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This book is designed primarily as an answer to the Frame work 
Interpretation of Genesis 1, argued from the traditional nor mal 
day (168-hour week) reading of the passage. By “Framework 
Interpretation” I mean any approach to the text of Genesis 1 
that pits its literary features against its plain historical and nar-
rative sense. Thus, I include as “Framework Interpreters” some 
who do not wear that label themselves.

In attacking this subject, I must juggle three balls and try 
to keep them in some kind of bal ance. The first is a detailed 
critique of the Framework Inter preta tion, both in its general 
presenta tion (by Bruce Waltke) and in its more “sophisticated” 
presentation (by Meredith Kline and his followers). This is 
done in chapters two and three and in appen dixes A–D. This 
critique is ren dered a bit difficult in that there is no pub lished 
large-scale defense of the Framework Interpretation; the ap-
proach has yet to be presented in what I would regard as a fully 
worked out fashion, as a detailed theological commen tary on 
Gene sis 1.

My second task is to answer fire with fire by setting forth 
what I think is a proper way to read Genesis 1. John Sail-
hamer does present a full discussion of Genesis 1 in his book, 
though not from a Framework Interpretation standpoint, and 
in chapter seven I have used his new Limited Geography 

Introduction
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Interpretation as a foil to make an initial presentation of my 
own views. With this critical overview of Genesis 1, I am able 
to present a “positive” reading of it in chapter eight and supple-
ment it in appendix B.

My third task, and the most difficult one, is to try to uncov-
er the presuppositions that underlie the Framework Interpreta-
tion in order to try and explain its present-day attractiveness. 
My thesis is that the explanation lies in a too-ready acceptance 
of many of the ques tion able assumptions of modern science 
on the part of most Christians today, coupled with the per-
vasiveness of a gnostic, or nonhistor ical, attitude toward the 
Christian religion. I have used two short essays by John Col-
lins, whose position is similar to but not quite the same as the 
Framewor k Interpretation, as a springboard for a discussion of 
modern science in chapters five and six. I have sought to expose 
the gnostic root of modern think ing in chapter four to explain 
why a nonhistorical or pictorial approach to Genesis 1 finds 
such ready acceptance in Christian circles today.

I wish to thank Mr. Douglas Jones of Canon Press for his 
editorial criticisms of the original typescripts of this book 
and for his help in getting the material ready for publica tion. 
Thanks also to the many people who read parts of this book 
and provided encour agement and/or stimulating criticism. By 
no means do all of the following agree with what I have writ-
ten, but they are due special mention here: Dr. Peter Wal-
lace, Dr. Vern S. Poy thress, Dr. Peter J. Leithart, Dr. John C. 
Whitcomb, Rev. Mark Horne, Rev. Jeffrey J. Meyers, and Dr. 
Gary North.
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CHAPTER 1

In Professor Edwards’s Class

William, a student at Evangelical University, had looked for-
ward all summer to “Introduction to Christian Litera ture,” a 
course taught by Professor Edwards. Enrollment for Professor 
Ed wards’s courses always closed almost immediately because 
so many students wanted to take them. William was thankful 
he had been able to get in.

Professor Edwards was not only highly regarded by his loyal 
students, but also a major figure in the evangelical world. He 
had authored several significant works, frequently delivered 
papers at scholar ly societ ies, and was even taken seriously by 
liberal scholars and theolo gians. Moreover, William had heard 
Professor Edwards speak in chapel several times and had al-
ways found him moving, inspir ing, and helpful. William was 
excited as he took his seat for the first class.

Professor Edwards began class with prayer and then gave out 
the curriculum for the course. “In this course, we’ll be learning 
to read carefully, not superficially,” he said. “And to begin with, 
I’m going to read to you from one of your assigned texts, and 
we’ll discuss it today.” So Professor Edwards began reading: 

His whole life, John Pigg had lived at 17 Almond Street, a 
large, white house.

“This is how the story begins,” said Professor Edwards. “Do 
you notice anything strange about it?” No one raised his (or 
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her) hand, so Professor Edwards reread the sentence and asked 
his question again. Finally, he smiled and said, “Well, how can 
a house be both large and white?”

William was puzzled, but Professor Edwards went on: “You 
see, when a book begins with a startling conundrum, a virtual 
contra dic tion, like this, the author is telling us some thing. He 
is telling us that perhaps we should not take what he is say-
ing at face value. We should consider what ‘large’ and ‘white’ 
mean, perhaps, but not think that John Pigg really lived in 
such a house.”

William could see from the expressions of the students 
around him that they were impressed. They had seen the light! 
Yes, this was a deeper sentence than they had at first thought, 
and the pointer to that depth was the contradiction in the 
sentence itself. But Wil liam was still puzzled. 

So he timidly raised his hand and asked, “Professor Ed-
wards, sir, could you explain this further? It doesn’t look like 
a contradiction to me. Why can’t a house be both large and 
white? What is the prob lem?”

Professor Edwards smiled. “Good question,”—and he looked 
at his seating chart for students—“William, is it? Yes. Well, 
would anyone like to address William’s question?”

The student next to William raised his hand and, being recog-
nized, said, “Sure. I mean, don’t you see it, William? The house 
is big and is also painted white! I mean, how can it be both?”

William nodded. He did not want to get into any kind of 
argument on the first day of class. In fact, he did not want to 
argue with any professor. The duty of a student was to learn 
from the professor, not think himself his equal. But inwardly, 
William was still upset. What was he missing? Why did every-
one else see it while he didn’t? 

William could not get the matter out of his mind all day 
long. Sure, the fact that the house was large and white might 
make it a symbol for God’s world, signifying that it was both 
spacious and pure. Sure, the name John Pigg could hint that 
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a swinish man does not belong in such a nice house. Maybe 
the large, white house is the Church, and John Pigg is the 
Christian: “John” as a saved person, and yet still a pig, still pos-
sessed of the flesh. William could see that the opening sentence 
might hint at depth in the narrative, though only the ensuing 
narra tive of the story would confirm whether his conjecture 
was correct or incorrect. But William could not see how “large” 
and “white” were contradic tory. The depth would still be there 
if such adjectives were complemen tary and not contradicto ry. 

The more William thought about it in the days to come, 
the more disappointed he became in Professor Edwards. To 
be sure, there would be a lot to learn from the professor, but 
William was in creasingly sure that his pitting “white” against 
“large” was ridicu lous. And he was amazed that so many of his 
fellow students had fallen in line with Professor Edwards’s 
argument. He could only as sume that their respect and affec-
tion for the professor had blinded them to what he was actually 
saying on this particular matter.

In the course of the present book, we shall encounter several 
Professor Edwards, men who are fine scholars, godly Chris-
tians, who have made significant contributions to believing 
Christian scholarship. Like William, though, we shall find 
ourselves amazed at some of the arguments they propound 
concern ing the opening chapter of the Bible. For like Professor 
Edwards, these men see contra dictions where none exist. They 
manufacture problems in the creation narrative that are rather 
obviously not present therein and that nobody ever noticed 
before. Like William, we shall come away disappointed.

For instance, we shall find men saying that there is a contra-
diction of sorts between Genesis 1:11–12 and Genesis 2:5. They 
will tell us that, on the one hand, all the plants were made on 
the third day of creation week, and on the other, they will say 
the plants were not made until man was created. This, they 
will say, is an indication that we are not to take creation week 

“literally” as history.
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But I ask you, courteous reader, to study these two pas-
sages and see if there be any contradiction, or any problem 
of any sort:

And God said, “Let the earth shoot forth shoots, grain seed-
ing seed, trees fruitbearing fruit, according to its kind so that 
its seed is in it, upon the earth.” And it was estab lished. And 
the earth produced shoots, grain seeding seed according to 
its kind, and trees bearing fruit in which is its seed. And 
God saw that it was good. (Gen. 1:11–12)

And none of the shrubs of the field was yet in the earth, and 
none of the grains of the field had yet sprouted, for Yahweh 
God had not sent rain upon the earth, and there was no man 
to serve the ground. (Gen. 2:5)

Now, do you see a problem, a conundrum, yea a contradiction, 
between these two state ments? William does not. William no-
tices right away that on the third day, only two kinds of plants 
are said to shoot forth from the earth: grains and fruit trees. 
Nothing is said about any other plants. To be sure, perhaps all 
the other plants are included, but when we come to Genesis 
2:5, that initial impression is corrected. There are some plants, 
“shrubs of the field,” that had not been made at the time Adam 
was created. Thus, William reasons, these were not made on 
the third day. Moreover, according to 2:5, the grain plants, 
though they existed, had not yet sprouted any grain, while ac-
cording to 2:16, the fruit trees did already have fruit on them. 

William meditates on what the passages say. When man 
was first created, the only plants in existence were two kinds of 
food plants: grains and fruit trees, probably including what in 
English we call nuts as well. But there were no grains yet to eat, 
only fruits and probably nuts. Thus, Adam’s first food consisted 
of fruit and nuts, not yet grain, potatoes, broccoli, or any other 
food plant. And not grapes. Only fruits, nuts, and olives. 

William meditates further. Olive oil is used to consecrate a 
man to priesthood and kingship. Thus, it is fitting that olives 
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come first. Olive oil is not made by cooking but only by press-
ing the olive. Thus, it involves no tools. It requires absolutely 
no develop ment of human society to make olive oil. It requires 
absolutely no development of human society to eat fruits and 
drink water.

Grains come second, William notices. Bread is made from 
grain, but it involves much more work as well as mastery of fire. 
Thus, bread comes later on.

Finally, he notices that grapes are not included in any of the 
third-day plants. They must be among the plants made later on, 
after the fall of man, when the earth brought forth thorns and 
thistles (and apparently grapes as well). William considers how 
it takes a rather advanced technology to produce wine from 
grapes; it is appropriate for grapes to come last. Eating bread 
and drinking wine presupposes the development of human be-
ings beyond the initial infant stage.

William notices that in the second feast of the Israelite year, 
Pentecost, two loaves of leavened bread were raised up before 
Yahweh (Lev. 23:17). At the third feast, at the end of the year, 
wine was celebrated (Deut. 14:26). Moreover, William notices 
that priests (“palace servants”)1 came before kings in the bibli-
cal narrative; Israel had priests for nearly five hundred years 
before she had a king. He notices that priests ate the bread of 
the sanctu ary (Lev. 24:9) but were forbid den to drink wine at 
the sanc tuary (Lev. 10:9), while kings in the Bible are pictured 
drink ing wine quite often (Gen. 40:5; Neh. 1:11; Esther 1:7; 
3:15; 5:6; 7:1; etc.). He notices that in celebrating the Lord’s 
Supper, the bread comes before the wine. Thus, William finds 
that the later narrative of the Bible con firms his suspicions 
about the created order of oil, bread, and wine.

1. The Hebrew word kohen means “palace servant.” See Peter J. Leithart, 
“The Priesthood of the Plebs: The Baptismal Transforma tion of the Antique 
Order” (Ph.D. diss., University of Cambridge, 1998), 41–73; also Leithart, 
“What Is a Priest?”, Biblical Horizons 33 (January 1992).
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But William’s reflections do not arise from some supposed 
contradiction between Genesis 1:11–12 and 2:5. Quite the 
oppo site. It is only because he has read the passages seriously, 
noting the clear differences between the two, that he is able to 
understand them in greater depth.

In this study we shall also see men arguing that there is a 
contradiction of sorts between the first and fourth days of cre-
ation week. Light was made on the first day, they note, while 
the lightbearers were not made until the fourth day. “How can 
there be light without lightbearers?” they ask. “Clearly, the sun 
and moon were really made on the first day, not on the fourth. 
This shows us,” they contin ue, “that the seven days of Genesis 
1 are not to be regarded as an historical sequence of events.”

William, once again, is mystified. When he goes back to 
his dormitory room, he flips on the light switch, and the light 
comes on. Obviously, you don’t have to have the sun and moon 
to have light. If Genesis 1 says that God “let there be” light on 
the first day and did not “make” the sun and moon until the 
fourth, where is the prob lem? 

William notices that the Spirit was hovering in the region 
between heaven and earth on day 1. He notices that the Spirit 
is associated with God’s glory in the Bible, and that God’s glory 
is full of light. Thus, he reasons, it was the Spirit who provided 
created light the first three days of the creation week. Then 
the Spirit gave over His light, in part, to the objects placed 
in the firmament, which itself was not made until the second 
day. Thus, William reasons, the luminaries in the firmament 
are only temporary. They were not there in the beginning, and 
they will not be there at the end. He remembers that this is just 
what Revelation 21:23 and 22:5 say.

In fact, William notices that in Revelation 21:11, the New 
Jerusalem is said to have “starlight” and is positioned between 
the New Heavens and the New Earth. It occurs to him that 
the original light of the Spirit was transferred to the firmament 
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luminar ies for the course of human history. At the end that 
light will be transferred again to glorified humanity, now po-
sitioned be tween heaven and earth.

We notice that once again, William is able to formulate 
these reflections precisely because he reads Genesis 1 in the 
traditional manner; he has not fallen for the notion that there 
are “contradic tions of sorts” in the passage. Moreover, William 
checks out what others have said in the past, and he discov-
ers that his “simple” reading of Genesis 1 fits with what the 
Church has always said.

Reading Genesis one
We could stay with William longer, but we won’t. The book 
you hold in your hands is entirely devoted to the kinds of 
“prob lems” that William has encountered, problems that exist 
in the minds of certain twentieth century evangelical readers 
of Genesis 1 that are pretty hard to find in the text itself. At 
this point, then, we need to leave William behind and ask why 
such modern evan gelical readers see such “problems” in the 
text of Genesis 1. Are they stupid? Are they so caught up in 
modern evolutionary ideas about the age of the universe that 
they are incapable of read ing the biblical account accurately? 
Are they brilliant, godly men who are being influ enced by un-
helpful presup positions? Or, are they right and William (and 
I) wrong?

It is a fact that before the modern era, nobody in the history 
of the church for over three thousand years ever ques tioned the 
chronology of the Bible, and only a tiny handful ever ques-
tioned that the six days of Genesis 1 were ordinary 24-hour-
type days. The few who did question the six days of Genesis 
1 did so for philosophical and not scientific reasons.2 Even so, 

2. Specifically the powerful influence of Platonism on certain think-
ers: Clement of Alexan dria, Origen, and Augustine (to a degree), and later 
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no one suggested God took a vast amount of time. Augus-
tine thought the six days were instanta neous. All accepted the 
biblical chronology and calculat ed the age of the earth from 
it. It has only been since the rise of modern science, including 
archaeology, that anyone has ques tioned the biblical chronol-
ogy and traditional interpre tation of Genesis 1. It is modern 
science, thus, that places a chal lenge before interpret ers. 

If someone said, “I noticed contradictions in Genesis 1 long 
before I’d ever heard of modern science,” who would believe 
him? It is not a slur on anyone’s character to say that modern 
science has provoked him to rethink Genesis 1. There is noth-
ing wrong with going back and rereading the Bible after hear-
ing a new thing to see if perhaps the Church has misread it. 
Perhaps she has. Only an examination of the text will tell.

Only one group of people has a problem with the biblical 
statements, and that group we may call “modern conservative 
Christians.” The liberal or unbelieving expositor of Genesis 
has no problem with the text. It is obvious to him that Gen-
esis 1 pres ents creation and world-building in 144 hours and 
that Genesis 5 and 11 provide a chronology of the world from 
creation to Abraham. The modernist and the unbeliever do not 
accept the Genesis account as histori cally true; for them it is 
a myth. But they perceive no prob lems or ambiguities in the 
text, nothing that indicates “gaps” in the chro nology or some 
odd kind of “days” in Genesis 1.

just before the Reformation, John Colet. On Colet’s rampant Platonism, 
see C. S. Lewis, Poetry and Prose in the Sixteenth Century, The Oxford His-
tory of Literature 4 (Ox ford: Clarendon Press, 1954), 158ff. On the early 
fathers, see Robert I. Bradshaw, Creationism and the Early Church, chapter 
three (not yet published; available online at the time of this writing at www.
robibrad.demon.co.uk/Contents.htm.) For a history of the matter that is 
unsympa thetic to the traditional 144-hour view, see Stanley L. Jaki, Genesis 
1 Through the Ages (London: Thomas More Press, 1992) and my review of 
this book at reformed-theology.org/ice/newslet/bc/bc.98.03.htm (originally 
published in the online magazine Premise).
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Similarly, those whom we may call “traditional conservative 
believ ers” also take the text in a simple and obvious way. For 
them it is quite clear that God made the world around 4000 
b.c. and in the span of six ordinary days. This group includes 
many conserva tive Lutherans, conservative Calvinists, funda-
mentalists, and Orthodox Jews.

Thus, we have three groups that have always seen the text 
as clearly and obviously teaching a recent six-day creation 
that is chrono logically datable from the Bible: (1) the histor-
ic Church and histor ic Judaism; (2) present-day “traditional 
conservatives”; and (3) unbe liev ers. We are left with a small 
group of evangeli cals and other types of conser vative Chris-
tians who are committed to believ ing the Bible while also be-
ing very impressed with the constructs of modern science. For 
this small group there is a problem with Genesis 1 and with 
biblical chronolo gy.3 Unlike the other three groups we have 
mentioned, this group of people is motivated to search out and 
find evidence in the text that can relieve them of the burden of 
having to believe in a young earth and universe.

One way to “get around” the “embarrassment” posed by 
Genesis 1 is to say that the early chapters of Genesis are sim-
ply not historical at all. These texts, in other words, exist for 
ideas only and not for history. The person who reads Genesis 1 
this way is free to say that Genesis 1 is a completely coherent 
narrative and that there is no “apparent contradiction” between 
Genesis 1’s plants and Genesis 2’s plants. None of it really hap-
pened histor ically anyway, with this view.

According to this reading, Genesis 1 presents God as creat-
ing the world and building it up over the course of a normal 
week of 24-hour days. Then God planted a garden, which 
grew almost instantaneously, and put a fully-grown, newly 
created man into it. God pulled a woman out of the side of 

3. It should be noted that there are a few six-day creationists who are 
open to the possibility of gaps in the chronologies of Genesis 5 and 11.
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the sleeping man, they ate forbidden fruit, and then they were 
cast out of the Garden. They and their immediate descendants 
lived lifespans lasting almost a thousand years. Then there was 
a great flood that covered the entire world, and God started 
again with Noah and his family. This, according to such read-
ers, is exactly and obviously what the text of Genesis says. But 
it never really happened. If you built a time machine and went 
back to watch, you would not see any of these events—because 
they are not events. They are just stories, “pregnant myths,” de-
signed to teach us about God and man and the world according 
to this view.

For reasons to be explained more fully in chapter four of the 
present book, orthodox Christians cannot accept this way of 
reading the early chapters of Genesis. In a word, such a read-
ing is gnostic. Gnosticism entails a number of different things, 
but one thing it means is the rejection of history in favor of 
mere ideas. Liberal “Christianity,” whose general approach to 
Genesis 1 we have just described, is gnostic. For the gnostic, it 
does not matter whether Jesus really rose from the grave or not. 
What matters is the idea of resurrection, or the idea of a virgin 
birth, or the idea of the mighty acts of God, or even the idea of 
history (as opposed to the facts of history). Once we understand 
the idea embed ded in a supposedly historical narra tive, we 
can dispense with the historical events. Chris tianity, however, 
stands opposed to all gnosti cism. If there were not an original 
Adam and an original Fall into sin, then there could not be a 
final Adam (Jesus) and a redemp tion from sin. As mentioned, 
I shall address this matter more fully in chapter four.

Orthodox Christians are committed to history, to God’s 
acts in history in creating the world and humanity, testing hu-
manity, judging humanity, redeeming humanity, and transfig-
uring humanity and the world. Thus, orthodox Christians do 
not have the option of saying that the early chapters of Genesis 
are not historical.
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Since Genesis 1 rather obviously does present God’s cre-
ation and world-building as lasting for one normal week, 
ortho dox Christians must either accept this and live with it or 
else find some indication in the text itself that Genesis 1 is not 
to be taken as lasting one normal week in length. There are two 
possible ways to get around the “normal week” interpretation.

The first is to find indications in the rest of the Bible that 
the week in Genesis 1 is a symbol, or rather that it is only a 
symbol. If there were a passage in the inerrant Bible that said 
something like, “As God portrayed Himself working in six 
days and resting on the seventh, so you should work six days 
and rest on the seventh,” then a case might be made for this 
approach. No such passage exists in the Bible, however, nor 
does anything like it. Yet perhaps there are other, more general 
indications in the Bible that would lead us to take Genesis 1 
in a nonhistorical fashion. The present book will explore such 
proposed possibili ties.4

The second option is to find indications in Genesis 1 itself 
that the passage is not to be taken as the history of one normal 
week. Here is where the “apparent contradictions” come into 
play. Most of the first part of the present book is occupied with 
examining these supposed “difficulties” to see if they are really 
all that diffi cult. We have already, with William, glanced at 
two such proposed “apparent contradictions.” We shall exam-
ine these in more depth as we go along.

The present book is a defense of the Church’s traditional 
“normal day” reading of Genesis 1. I cannot know what the 
future may bring, but I am convinced that to date no one has 
brought forth any sound argument for reading Genesis 1 in any 
other way. Like William, I am disappointed in the intelligent, 

4. Actually, there is only one such argument, which is that just as there 
is an upper-story heaven over the earth, there are also upper-story days over 
earthly days. This is the argument of the Klineans and will be discussed at 
length in due course.
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scholar ly, godly men who have adopted other views. I can un-
derstand that young stu dents, rightly admiring their teachers, 
often adopt such views and promulgate them, but it is my hope 
that the present series of essays will cause them to rethink mat-
ters and, without rejecting all that their teachers have taught 
them, reject them at this particular point and return to the way 
the Church has always read the opening chapters of the Bible.

Thesis, Purpose, and overview
The thesis of the present series of studies is that Genesis 1 in-
tends to provide an historical narrative of the events by which 
God’s Spirit, over the course of six normal days, brought His 
initial creation to a point where it was “very good” and ready 
to be turned over to His Spirit-infused surrogate, humani ty. 
The purpose of these studies is to interact with those who have 
advocated other views and defend the historic Christian under-
standing of the text of Genesis 1.

My procedure will be to analyze several impor tant and 
influential essays by writers taking other views. These essays 
togeth er present all the arguments against the histori cal under-
standing of Genesis 1, which are of course also found else-
where in various evangelical writ ings.

I have limited myself to evangelicals. My reason for this 
limitation is twofold. First, I am myself in the evan gelical fold. 
Second, as mentioned above, it is only evangelicals (and a few 
conser vatives in other branches of the Church) who have a 
prob lem with Genesis 1. It is only among the evangel icals that 
we find a concert ed attempt to find a way to harmonize Gene-
sis 1 with the evanescent opinions of modern science.5

5. For instance, in Henri Blocher, In the Beginning: The Opening Chapters 
of Genesis (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1984), and N. H. Ridderbos, 
Is There a Conflict Between Genesis 1 and Natural Science? (Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1957).
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I have not dealt at length with two other evangelical at-
tempts to recast the histori cal under standing of Genesis 1: the 
Gap Inter pretation and the Day-Age Interpretation. This is 
mainly because I don’t take them serious ly and because they 
have been ade quately dealt with elsewhere and have few expo-
nents any longer.

The Gap Interpretation, also called the Ruin-Reconstruction 
Interpre ta tion, is based on a misreading of the phrase “without 
form and void” in Genesis 1:2.6 Supposedly this phrase means 
that the world was in a condi tion of total chaos, an interpreta-
tion read back into the creation account from later passages 
that deal with sin and judgment. Thus, there is a time-gap 
between Genesis 1:1 and Genesis 1:2. Supposedly there was 
a pre-Adamite race, probably the angels, who governed the 
world and then wrecked it through sin, after which God rebuilt 
it in six days. There is absolutely no biblical evidence for this 
notion, and it flies in the face of the testimony of Genesis 1, 
which says that the sun and moon were not created until the 
fourth day of creation week. Gap Interpreters have tried to get 
around this by suggesting the notion that the earth had been 
shrouded in clouds for millennia before this fourth day, a posi-
tion that assumes that Genesis 1 is written from the perspec-
tive of someone on the earth, something the text neither says 
nor hints. In chapter two of the present study, we shall find 
that Bruce Waltke, though an advocate of a pictorial under-
standing of Genesis 1, still holds to this discredited interpreta-
tion to some extent.7

6. See John C. Whitcomb, The Early Earth, rev. ed. (Grand Rapids: Bak-
er, 1986), chap. 5; and Weston W. Fields, Unformed and Unfilled: A Critique 
of the Gap Theory (Phillipsburg: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1976). 

7. Less compelling, since it has few advocates, is the notion that God 
did not create the world in six days but revealed it to Moses or someone over 
the course of six days. The definitive presentation of this view is found in 
P. J. Wiseman, Clues to Creation in Genesis (London: Marshall, Morgan, & 
Scott, 1977). Wiseman states that God is addressing someone in Genesis 
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The Day-Age Interpretation is far-fetched on the face of it. 
Sup pos edly we are to believe that plants grew on the earth for 
an entire eon before the sun was created and for two eons before 
there were insects to pollinate them. Day-Age Interpreters do 
themselves no service when they attempt to rescue their posi-
tion by saying that plants only “came into focus” in the third 
eon and that the sun “came into focus” in the fourth, etc. What 
does such a view accom plish? The proposed scheme bears no 
resemblance to the under standing of cosmic development pres-
ently in vogue in the declin ing years of Western Civilization. 
The interpre tation itself is based on a radical misunder standing 
of the word “day” in Genesis 1, a term defined in the text 
itself as a period of light that alternates with a period of dark-
ness, periods measured by the apparent move ment of the sun 
after its establishment on the fourth day. The entire 24-hour 
cycle, proceed ing from night to day, is called “day,” since “day” 
is the climactic part of the cycle. Although occasionally the 
Bible uses “day” to refer to a larger span of time, the “day” in 
Genesis 1 is the “24-hour day,” and it has evenings and morn-
ings. Clearly such a “day” is not an age or eon. It is hard to 
under stand how such an approach to the narrative ever gained 
credibility among think ing people, unless one bears in mind 
the overwhelming influence of modern scientific constructions 
on the development of the cosmos.8

1, though we don’t know who it is. Rather clearly, however, the “Let there 
be” statements of Genesis 1 don’t have to be addressed to anyone; God was 
simply speaking to Himself, just as we, His images, often conduct inter-
nal dialogues. Other statements by God are addressed specifically to birds, 
fishes, and man. The rest of the Bible provides no evidence for Wiseman’s 
conjectures.

8. About the time Western theologians have given up on such silly at-
tempts, we find a prominent Eastern Orthodox publication advocating it. A 
crude attempt to mingle Genesis 1 with evolu tion, replete with grotesque 
misinterpretations of the text and misreadings of the early Church writers, 
can be seen in Alexandre Kalomiros, “The Divine Will: Some Thoughts 
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If these two attempts to rescue the historicity of Genesis 
1 while extending time into the far reaches of the past have 
failed, there remain evangelicals who are not ready to dis-
card the historici ty of Genesis 1 altogether. One such is John 
Sailha mer, who argues that Genesis 1 is an historical account 
of the formation of the land of Canaan (which he says is Eden), 
not of the creation of the entire universe. I have determined 
to treat Sailhamer at length because (1) his view is quite likely 
to become popular, (2) Sailhamer actually moves through the 
text of Genesis 1, and thereby (3) he provides an opportunity 
for us to work through the text carefully as we answer his 
interpretation.

The present writer did not always hold this “strict” view. 
I was reared in a conserva tive Christian household and in a 
gener ally conserva tive Lutheran congregation. Like most 
American boys growing up in the 1950s, I had a general in-
terest in science, and like a few of them, I developed a life-
long love of science fiction literature. My rumina tions in high 
school and college led me quite naturally to the conclu sion that 

“God used evolution” to bring the world to its present state. To 
be sure, I had heard and read Genesis 1, but I had never really 
thought about it, or faced the fact that its account of origins 
does not square with the hypotheses of modern science.

By my senior year of college, I had become an active evan-
gelical and had begun to read the works of Francis Schaeff er, 
brand new at the time, as well as those from whom he drew 
much of his thinking, such as E. L. Hebden Taylor, Her-
man Dooye weerd, Rousas J. Rush doony, and Cornelius Van 
Til. Eventually I came in contact with the writings of John C. 

Concerning Scriptural and Patristic Understanding of the Creation of Man 
and the World, Delivered at Mount Holly Springs Orthodox Conference 
in 1981,” The Christian Activist: A Journal of Orthodox Opinion, vol. 2 (Fall–
Winter 1997), 8ff. This widely distributed periodical is edited by Frank 
Schaeffer, the wayward son of Francis A. Schaeff er.
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Whitcomb. I was struck by the fact that some one could take 
Genesis 1 “literally” and wed it to the data of the world while 
holding to a young earth. I thought that this was interesting 
and curious, but no more.

As time went along, however, I found my nose pushed into 
the text of Genesis 1. I could not rest until I had resolved the 
prob lems that now faced me. Eventually, after much struggle, 
I became con vinced that Whitcomb was right and became 
an avid follower of the “scientific creationism” advocated by 
Henry Morris and his associ ates. 

Over the years since I have come to see some problems in 
the “scientific creationist” approach. The notion of a water 
vapor canopy over the earth before the Flood finds no clear-cut 
support in Scripture, for instance. Also, I believe that too often 
the creationists look to specific texts of the Bible for “scientific” 
information that is not really there.9 Thus, I have remained 
engaged with the issue.

As a Calvinist, I found that many in my intellectual arena 
subscribe to a nonhistorical, pictorial view of Genesis 1. At 
first glance, such an approach to the passage can appear as a 
valid alternative to the traditional historical interpretation, but 
I repeatedly found that it did not stand up to close inspection. 
Moreover it was founded on unrecognized gnostic presupposi-
tions, which I discuss in chapter four. Thus, over the years, I 
have become more and more confirmed in the traditional un-
derstanding that Genesis 1 is an historical narrative, covering 
the course of one normal week of time. It is my purpose here 
to defend that understand ing.

Because of their gnostic roots and presuppositions, the non-
historical interpretations of Genesis 1 are not minor errors. 
They are dangerous aberrations from Christian orthodoxy, for 

9. Let me hasten to add that I affirm the fundamental approach of the 
scientific creationists, which is to start with the statements of the Bible and 
then build our understand of cosmology and cosmogo ny on that basis. 
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they are grounded in non-Christian approaches to reality and 
to the text of the Bible. That many of those advocating these 
errors are not self-conscious of the pagan roots of their think-
ing does not change matters as far as the truth is concerned. I 
hope that in this book I have been courteous toward my Chris-
tian brothers who have fallen into these errors, while at the 
same time standing firm in advocating the orthodox way of 
understanding God, time, world, and text.

The pictorial interpreters of Genesis 1 proceed by attempt-
ing to show contradic tions in the text that indicate that the text 
is not to be taken as an historical narrative. They complement 
this with discus sions of the challenges posed by modern sci-
ence and with discus sions of the theology and literary structure 
of Genesis 1. My proce dure, thus, is three-fold, as I mentioned 
in the Introduction. First, I argue that these contradictions 
and difficulties exist only in the minds of the advocates of the 
pictorial interpre tation; they are not found in the text at all 
(chapters two, three, and five). Second, I argue that the notions 
of modern science are often funda mentally idolatrous, and thus 
they should not be allowed to direct the think ing of serious 
Chris tians (chapter six). Along with this, in chapter four, I 
seek to expose what I think is the pernicious tendency in post-
Reforma tion evangelicalism to down play the physicality and 
historicity of God’s creation in favor of a religion of ideas.

Finally, I discuss in chapter eight the theological and liter-
ary character of Genesis 1, showing how much the pictorial 
interpreters have missed, showing that some one who takes 
the passage as historical narrative, like William, is in a better 
position to under stand its theologi cal and literary dimen sions. 
Chapter eight presents in a summary the way I think Genesis 
1 should be read. Most of the points in that chapter are found 
along the way in the chapters critical of my adversaries, but 
they are collected and expanded in the last chapter. Chapter 
eight is not what I regard as a full exposition of Genesis 1 and 
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its meaning; that will have to wait for another occa sion. I do 
hope it is obvious that it is not necessary to agree with my 
proposed interpretations in order to agree with my proposed 
criti cisms of other views.10

A couple of notes on terminology: I have often used “Gen-
esis 1” to refer to the entire seven days of creation, which is 
actually found in Genesis 1:1–2:3. The chapter break between 
Genesis 1 and 2 is one of many really absurd chapter breaks 
in the Bible. The division of the Bible into chapters and verses 
occurred in the Mid dle Ages and in the Reforma tion era, and 
it badly needs to be redone.

I have also used the phrase “creation week,” even though 
the actual act of creation happened all at once on the first day. 
One might write of the “world-forming week.” Yet, in view 
of the fact that God “created” dinosaurs on the fifth day and 

“created” man on the sixth day, speaking of the entire week as 
“creation week” seems valid. The reader should always bear in 
mind, however, that apart from these two creative acts, the 
other acts of God in Genesis 1 always involve reshaping what 
had already been created in the begin ning.

10. At this point, I must call attention to the fine study of Genesis 1 au-
thored by fellow Calvinist Douglas Kelly, which appeared just as the present 
book was being completed. Dr. Kelly does a very good job of summarizing 
the arguments for the histor ic Christian under standing of Genesis 1. His 
primary focus is on the interac tion of Genesis 1 with modern science, while 
my primary focus is on the biblical theology of Genesis 1. Accord ingly, his 
study of the text is not as de tailed as mine, nor does he provide as full a com-
mentary on the passage as does the present book. As a result, there is little 
overlap between his study and mine, and I heartily recom mend that his 
book be read in tandem with the present volume. Douglas F. Kelly, Creation 
and Change: Genesis 1:1—2:4 in the Light of Changing Scientific Paradigms 
(Fearn: Mentor, 1997).
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Bruce K. Waltke, “The Literary Genre of Genesis, Chapter 
One,” Crux 27:4 (1991): 2–10. 

To begin with, let me write some words in praise of Bruce 
Waltke. Waltke is a brilliant lan guage scholar, and he has done 
much work of tremendous benefit to the Christian world. His 
articles in The Interna tional Stan dard Bible Encyclo pedia1 and the 
Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament2 (of which he is one 
of the three main editors) are rightly regarded with the high-
est es teem, and his co-authored Introduction to Biblical Hebrew 
Syntax3 is the seminal text on this impor tant topic. More over, 
Waltke is a man willing to abandon his earlier dispen sa tion-
alism for covenant theology, moving from Dallas Theological 
Semi nary to Westminster Theological Seminary and later go-
ing on to Regent College. Also, early in his career, Waltke 
pub lished argu ments that the fetus is not a human being from 
conception, and thus stated that abortion is not necessarily 
always wrong, but frankly reversed his opinion after further 
study, doing so in the most public forum he could find, the na-
tional meeting of the Evangeli cal Theo logical Soci ety in 1975. 

CHAPTER 2

The Framework Interpretation 
of Bruce K. Waltke

1. 4 vols, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979–88).
2. With R. Laird Harris and Gleason L. Archer (Chicago: Moody Press, 

1980).
3. With M. O’Connor (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1988).
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(I should add that back in the 1960s and 1970s, evangel icals 
were divided on the abortion issue, largely because the matter 
had not been much studied.)

All of which is to say that Dr. Waltke is a man for whom 
I have much esteem as a scholar and as a Chris tian man. But 
he’s wrong about Genesis 1. 

Waltke begins his essay with a Preface. He introduces his 
subject by saying that Genesis 1 (i.e., 1:1–2:3) needs desperately 
to be heard in the social sciences classroom, but instead it is 
being heard in the hard sciences classroom. Instead of seeing 
the implications for theology and society in Genesis 1, Chris-
tians are usually stuck debat ing the cosmo logical meaning of 
the passage. Waltke pits the two against each other as if we 
cannot have both. 

Now, of course there is no need to pit the two against each 
other. Genesis 1 has implications for many, if not all, fields of 
endeavor. More over, it really is not correct to say that evangel-
icals have not applied Genesis 1 to the “social sciences.” Any 
reading of creationist literature will find plenty about social 
Darwinism and about the other social and cultural implica-
tions of evolution, along with statements about the rele vance 
of Genesis 1 in these areas.

Perhaps we should go light on Waltke at this point, howev er. 
It is not always easy to find a good introductory lead-in to an 
essay, and maybe all Waltke is trying to do is raise the issue 
in a general way.

Waltke does, however, go on to write that the question of 
whether Genesis 1 belongs with the hard sciences or the social 
scienc es depends on its genre as literature. He states that the 
pur pose of his essay is to help us identify the genre of Genesis 
1 and that in so doing we shall find that it was never the in-
tention of Genesis 1 to tell us how God actual ly brought the 
universe into being.


