the existence of language at 
least 400,000 years ago, and perhaps as far back as two million years.88 

What, then, is the origin of the "pre-Adamites?" Were they simply animals created by God with 
human bodies and animal natures? Were they human-like animals produced by Satan's 
experiments? Did they leave any living descendants? Multiple creation theories would propose 
answers to these questions different from theistic evolution theories, but both would share the 
problem of locating Adam in history. 

According to anthropologists, American aborigines reached the New World before 10,000 years 
ago, and Australian aborigines reached Australia by 40,000 years ago. Europe is thought to have 
been continuously populated for some 35,000 years. The out-of-Africa hypothesis of human 
origins proposes that humans and their ancestors have lived in Africa for several million years. 
Placing the creation of Adam less than 10,000 years ago, within the long-age chronology, raises 
the question of how his sin could affect the rest of mankind, since most groups ofhumans could 
not be genetically related to him.89 It also seems to imply that the atoning sacrifice of the "second 
Adam" does not benefit most races of humans, since they are not descendants of the first Adam. 
On the other hand, extending the time for Adam's creation back several millions of years to 
include all "hominids" means that the image of God is present in the australopithecines, or at least 
in the erectines.90 This idea is as difficult to accept on scientific grounds as on Scriptural grounds. 

The problem of the effects of Adam's "Fall" on nature 

The Fall of Adam into sin is identified in the Bible as a major turning point in human experience, 
with serious effects on nature as well as on the human condition. Integrating the Fall into a long­
age chronology poses significant challenges. 

Those int~rpretations of the Fall that propose a significant change in nature when Adam sinned 
run into scientific trouble with the fossil record, since evidence of disease, predation, and mass 
extinction are found throughout the fossil record. 

On the other hand, those interpretations that attribute no physical changes in nature at the Fall run 
into theological trouble with the relationship of moral and natural evil.91 Attributing natural evil 
to God's intentions does not fit with the Biblical revelation of God's character, and seems contrary 
to the Biblical promises of redemption and restoration. This problem is discussed further in the 
next section. 

Theistic evolutionists often reject the story of Adam's Fall, interpreting it as symbolic of the 
undeniable fact that we are estranged from God and in a less than ideal world.92 Some claim there 
was no fall, but "we appear to be rising beasts rather than fallen angels."93 Such views conflict 
with the most fundamental teachings of Scripture. 

Be~ offers a contrasting position, that there was a real Fall, which was a failure in ecological 
responsibility by Adam and Eve. The result of the Fall was the negative ecological effects 
resulting from the abuse of nature by humans. However, if ecological problems are a moral evil, 
who was responsible for them before Adam sinned? 
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The problem of death and suffering before sin 

The problem of death and suffering is related to the problem of the effects of the Fall, but can be 
discussed separately. All long-age models entail the idea of death and suffering before, and thus 
independent of, the sin of Adam. The fossil record thus becomes a record of God's activity, not a 
record of the results of Adam's sin. Repeated episodes of mass extinctions in the fossil record do 
not seem to reflect the behavior of a caring Creator. 

It is commonly claimed that the "death" that resulted from Adam's sin was only a "spiritual" 
death;95 physical death was already in force. This conclusion has been severely criticized. Death 
resulting from Adam's Fall must have been physical, since it involved returning to dust, and was 
facilitated by preventing access to the "tree oflife."96 Furthermore, restoration involves 
resurrection of the body. Indeed, physical death is a "sign" that spiritual death has occurred.97 

The claim that God lacked the ability to create living organisms without paying the price of death 
and suffering98 is neither intellectually satisfying nor consistent with Scripture. Some scholars 
have even suggested that God was inexperienced as a Creator, and had to learn by practice.99 

Fourth, a multiple creation model is also a multiple destruction model. The fossil record is a 
record of death and extinction, including numerous mass extinctions in which large numbers of 
species disappear from the record simultaneously. The extinction of a single species requires the 
death of every individual of that species. It is not difficult to understand how this can happen if 
the species is confmed to a small region. It is much more difficult to explain the extinction of an 
entire order or class of organisms, especially if the group has a global distribution. Such 
extinctions require catastrophic events of global magnitude. What kind of god would repeatedly 
create and destroy on a global scale?100 

The existence of disease and suffering is another aspect of natural evil that has not received as 
much attention as the problem of death before sin. Yet there is good evidence that animals suffer 
now, and that they suffered from disease, injury, and perhaps even emotional trauma, in the 
past.101 Suffering is not necessary for evolution, and it is difficult to see how it can be justified 
theologically. A common response is simply to give up trying to justify suffering, and speculate 
that somehow it is part of"God's good creation."102 This leaves the problem unresolved, and is a 
major theological challenge to all long-age models of origins. 

Some have attempted to clear God of responsibility for evil by removing Him from direct control 
over nature. Kenneth Miller is an example of this thinking, when he criticizes the theological 
implications of God directing nature: 103 

"Intelligent design [Miller's term for multiple creations] does a terrible disservice to God 
by casting Him as a magician who periodically creates and creates and then creates again 
throughout the geologic ages. Those who believe that the sole purpose of the Creator was 
the production of the human species must answer a simple question -- not because I have 
asked it, but because it is demanded by natural history itself. Why did this magician, in 
order to produce the contemporary world, find it necessary to create and destroy 
creatures, habitats, and ecosystems millions of times over?" 

Ironically, Miller's criticism strikes his own preferred view, theistic evolution, just as strongly. 
God is equally responsible whether He directly causes every evil event, or whether He simply 
established the laws that cause them to happen and then withdrew.104 We do not exonerate a 
terrorist whose bomb explodes after he leaves the scene, but hold him just as accountable as the 
one who throws a grenade directly into a crowd. 
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A superficially more attractive, but entirely conjectural, answer to the problem of death before sin 
is the claim that pre-Adamic death and suffering are the result of Satan's rebellion. 105 This idea 
has a certain appeal, but it seems strange that God and Satan would battle for 300 million years 
over trilobites, tabulate corals, and such things. This idea also runs into serious difficulties with 
the problem of the lack of distinction in the fossil record between the supposed works of Satan 
and those of God. It is quite unsatisfactory to state that, within what appears to be a single 
species, some individuals were actually the product of Satan's work while others were actually the 
product of God's work.106 This becomes an especially onerous idea when applied to the human 
species. Most, but not necessarily ~ll, theistic evolutionists seem to reject the existence of Satan. 
Thus, this explanation is primarily limited to advocates of long-age creation, who generally do 
believe in the existence of a personal devil. 

Theological problems 

Numerous theological problems are associated with long-age models of origins. The exact nature 
of the problems varies somewhat with the specific variety of model. The seventh-day Sabbath, the 
nature of the atonement, the character of God, the nature of inspiration, the nature of humanity, 
the basis for marriage, the nature of the future life, and other doctrines are logically related to the 
story of origins to greater or lesser degrees. Many others have addressed the theological problems 
in long-age models of origins. 

Ellen White was aware of the hypothesis of long chronology, embodied in the day-age theory, 
and firmly rejected it: 107 

"But the infidel supposition, that the events of the first week required seven vast, 
indefinite periods for their accomplishment, strikes directly at the foundation of the 
Sabbath of the fourth commandment. It makes indefinite and obscure that which God has 
made very plain. It is the worst kind of infidelity; for with many who profess to believe 
the record of creation, it is infidelity in disguise. It charges God with commanding men to 
observe the week of seven literal days in commemoration of seven indefinite periods, 
which is unlike his dealings with mortals, and is an impeachment of his wisdom." 

This point seems to apply to any of the theories in which the Genesis days are not interpreted as 
literal, contiguous days of creation. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

We started this investigation with the question ofhow alternative models fare scientifically. The 
answer is- not very well. All of the models described here suffer from serious scientific 
problems, or are entirely ad hoc and conjectural. It may be that there really is no way to find 
harmony between the Biblical view of origins and current scientific thinking. This point was 
made recently by Giberson and Yerxa: 

"The various via media positions are attempting to reconcile viewpoints that are, in their 
simplest form, contradictory. 

"These two perspectives [science and religion] can have, at best, some kind of uneasy 
truce. They can never be reconciled." 108 

The Biblical six-day creation faces serious scientific problems. This is often given as a reason to 
abandon Biblical creation in favor of some intermediate model. However, a review of the 
intermediate models shows that they also have serious scientific problems. Thus, the existence of 
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scientific problems seems a poor reason to prefer one of these theories in place of another. One 
may adopt an attitude of agnosticism, but this hardly seems appropriate for a Christian. 

Only one family of models enjoys Biblical support -- those based on the literal-phenomenal 
interpretation of Genesis. This is the model on which the Biblical story of redemption is based, 
and the model on which Seventh-day Adventist theology is based. Although many questions 
about the Biblical model remain unanswered, the fact that the model has scientific problems does 
not distinguish it from the alternative models discussed here, nor does it justify abandoning the 
model. Indeed, abandoning the Biblical view of creation would undermine the Church's mission 
and message, and transform it into just another social group with religious roots. 
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