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In his latest literary effort, Dr Ross 
asserts that the universe is about 17 bil- 
lion years old, that science proves this 
and that the biblical record is compat- 
ible with this belief. Young-earth 
creationists are said to be unscientific 
and an obstacle to evangelism and the 
progress of Christianity by their anti- 
quated and disproved view of a recent 
and literal six day creation.

Dr Ross states that the age of the 
universe is a trivial issue for Christians 
to argue about. If this is so, why has he 
written a whole book devoted to this 
topic? An ancient universe is closely 
tied with long ages of progress via death 
and extinction (Ross accepts this) which 
many scholars, both biblical and athe- 
istic, have acknowledged is incompat- 
ible with an Omnipotent and Loving 
Creator. This view also runs aground 
on the natural limits to genetic variation 
and the second law of thermodynamics. 

In Genesis 1:28 God tells Adam to 
‘. . . rule over the fish of the sea 

and over the birds of the sky, and 
over every living thing that moves 
on the earth’ (NASB).

The meaning of this command is gutted 
if more than half of the species that ever 
lived were extinct before it was given! 
This is the absurd position necessitated 
by belief in both the geologic ‘ages’ and 
the first chapters of Genesis. Since man 
had dominion over the creation, it too 
was cursed when he fell. The garden of 
Eden is often referred to (before the Fall) 
as paradise by many writers. If the car- 
casses of dead animals were strewn 
about Adam and Eve’s environment, the 
proper term will have to be rethought; 
but it certainly cannot continue to be 
paradise.

One the earliest Christian works is 
the epistle of Barnabas. Reputed to be 
from Alexandria, some of the later

church fathers thought that the Barnabas 
referred to in Scripture had authored it. 
Whoever this church father was, he 
clearly believed in a young earth, writ- 
ing of just seven thousand years of earth 
history.1 The beliefs of the Jews seem 
clear. Josephus (1:1:1) writes,

‘Moses says, that in just six days 
the world and all that is therein was 
made; and that the seventh day was 
a rest, and a release from the labor 
of such operations.’

William Whiston, Josephus’s translator, 
attests to the literal nature of this com- 
mentary stating:

‘in his account of the first chapter 
of Genesis, and the first three 
verses of the second, he [Josephus] 
gives us no hints of any mystery at 
all.’2

Ross de-emphasizes the less coher- 
ent parts of his view. Most important, 
he denies the worldwide Flood (2 Peter 
3, Psalm 104). He also denies the ex- 
istence of dinosaurs with man as main- 
tained in Job 40‒41 and over 30 other 
biblical passages. Biblical scholars will 
be surprised to learn that insects and 
reptiles were not created on the sixth 
day. Apparently, Ross believes that the 
creation account does not consider these 
orders worthy of mention. Similarly not 
mentioned, in this version of the crea- 
tion account, are the land mammals be- 
lieved to be the evolutionary ancestors 
of marine mammals. He believes in 
death before Adam, contrary to the clear 
teaching of Romans 8:20‒22, Genesis 
3 and James 1:15, and also accepts pre- 
Adarnic men, who had no spirits, and 
were unrelated to Adam. Death is stated 
to be good, in contradiction to 1 
Corinthians 15:26 ‒

‘The last enemy that will be abol- 
ished is death’ (NASB).

Distortion of more Scripture than merely

Genesis 1 is required by this theory.
Ross accepts the time sequence of 

the evolutionary interpretation of the 
fossil record with regard to sea mam- 
mals (p. 152), but then asserts that all 
mammals were created by ‘fiat miracu- 
lous means’ two pages later (p. 154). 
This view does not seem to accord well 
with either the biblical record or the 
claims of naturalistic science. Further- 
more, Ross implies that reptiles cannot 
relate to humans as ‘soulish creatures’. 
Herpetologists will probably disagree 
with this in addition to the words of 
James 3:7 ‒

‘For every species . . . of reptile . . . 
is tamed and has been tamed by the 
human race’ (NASB).
His scientific criticism of the young 

earth creationists is weak. In response 
to the observed decline of the magnetic 
field he parrots the tired, old dynamo 
theory which has never had a model 
developed to sustain it. In fact, close 
analysis has shown that the earth’s core 
could not generate a significant mag- 
netic field.3 The disturbances found in 
the crust are better explained by a 
dissipative model consistent with a 
young earth and worldwide Flood.4 
Many other scientific claims are simi- 
larly flawed.

Although this book primarily targets 
young earth creationists, the words of 
British biochemist and theologian 
Arthur Peacocke are appropriate:‒ 

‘Theology should never marry the 
science of the day; because if she 



does, she’ll be a widow tomorrow.’5 
Already we see the plasma universe 

gaining popularity in academia due to 
the accumulated problems with the big 
bang. What will happen to the faith of 
Christians whose trust in God is based 
on the big bang, when it is refuted? Our 
faith should not be grounded in the shift- 
ing sands of science, but in the clear 
teaching and accurate interpretation of  
God’s inerrant Word.
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QUOTABLE QUOTE:

‘. . . these discoveries with RNA molecules . . . do not help much with the origin of life 
    itself. In a sobering first chapter, G. Joyce and L. Orgel point out that there are still 
    enormous difficulties in going from a mixture of purine and pyrimidine bases to any 
    kind of self-replicating system.’

 — Brenner, S., 1994. Review of The RNA World (R. F. 
Gesteland and J. F. Atkins (editors), Cold Spring Harbour Press,
1993) in Nature, 367, p. 229.


