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Science is no more to be blamed when it puffs up than a sword when it falls into the 

hands of a madman—John Calvin 

Beating a dead dog is always safe, generally satisfying, and seldom profitable.  If the 

belief which contends for creation days of millions and billions of years were, indeed, a dead 

dog, continual assaults upon it would, in turn, be so many (futile) thrashings.  But the opposite is 

true.  No dead dog is belabored, but a sacred cow.  And if beating carries unsavory connotations, 

we are content with “challenging.” 

Those who advocate that the days of Genesis 1 were periods ought not delude themselves 

by supposing that their opponents are ignorant of the scientific evidence involved.  The pivotal 

issue is not mere awareness of carbon 14, fossils, and the half-life of certain forms of uranium.  

Rather, the admission or rejection of the theory hinges upon one’s estimation of Scripture.  After 

all the old bones are rattled, there remains the stubborn and demanding question: “And now what 

of Genesis 1?”  Simple Christians and learned Christians ask that question; the answer must be 

the same for both.  Either “day the first” is a day for both or “day the first” is a period for both.  

If period, then what of the reliability of the Bible?  It is plain that the controversy is a limited 

one:  godless men reject the Creator, most of the church world rejects the infallible Bible.  Only 

those who take seriously both that “in the beginning God created” and “all Scripture is given by 

inspiration” confront the issue.  And our arena is the Reformed community. 

When young people rush home from the science class in high school or college to 

bombard (and irritate) their parents with the scientific proofs for the long day, the youths, when 

refuted with references to God and the Bible, generally fall back upon a rhetorical question 

which evades, and all too often successfully, the crucial point: “Isn’t God sovereign enough to 

have taken as long as He wanted to create the heavens and earth?”  If such a question is 

answerable, the reply must be “Yes.”  But the point is, how long does He say that “it took Him?”  

and then, is what He says reliable? 

Every scientist who is also a Christian feels the necessity of correlating the “truth” of the 

billion-year-old earth with the truth of Genesis 1.  Invariably, the truth of Genesis 1 comes out 

the worse for wear.  Dr. Jan Lever, professor of zoology at the (Reformed) Free University of 

Amsterdam, in his book, Creation and Evolution, passes, among others, this judgment upon the 

writer of Genesis:  “we should consider the following possibility:  (which the author later states 

in his “present preference” – d.e.) the writer of Scripture did not know anything about the age of 

the earth and of living creatures being millions of years old” so that when he “saw the fragments 

of happenings of the hoary past…through lack of knowledge and imagination he, as it were 

contracted these to a level dating of only a few thousand years ago.”  Immediately, Lever makes 

the curious judgment upon Scripture that “nothing is detracted from the historicity of the biblical 

statements…but it is no scientific-historical historicity…hence, we may never demand from 

Scripture…exact historical knowledge.”  So much, we are accustomed to hearing in Reformed 

circles.  But a half-way house does not satisfy Lever.  He proceeds to weigh the Scriptural 

account of the distinct creation of man and finds it wanting:  “we should not exclude the idea that 

the first human being looked more anthropoid-like than we do,” “we may not reject in advance 

the possibility that there has existed a genetic relation between man and animal.”  Two 

considerations to which Lever clings retain for him, he thinks, the status of “creationist,” the one 



being his belief that the first particle of matter was created by God, the other being his belief that 

the development from particle of matter to man happened under God’s providential control. 

To state bluntly what Lever couches in wary language: 1) Genesis is a hodgepodge of 

inaccuracies because of the great limitations of the author.  2) The sheer evolutionistic account of 

the development of all things from one particle of matter becomes Christian if one says “God” at 

the beginning and “God’s providence” all along the developmental line.  3)  Indicating the 

immensity of the effect which Lever’s view has, it is permissible, in fact, preferable, to hold that 

Jesus Christ was historically in the loins of an animal (“one as Christian…principally does not 

have to have any objection against the general hypothesis of a genetic continuity of all living 

organisms, man not excluded”). 

Not all theories of the long day go as far as the one expressed by Lever.  Not yet.  Some 

retain the sharp Scriptural division between the various creations.  But in the all-important realm 

of creation, the first wrong step is the crucial one.  Wander from days into periods and, although 

you personally may be content to go no further, the next generation advances into the genetic 

relationship of all things.  From there it is a short slide into the pit where “God” has become the 

empty symbol of human aspiration. 

Whether acceptance of periods instead of days carries within itself the inevitable progress 

into admitting a genetic relationship between all things may be contested.  Several considerations 

are relevant here.  History’s lesson indicates that such a development of thought has occurred, 

and that plainly in Reformed Churches.  If even the barest theory of periods is allowed, the havoc 

wreaked upon Genesis 1 precludes any later fundamental objections to the theory of genetic 

continuity and for that matter, any objection to regarding Adam and Eve and the Garden of Eden 

as so much myth.  Scripture cannot be broken, not in the so-called little matters and, a fortiori, 

not in the absolutely essential matter of the beginning of all things.  And if theologians and the 

entire Christian congregation render themselves so pliable in evaluating the Word of God, half-

desperate to appear “respectable” and “modern” in the eyes of the world, they will discover that 

they have picked an insatiable master.  Nineteenth century theology ran amok exactly here.  As 

soon as a scientist or a philosopher or a poet raised his noble brow to attack some teaching of 

Scripture, theologians scurried for their studies like leaves in the path of a hurricane.  All their 

zeal for “re-evaluation” of Scripture amounted to nothing less than King Jehoiakim’s more 

obvious destruction of the Lord’s Word.  Cut out the pages or fill them with man’s word, what 

does it differ? 

Monstrously strange it is that one who confesses a day of twenty-four hours should be 

regarded as if he had just told of seeing a little green man with forty-four arms and a neon nose 

behind his fifth ear. A rose is a rose is a rose, but a day is a period is an aeon? 

To science, our gratitude for knowledge that the earth is round, our system sun-centered, 

and the universe unfathomably vast.  But there will be another explanation of fossils and carbon 

14 than the theory of periods or there will be none at all.  Perhaps, the other, the correct 

explanation has already been made, perhaps, it will come later, perhaps, it will never appear at 

all.  Whatever be the case, let the Word stand, lest you, in yourself or in your generations, reveal 

yet one more explanation for the bones and the molars and decomposition, that they have “hid 

these things from the wise and prudent.” 
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