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Foreword

Dr. Henry M. Morris

Avolume such as this is long overdue and very much needed in the world of
evangelical theology. And it is singularly appropriate that it be dedicated to
my long-time friend and associate, Dr. John Whitcomb. I consider it a privilege
to write a foreword endorsing the book and encouraging Christians everywhere
to read it and use it in their own ministries and witness for the Lord. It is espe-
cially recommended thar evangelical pastors and Bible professors in seminaries
and Bible colleges carefully consider its evidences and arguments. Compromise
on issues related to creation and primeval history has been much oo common
among Christian leaders. John Whitcomb, for nearly 50 years, has seemed almost
like a voice crying in the wilderness, seeking to call his theological brethren back
o t]'.lﬁ: C]Cﬂ.f hihlifﬂl [T_'ﬂ-l:hil'IE.S oan 'E]'lCSC gl'Cﬂ.t t]'.lC]'I'.I.CS. But now F]'I.C}" e Cﬂm]ﬂg
back, and the authors of the chaprers in this book give good reasons why.

It has long seemed anomalous to me, as a professional scientist and non-
professional Bible reader, that the modern revival of literal biblical creationism
(the term I prefer to “young-earth creationism”) has been led mostly by scienrists
rather than theologians. The book The Genesis Flood published in 1961, for ex-
ample, contained more scientific discussion than biblical. The Creation Research
Society was formed in 1963 as an organization of creationist scientists, and there
has been a great pmliﬁ:rariun of creationist organizations and ministries since
that time; these have all been mainly staffed by scientists. Many other books on
“creation-science” have followed, again written mostly by scientists.

It is true that there are many good scientific evidences pointing to special
creation, a young earth, and the global Flood, and these have been persuasively
advanced by creationist scientists in debates, seminars, and conferences for many
years and with great results. But the compelling and definitive evidences are bibli-
cal, not scientific. Science and the scientific method do SUppOrt creation, burt can
never either prove creation or disprove evolution. Nor can it determine the age
of the earth or prove thar there was a worldwide deluge in the prehistoric past.

The Bible is explicitly clear on these issues, however. There is not even a hint
of evolurion or the lung ages implied by evolution in the Bible. Neither is there
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any biblical intimartion that the Genesis Flood was a local Floed or a tranquil
Flood, as theological theories that compromise with evolution would require.
One does not have to be a theologian or Bible scholar to see this. It becomes
quite evident to anyone who simply reads the Bible and believes it to be the
inerrant Word of God.

But why don't most theologians see this? Especially cvang::hql::ﬂ theologians
and pastors trained in evangelical seminaries? Thart has been the anomaly. They
all profess to believe the Bible as the inspired Word of God, and that is clearly
what the Bible records.

Yet for a long time even orthodox, conservative, evangelical seminaries have
been teaching their students to accommeodate evolution — or at least the long ages
of evolution — in their worldviews. They have used the gap theory or the day/
age theory or even the highly ambiguous framework theory to try ro do this.

But these don't work biblically and are unnecessary scientifically. 1 realize
that the underlying motive in these compromise views has been to defend the
gospv:l and win pcoplc to Christ in spite of the prcduminancc of secularism
in our society. But they certainly are not necessary. Seminaries do not usually
include much science in their curricula, bur the general feeling has been that
since “science” has proved evolution and the geological ages to have occurred,
thCEC cunccpts RISt hC iﬂCDrFﬂl’ﬂtEd snmf_‘hﬂw in our Th:ﬂlﬂgif:ﬁ, no martter huw
much we have to distort or “spiritualize” Genesis to do so.

[ realize that the scientific establishment is sdll strongly committed to
evolutionism, even though there are now literally thousands of what they call
“young-earth creationists” who are fully credentialed scientists. The leading sci-
entific journals and even most newspapers refuse to publish creationist articles
and the scientific societies are all dominated by evolutionists. Their leaders vigor-
Dusi}r opposc including creationism (or even the mention ofany anti-evolution
evidences) in the public schools. They repear the mantra, “Creartion is religion,
evolurion is science” over and over whenever the question comes up.

All this seems to intimidate most theologians to such an extent that true
literal biblical creationism has long been taught almost as rarely in Christian
seminaries as it has in state universities,

Burt evangelical theology ought to be governed by the Word of God rather
than the pronouncements of scicntists. That is wh}r this volume is so tirm:l}r and so
necessary. The authors of these chapters are fully qualified to write on this subject
from a biblical and theological perspective, and they have shown unequivocally
that God’s Word teaches special creation, a young carth, a worldwide Flood, and
the God-centered worldview in general. For all who really believe in biblical iner-
rancy and perspicuity, these studies should settle the martter once and for all.

They won't do so, however, for secular evolutionists. The evolutionary
‘worldview will almost certainly continue to dominate the world as a whole; in
fact, biblical prophecy would indicate that this will be the case. But that does
not justify evangelical compromise. We should “let God be triee, but every man a
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{iar” if it comes to that (Rom. 3:4; KJV). It is His Word that will govern at the
judgment seat of Christ, not that of “science.” _

As a martter of fact, there is no real scientific evidence for evolution anyhow.
This has been amply demonstrated in the writings of many creationist scientists. No
one has ever observed any genuine evolution taking place (macro-evolution, that
is) in the thousands of years of recorded history — so it is certainly not a part of
observational science (and real science should involve observarion and repetition).

Furthermore, despite certain disputable claims, no one has ever demonstrated
an authentic evolutionary transitional series among all the billions of fossils pre-
served in the sedimentary rocks of the earth’s crust. So evolution did not occur
in the past either, as far as the evidence shows.

In fact, evolution on any significant scale seems impossible scientifically.
The law of entropy expresses the universal principle of decrease in organized
complexity — certainly not molecules-to-man increase in complexiry!

These truths are abundantly documented in the books and articles of many
qualified scientists who are creationists. Theologians who think otherwise have
not really studied these writings as they should.

In reality, evolutionism is a religion — not science ac all. It is a belief sys-
tem, attempting to explain the existence of all things withour God. It mighrt as
well be called the religion of atheistic humanism, or the religion of the coming
Antichrist. There is certainly no good reason for theologians or pastors or Bible
teachers in general to defer to it or compromise with it any longer. * Preach the
word "was Paul’s closing admonition to young pastor Timothy (2 Tim. 4:2; KJV).
The Word as it truly is, not some compromise with modern “science falsely so
called” (1 Tim. 6:20; KJV).

That is also true with respect to the age of the earth and the global Flood.
Creationist sciences have pointed out literally scores of worldwide natural pro-
COSSCS Thﬂ.t il'l[i.mﬂl'f,‘ [!'1;11' El'lC Cﬂrl:h is mlICI'I oo ynung FUJ.' FCM ::vu!utiun [Ln] I'la"f't
taken place. The recent RATE Project, carried out by scientists from the Institute
for Creation Research and the Creation Research Society, have even shown that
radioisotope time measurements (based on Such processes as uranium decay and
radiocarbon decay) indicate a young earth. Until now, these radiometric systems
have been offered as clinching “proofs” for “deep time” and an old earth operat-
ing according to naturalistic, uniformitarian processes. But that “proof™ cannot
justifiably be used any longer.

“The biblical record (especially 2 Pet. 3:3-6) makes it clear that uniformitarian-
ism is a completely invalid premise when applied to events before or during the
Genesis Flood. This premise, however, is exactly the basis on which the vast struc-
ture of the geologic column and the assumed geological ages has been erected.

Now, however, a growing number of geologists — though still committed to
evolutionary naturalism — are abandoning uniformitarianism. They recognize
the facr char practically every geologic formation of any size and significance was
formed in at least some kind of local “catastrophe” — not slowly and gradually
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over a long period of time. That is, uniformitarianism as a guiding principle in
geological interpretation (“the present is the key to the past,” they used to say)
is bcing n:p|au:d b}r “nm—catastmphiﬂn."

Since it is gcncra!l}r rc:cng,nizcd that there is no worldwide “time gap" in the
geulogic column, and since every signiﬁcant unit in the column must have been
formed rapidly and catastrophically, the necessary scientific conclusion ought to
be that the entire column must have been formed rapidly and ¢atastrophically,
without any signiﬁcant interruption. There are many other scientific indications
that the global deluge did indeed occur.

None of this is real proof, of course. As Christians, we should not be looking
to geology for our ultimate answers anyway. The only firm proof is that which
has been recorded in the Word nF God. For those who rr:a"}r believe the Bible
to be the inspired and inerrant Wotd of God, thar should be sufficient. But ap-
parently it has not been sufficient for many evangelical theologians, who have
labored mightily to explain the Bible records in some way that can accommeodate
the genlngical ages and a muiti-bil]iun-}rcar age for the earth.

Tha[' s[ra[agem Wi". nat Wll}r]{ an)«'murf.:, ar Iﬂﬂﬁt not ﬁ'ﬂ' ﬂ.n}-’ﬂl’lﬂ Whﬂ ICEI.dS
this book. The chapters of this book show convincingly that the biblical record
is founded on recent creation and a worldwide Flood. Creationist scientists are
incrca.singly demﬂnstrating that true science supports this revelation. Like it or
not, thar's how i is!

John Whitcomb has been stressing this great truch for many years. It is
wn:mr:l-::ri"'uﬂ].-r ﬁtting that so many other uul:st:l.nding Bible scholars are now con-
vinced of this too and have dedicated this sp|cndic| symposium to him and his
time-tested, Bible-honoring reaching ministry.

— Henry M. Morris
June 2005

Editors’ Note

After a short series of strokes, on February 25, 2006, at the age of 87, Dr.
Henry Morris (1918-2006) went to be with the Lord he loved and served so faith-
fully for so many decades. Ask any scholar who has delved into the central issues
of literal biblical creationism, and the names John Whitcomb and Henry Morris
immediately spring to mind as icons in the movement. Both editors were greatly
influenced by many of Morris's more than 60 books (including The Genesis Flood,
co-authored with Dr. John Whitcomb in 1961) and his other writings. He was
d Eﬂd.!}’. gmcinus scholar ﬂ.l'll'.{ scirntist WI'ID CEI'CFI.I].I}" cxpuundtd El:l'.l.d ttl'l:lfliuusll"
defended the truth of God'’s Word from the very first verse. All modern young-earth
creationists stand on the shoulders of this giant of the faith. Although some of
. the chapters of this book were not done at the time of his death, he was confident
me hiq ICHUW].EEI.EC nl'" 1'.[121'1:]-" DF tI'IC autl’mrs tl'lﬂ.[ I'lC cau'd n:cummrn{i thL‘ hﬂuk
to readers. We are honored to have his preface for this volume.



Foreword

Jabin MacArthur

he apostle Paul closed his first epistle to Timothy by urging the young pastor

to guard the deposit of truth that had been entrusted to him, “avoiding the
profane and idle babblings and contradictions of what is falsely called knowl-
c{.ig.::” {1 Tim. 6:20-21). In the King James Version, the text famously speaks of
“science falsely so called.”

Ower the course of human history, all kinds of speculative ideas have been
F:'I.ISL‘].}-" ].EI.]JI:th. “.‘;Cifnf{.‘” ':'I.I'I'l'.{ Hli-};tﬂk{:ﬂl}' ML‘EPIE[{ a5 true an{.{ l't‘lj.ﬂl:l‘lt kﬂU“"lfdgC b:p"
otherwise brilliant pcnp]r.:. The now-discredited dngma& of older sciencific chearies
are numerous — and in some cases laughable. They include alchemy (the medieval
belief that other base metals could be transmuted into gold); phrenoalogy (the Victo-
rian hfl'il'_‘Frl'IﬂT thf_‘ S]'.I':'I.r.lf_' H'FUI'IL"E sl{u" l'CHL‘EE:'i L'hnmctr:r [raies 'il.l'ld. ]T“_‘I'IEEI.I Lﬂpﬂci[}’};
astrology (the pagan belief that human destiny is determined by the motions of
celestial bodies); and abiogenesis (the long-standing belief thar living organisms are
spontancously generated by decaying organic substances). All those false beliefs
were deemed credible as “science” by the leading minds of their times.

Consider just one of those — abiogenesis. Popularly known as “spontaneous
gcnarauon " this idea has long been, and continues to be, one of the archetypal
expressions of “science falsely so called.” It is “also one of the most ptrblh[ﬁnt of
ﬂl] I:l-l'.‘mﬂl'lﬁr]'ﬂhl}" PSLudGhLELnElﬁL ﬁf_t]Uﬂh. I].'H'_ n{}tl{}]'.l thdt J.Phld,h- -n'l.l'].‘pL natura]'}r
from dew on plant leaves, mold is generated automatically by aging bread, and
maggots are spontaneously begotten by roting meat was more or less deemed
self-evident by most of humanity's brightest intellects' from the time of Aristotle
until 1861, when Louis Pasteur conclusively proved that non-living matter can-
not spawn life on its own.

Llsless atherivise noted, all Seviprure i this chapter i from the NEJV of the Bifile.

1. Alexander Ross, an early 17ch-century Scottish weiter and invellectual, harshly eriticized
Sir Thomas Browne for questioning the dogma of sponcaneous generation. Under the
heading "Mice and other vermin bred of putrefaction, cven in men’s bodies,” he wrore:

“He doubts whether mice can be procreaced of pucrefaction. So he may doubt whether
in cheese and timber worms are peneraced; OriF Betels and wasps in cowes dung; Or if
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It is one of the great ironies of scientific history that the first edition of
Charles Darwin's On the Origin of Species was published exactly two years before
Pa,s-[ﬂuf’s F&m[}uﬁ Experlments prﬂved [I'I;“' IiFC cannot arise spﬂntanccusl}r fI'UITI
non-living martter. The publication of Darwin’s book marked the apotheosis of
evolutionary theory, and it was rooted in the basic presupposition that under the
right circumstances, life can spring on its own from non-living matter. In other
words, two years before abiogenesis was scientifically debunked, it was in effect
canonized as the central dogma of modern secular belief abour the origins of life.
The discovery that fleas don't magically form out of decomposing dander on the
backs of dirty dogs did not dissuade most in the scientific world from embracing
the theory that all life in the universe arose by itself out of nothing. The belief that
life spontaneously came from non-life remains to this day the great unexplained
[ﬂlbﬁl[ ERS]I}’ dl.&pm‘-"ahle} EQQUITIPT!DH l,ll'ldfri}’ll'lg TI'IC 'EII.'.I‘EITIH. ﬂF Lmlut]t‘.ll'l

The irony of that is utterly lost on many in the scientific community today,
where evolution has become an article of faith — snshakable faith, it turns our.

Evolutionists have conveniently “solved” the problem of abiogenesis by
repeatedly moving their estimares of the earth’s age backward toward infinity.
Given enough time, it seems, anything is possible. Trying desperately to keep the
biblical concept of eternity at bay, evolutionists have thus devised an alternative
kind of infinitude. Evcr}r rime a challcngc to current cvu]urinnar_v rhi:ur}r arises,
geologists and astronomers durifully tack billions and billions of eons onto their
theories about the earth’s age, adding however many ancient epochs are deemed
necessary for some new impossibility to be explained.

In 2001, I wrote a book dealing with Genesis 1-3. I began that book’s
introduction by suggesting thar naturalism has become the dominant religion
of contemporary secular society. "Religion is exactly the right word to describe
naturalism,” | wrote. “The entire philosophy is built on a faith-based premise.
Its basic presupposition — a rejection of everything supernatural — requires
a giant leap of faith. And nearly all its supporting theories must be taken by
faith as well.”? Here, then, is a classic example of what [ was talking abour: the
typical evolutionist’s starting point is this notion thac life arose spontaneously
from inanimate matter sometime in eternity past. That requires not merely the
willful suspension of what we know for certain about the origins of life and the
impossibility of abiogenesis — but also enough deliberate gullibility to believe
that moving-target estimates of the earth’s antiquity can sufficientdly answer all
the problems and contradictions sheer naturalism poses.

butterflies, locusts, grasshoppers, shel-fish, snails, eeles, and such like, be procreated of
putrefied matrer, which is apt to receive the form of thar creature to which it is by the
formative power disposed. To question this, is to question Reason, Sense, and Experience:
If he doubts of this, let him go w0 Egype. and dhere he will finde the helds swarming
with mice begot of the mud of [the Nilel.” Areana Microcosmi, (London: Newcomb,
1652}, book 2, chaprer 10, p. 156.

2. John MacArthur, The Battle for the Beginning (Nashville, TN: W Publishing Group,
2001), p. 11,




