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Not long ago, Dr. Donald Wilson, Professor of Physical Anthropology at Calvin College, 

addressed an assembly at East Christian High School here in Grand Rapids. I was privileged to 

obtain a tape of his message, from which the information in this article is taken. 

By digging up and examining fossils, he attempts to reconstruct the history of man. Dr. 

Wilson spoke particularly about the age and origin of man. Concerning the age of man, he had 

this to say:  “I would say that the general conclusion of Reformed theologians in the study of 

Biblical chronology is that the Bible is basically silent on the age of man. What does nature say? 

The conclusion that we come to is that the age of man is certainly to be calculated in terms of 

tens of thousands of years, and with high probability, in terms of hundreds of thousands of years. 

We really don’t know how old man is. Scripture is basically silent, nature is seemingly to  

indicate that man is very, very old.” 

First of all, I do not believe that the general conclusion of Reformed theologians is that the 

Bible is basically silent on the age of man. Studies of Biblical chronology have been made, 

notably by Ussher, and these would seem to indicate that the age of man can be calculated to 

within a few years, say a thousand at the outside. These studies place the age of man at 

approximately six thousand years, a far cry from Dr. Wilson’s tens or hundreds of thousands of 

years. 

Secondly, because he believes in double revelation, there is room in his theory for conflict 

between his understanding of Scripture and his understanding of nature. He believes that there 

are two separate revelations: that of Scripture and that of nature. Hence, there is room for 

differences of opinion concerning the age of man. However, it is the teaching of Scripture and 

our Confessions that nature and Scripture are two aspects of one revelation, leaving no room for 

contradiction in God or His revelation. Since our understanding of nature is always subject to 

Scripture, man cannot be tens of thousands of years old. 

Concerning the origin of man, Dr. Wilson emphasized that in the light of Scripture we must 

hold that man was the result of a direct act of God, and that man was unique in his relationship to 

God and to nature. The following is a rather lengthy quotation containing a large part of what Dr. 

Wilson said about the origin of man. 

 “What is the specific interpretation of Genesis 2:7, “And God formed man of the dust of 

the ground”? What is the meaning of this? It has been traditionally interpreted to mean that now 

you have dust, now you have ground; now you have man, that this was a direct act. Scripture 

does not specify directly what is the origin of Adam. It merely indicates what the material was 

that God made Adam from.” 

You have a choice here: either you believe in special creation, traditionally conceived, or you 

believe in atheistic evolution. This is a false choice that is sometimes given to you. These are not 

the only possible choices for you to make. It’s like saying, “Are you a member of the John Birch 

Society, or are you a Communist? Implying that you are either one or the other. This is a false 

dichotomy. There are other positions than the John Birch Society and the Communist Party. And 

let us not ever present the options to people in such a way that they have to choose between false 

options. Let me just talk about many of the options available in Genesis 1. 

People say that you either believe that the days of Genesis 1 are either 24-hour periods of 

time of creation or that they are long periods of time. I would like to suggest to you that they 



were neither of these things . Let me give you another view: that they were not days of creation 

at all, but they were days of revelation. The story would go something like this: That one day 

God takes Moses out, and He says, “Moses, I want to tell you how creation occurred. I said, ‘Let 

there be light, and there was light, and I saw this light, that it was good.’ And this ends the lec-

ture for today.” So Moses goes home, and he writes down, “And God said, ‘Let there be light, 

and there was light; and God saw the light, that it was good.’” This is the first day. The next day, 

God takes Moses out again and says. "Let me tell you how I separated the waters above from the 

waters below.” Moses wrote this down, and he said, “This is the second day'”, and on through 

the sixth day. 

And so Genesis 1 constitutes then the class notes of a course taught by God himself, with one 

student, Moses. The days of Genesis 1 do not represent days of creation, but they represent days 

in the life of Moses, days of revelation in which God revealed His creation to Moses, 

Dr. Wilson said that this was not his view, but that it was a possible explanation of Genesis 1. 

He said. “There are a number of real good Christians who hold to this particular view.” The word 

“day” could also mean a section of a story, similar to a stanza, or an epic, a view which is “very 

consistent with basic principles of interpretation of the Reformed faith.” 

Dr. Wilson continued:  What are our options concerning the origin of man? One particular 

view is that when God created, he created all species separate, basically as they look today. 

There is also another view which holds to the belief that God brought man’s body through an 

evolutionary process and that sometime in human history God placed into that body a human 

soul, thus constituting man. 

Another view:  That God took an existing primate form, and by a miraculous conception, 

Adam and Eve were conceived in such a way that they were born constituting man and woman. 

Another view:  That when God created, He created all species separate, and that at the time 

everything came through a total evolutionary development. so that man originally looked like an 

amoeba. When God created, He created a whole series of amoeba-like forms in such a way that 

one had the potential of becoming a man, while another had the potential of becoming something 

else. Here you believe in total separate development and a total evolutionary process as well. 

Here you have special creation in its most traditional form, as well as having total evolutionary 

development at the same time. 

The problem that we are facing is not an easy problem. I do work in a Reformed frame of 

reference. I am committed to the Bible as the Word of God.  But we have a number of problems. 

We do not know whether the days in Genesis refer to 24-hour periods of time, 24-hour 

periods of revelation, long periods of time, or whether they refer to aspects of a story. We do not 

know the details of the age of Adam, the origin of Adam, the date of the flood, the universality of 

the flood. 

The only thing we want to impress upon you is that we are working in terms of two revela-

tions; that God has revealed himself to man in Scripture and in nature. 

The important thing for us to know is not what specific view you hold to, but an appreciation 

of the kinds of views yon can hold to within the terms of a Reformed frame of reference. You 

need a particular open-mindedness. Let us be sure about that 90% of the things we do agree on, 

and let us be open-minded about that 10% of the things we disagree on. 

It must be emphasized that although Dr. Wilson said that he did not hold to these views or 

options, he did say that they were possible views that could he held in a Reformed frame of 

reference. This is contrary to the idea of the antithesis and to Scripture itself, which is very plain 

on the matter of creation. 



The options themselves are so un-Scriptural that they do not warrant criticism, but I would 

like to make a comment on one subject which I believe is very crucial to our understanding of 

the Genesis narrative. I refer to his statement that to believe either in special creation or in 

atheistic evolution (all evolution is atheistic) is a false dichotomy. Dr. Wilson here uses a false 

analogy, saying that belief in special creation is in relation to belief in evolution as membership 

in the John Birch Society is in relation to membership in the Communist Party. But there is no 

common ground of comparison between Scriptural creation and evolution, John Birchers, and 

Communists. Scripture stands on a level by itself, and cannot be used in a relationship of this 

kind. This only seeks to destroy the sharp line of the antithesis and to try to create a common 

meeting ground between Scripture and atheism. 

I would like to ask a question on one other matter. Dr. Wilson consistently used the term 

“special creation,” implying that there is “non-special” or “ordinary” creation. What is the 

distinction between "special creation” and “creation”? Such a concept of special creation is 

foreign to Scripture. Is not all of God’s creation special? 

Why did I present this speech to you?  In order to give you a specific example of the work of 

science with its aim of destroying the Bible. So often one can hear talk of vague theories, but I 

feel that this brings things down to a concrete level. And this is not true only here in Grand 

Rapids, but occurrences such as this are becoming more common all over. 

In conclusion, especially we as young people should know that whenever we stand on strict 

Scriptural interpretation, no one can sway our views. Let us “be ready always to give an answer 

to every man that asketh you a reason of the hope that is in you with meekness and fear.” 

 

Originally Published in 

Vol 27 No 2 April 1967  


