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We have found a profound unity among ourselves on the issues of vital importance to our Reformed testimony.  We believe that the Scriptures, and hence Genesis 1-3, are the inerrant word of God.  We affirm that Genesis 1-3 is a coherent account from the hand of Moses.  We believe that history, not myth, is the proper category for describing these chapters; and furthermore that their history is true.  In these chapters we find the record of God’s creation of the heavens and the earth ex nihilo; of the special creation of Adam and Eve as actual human beings, the parents of all humanity (hence they are not the products of evolution from lower forms of life).  We further find the account of an historical fall, that brought all humanity into an estate of sin and misery, and of God’s sure promise of a Redeemer.  Because the Bible is the word of the Creator and Governor of all there is, it is right for us to find it speaking authoritatively to matters studied by historical and scientific research.  We also believe that acceptance of, say, non-geocentric astronomy is consistent with full submission to Biblical authority.  We recognize that a naturalistic worldview and true Christian faith are impossible to reconcile, and gladly take our stand with Biblical supernaturalism.
Frank Egleston Robbins in his The Hexaemeral Literature: A Study of the Greek and Latin Commentaries on Genesis (Chicago: U. of Chicago Press, 1912) lists more than 130 authors of works on the six days of creation from Origen in the 3rd century to John Milton in the 17th century.[1
Out of all of this literature it is possible to distinguish two general schools of thought on the nature of the six days. One class of interpreters tends to interpret the days figuratively or allegorically (e.g., Origen and Augustine), while another class interprets the days as normal calendar days (e.g., Basil, Ambrose, Bede and Calvin). From the early church, however, the views of Origen, Basil, Augustine and Bede seem to have had the greatest influence on later thinking.  While they vary in their interpretation of the days, all recognize the difficulty presented by the creation of the sun on the fourth day.
John Calvin in his Commentary on Genesis 1:14 says of the fourth day: God had before created the light, but he now institutes a new order in nature, that the sun should be dispenser of diurnal light, and the moon and stars should shine by night.  And he assigns them this office, to teach us that all creatures are subject to his will, and execute what he enjoins upon them.[11]
Commenting on the creation of light on the first day in Genesis 1:3, Calvin pursues the same theme of God’s sovereignty: It did not, however, happen from inconsideration or by accident, that the light preceded the sun and the moon.  To nothing are we more prone than to tie down the power of God to those instruments, the agency of which he employs.  The sun and moon supply us with light: and, according to our notions, we so include this power to give light in them, that if they were taken away from the world, it would seem impossible for any light to remain.  Therefore the Lord, by the very order of the creation, bears witness that he holds in his hand the light, which he is able to impart to us without the sun and the moon. Calvin, along with the other Reformers, rejected the Augustinian approach to the Genesis days.
Some have seen in Perkins’ paraphrasing of “six distinct days” with “six distinct spaces of time” an acknowledgment that the nature of at least the first three days may not be clear, while others view him as holding the view of the Genesis days as normal calendar days.  With that background for the Westminster Assembly, whose members were well acquainted with the works of Calvin and of Perkins as well as of William Ames and their respected contemporary Anglican Archbishop of Ireland James Ussher, what are we to make of  their incorporation of the phrase “in the space of six days” in The Confession of Faith and Catechisms?  Clearly the use of “in the space of six days,” and not simply “in six days,” is intended at least to differ with the view of instantaneous creation as advocated by Augustine and those like him.  The specific language appears to be picked up from the Irish Articles of Ussher, who like Perkins and Ames may have derived the terminology from Calvin.  

Fifth, the Reformers explicitly rejected the Augustinian figurative or allegorical approach to the Genesis days on hermeneutical grounds.  Sixth, the Westminster Assembly codified this rejection, following Calvin, Perkins and Ussher, in the Westminster Confession. This suggests that there was no significant diversity on the matter of the nature of the creation days in the Reformed community between 1650 and 1800. Indeed, it would be 1845 before a commentary on the Confession or Catechisms would explicitly discuss varying views of the Genesis days.[18]
Dabney added his own expressions of concern in his Lectures on Systematic Theology (1871).  Fourth, while Hodge, Shaw, Mitchell, Warfield, Samuel Baird and Beattie held that the Confession is non-committal on the issue of the nature of the creation days, James Woodrow and Edward Morris (neither of whom held to a Calendar Day view) both held that the Confession did teach a Calendar Day view, and Woodrow declared his view to be an exception to the Confession.  Woodrow continued to teach his view until he became an advocate of theistic evolution—a position which led to his removal from his teaching post.            In the latter part of the nineteenth-century, there were vigorous theological discussions about evolution and the Genesis account, but none of them was primarily focused on the nature of the creation days.  General assemblies of the Southern Presbyterian church declared theistic evolution to be out of accord with Scripture and the Confession on four occasions (1886, 1888, 1889, 1924).[20]  This position was renounced by the PCUS in 1969.  Meanwhile, in the Northern Presbyterian church, most notably old school Princeton,[21] there was a greater openness to integration of dominant biological theories of the day.  During the twentieth century, there has generally been an allowed diversity, if not without controversy, among the various conservative Presbyterian churches on the matter of the creation days.  Many Reformed stalwarts have held to some form of the Day-Age view (Machen, Allis, Buswell, Harris and Schaeffer among them).  Additionally, by the 1960s the Framework view was growing in popularity in the Reformed community.  The following declaration of the Presbytery of Central Mississippi (PCUS 1970) is representative of some conservative Presbyterians that founded the PCA:

  First, the four most prominent views of the creation days in the PCA are (in no particular order) the 24-hour view, the Day-Age view, the Framework view and the Analogical Day view.  The Framework view was not widely held at the founding of the PCA, although it does not seem to have become controversial until recently.  The Analogical Day view in its most recent expression was not circulated broadly until the 1990s.  Presbyterians do not like to be surprised and that probably accounts for some of the unfriendly reactions to these views.     Fourth, there is a conviction among many that Christians are engaged in “culture wars” for the very survival of the Christian heritage and worldview.  Reformed Christians rightly agree that the doctrine of creation lies at the basis of the Christian worldview.

Two kinds of analogy that are important for theology are:
                    Metaphor: an implicit analogy, that is, we do not find the words “like” or “as” in the statement, we infer them (e.g. “you are the salt of the earth;” “the tongue is a fire”).
                    Anthropomorphism: speaking about God as if he had human form or attributes (e.g., “let your ears be attentive and your eyes be open to hear the prayer of your servant” [Neh 1:6]; “in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, and on the seventh day he ceased from labor and was refreshed” [Exod 31:17]).

We must carefully resist any notion that a statement containing a metaphor or anthropomorphism is “only a metaphor,” as if this sort of language is unsuited to God, or as if such figures are contrary to historicity.
  Naturalism: a metaphysical position that the world exists on its own, and that God exerts no influence on any object or event in the world.   Deism: the view that God made the world, but that he no longer involves himself in its workings.

                  Uniformitarianism: the view that, since natural laws do not change, the processes now operating are sufficient to explain the geological history of the earth.  There are two forms of uniformitarianism:
                    Methodological uniformitarianism: the view that, though the processes have always been the same, nevertheless their rates and intensities may have varied over the earth’s history (and therefore the earth’s history may in fact include catastrophic upheavals).  This is a very common position in modern geology.  This position of itself does not deny the possibility of an historical flood in Noah’s day, or of miracles.
                    Substantive uniformitarianism: the view that, over the course of the earth’s history, the intensities and rates of the geological processes have remained the same.  This position, associated with Charles Lyell’s 1830 Principles of Geology, is not widely held by modern geologists.
5.         Creationism.  Two sub-categories of old-earth creationism:
- theistic evolution: belief that natural processes sustained by God’s ordinary providence are God’s means of bringing about life and humanity.  
- progressive creationism: belief that second causes sustained by God’s providence are not the whole story, but that instead God has added supernatural, creative actions to the process, corresponding to the fiats of Genesis 1.
Some confusion can arise because progressive creationists vary in the degree of biological change they are willing to countenance in between the creative events.
The progressive creationists and the young earth creationists agree on a key point: namely that natural processes and ordinary providence are not adequate to explain the world.  They both fall into the category of supernatural creationists or special creationists.  

   Theistic evolution:
- precise sense: God designed a world which has within itself all the capacities to develop life and its diversity.
- broader senses: some apply the term to all brands of old-earth creationism; some apply it to versions of old-earth creationism that allow large-scale biological development (e.g. all mammals share a common ancestor); some apply it to any view that allows common ancestry for all living things.
- Woodrow/Warfield theistic evolution:  Adam’s body was the product of evolutionary development (second causes working alone), and his special creation involved the imparting of a rational soul to a highly-developed hominid.

  Science.  
                    Loaded definition: “science is limited to explaining the natural world by means of natural processes” (National Science Teachers Association).
                    Proposed replacement:  “The sciences are disciplines that study features of the world around us, looking for regularities as well as attempting to account for causal relations.  In the causal chains we allow all relevant factors (including supernatural ones) to be considered.”
The Bible testifies to a twofold revelation of God: a revelation in nature round about us, in human consciousness, and in the providential government of the world; and a revelation embodied in the Bible as the Word of God. In its very first sentence[24], the Westminster Confession of Faith recognizes a source of revelation from “the light of nature and the works of creation and providence.”  Numerous Reformed theologians have discussed this revelation using the term general revelation, to distinguish it from the special revelation of Holy Scripture.  

The words of Dr. Sid Dyer speak of the importance of accepting Genesis 1 in a literal sense: Forsaking the literal interpretation of Genesis 1 reduces its revelatory significance.  The literary framework hypothesis reduces the entire chapter to a general statement that God created everything in an orderly fashion.  How God actually did create is left unanswered.  We end up with too much saying too little.  The literal interpretation, on the other hand, takes the entire chapter in its full revelatory significance. 31

This view accepts the Genesis account of creation as historical narrative.  In answer to the claims of some evangelicals that Genesis 1 is poetical in character, the late Dr. Edward J. Young of Westminster Seminary says:  To escape from the plain factual statements of Genesis some Evangelicals are saying that the early chapters of Genesis are poetry or myth, by which they mean that they are not to be taken as straightforward accounts, and that the acceptance of such a view removes the difficulties…To adopt such a view, they say, removes all troubles with modern science…Genesis is not poetry.  There are poetical accounts of creation in the Bible—Psalm 104, and certain chapters in Job—and they differ completely from the first chapter of Genesis.  Hebrew poetry had certain characteristics, and they are not found in the first chapter of Genesis.  So the claim that Genesis One is poetry is no solution to the question.[33]
The very next verse, Genesis 2:4, is important for the structure of Genesis, it stands in the Hebrew text like a great signpost on a major highway, pointing the way forward into the rest of the book.  Its words ‘These are the generations’ (in Hebrew toledoth) offers a clue that this is where the second part of Genesis begins, with a great narrowing down of emphasis from the whole creation to one selected area, namely, the story of mankind.[35] Genesis 2 is thus not seen as a second account of creation, but rather as a detailing of the particulars regarding man, his creation, the Garden of Eden, the creation of woman, the probation and fall.  In chapter 3 we are brought to the purpose of the rest of the Bible, namely, the account of God’s redemption of sinners.

Strengths:
1.         The Calendar-Day view is the obvious, first-impression reading of Genesis 1-3, in which each of the words is given its most common, plain meaning.  This is the meaning that the author has gone to great lengths to convey.[38]  It is undoubtedly the meaning that the unsophisticated (by today’s standards) initial audience would have understood the account to have.  The view is neither difficult to explain nor to justify because of its simple and straightforward relationship to the text.  This fact is vitally important, for it means that the average believer today can read the Word of God and understand it without the benefit of some higher level of learning reserved only to the scholars.  Thus this view best preserves the perspicuity of Scripture (WCF I.7; Psalm 119:130).
2.         The Calendar-Day view raises no questions and leaves no doubt as to the historicity of Genesis 1-3.
3.         The Calendar-Day view provides the basis for the theological logic of and is confirmed by the Fourth Commandment as recorded in Exodus 20:11, in which the seven-day cycle of work and rest is affirmed.  “The Sabbath was made for man,” said our Lord Jesus (Mark 2:27).
4.         The Calendar-Day view comports with the concept that Adam was the peak of God’s creation, the covenantal head and steward over all creation.  It affirms that death is penal, entering the created order upon the fall (Romans 5:12).  Thus, before man’s sin and the resulting curse of God, there was no death among Adam’s animal kingdom (Genesis 1:28, Genesis 2:21).  “Cursed are you more than all cattle, and more than every beast of the field” (Genesis 3:14).  “For the creation”, which God had announced to be “very good,” “was subjected to vanity, not of its own will, but by reason of him who subjected it, in hope that the creation itself also shall be delivered from bondage of corruption into the liberty of the glory of the children of God.  For we know that the whole creation groaneth and travaileth in pain together until now.” (Romans 8:20-22).
5.         The Calendar-Day view was that of the earliest post-canonical commentaries (e.g., Basil, Ambrose), of the medieval Scholastics (e.g., Aquinas, Lombard), of the magisterial Reformers (e.g., Luther, Calvin, Beza), and of the Puritans (e.g., Ainsworth, Ussher, Ames, Perkins, Owen, Edwards)[39].  It is the only view known to be espoused by any of the Westminster divines, which the Assembly affirmed over against the instantaneous view (e.g., Augustine, Anselm, and Colet).[40]
6.         The Calendar-Day view stands on the basis of special revelation, rather than being indebted to or dependent upon any particular ancient or modern scientific worldview, whether it be that of uniformitarian geology, Darwinian evolution, Big Bang cosmology, 
or even creation science.  A theology wed to the science of one age is a widow in the next.[41] 
7.         The Genesis 1 account builds in a logical manner from the inanimate to the animate, finally climaxing with man as the focus of creation.  The use of ordinals with yôm, which is always an indication of sequence, reinforces this development.  Elsewhere in the Bible, every use of the ordinal with yôm correlates with its normal-day meaning, nor has any contrary example been found in extra-biblical writings.
8.         The Calendar-Day view is that of the Southern Presbyterian tap root of the PCA (e.g., Dabney, Thornwell, Girardeau), which strongly resisted attempts from abroad (e.g., Chalmers, Miller), from her Northern cousins (e.g., Hodge, Warfield), and even from within (e.g., Adger) to broaden the church on this point, as is documented in the Woodrow Evolution Controversy[42] last century and the Continuing Church movement’s resistance to the action of the 1969 PCUS General Assembly.[43] 
Calendar-Day proponents welcome structural and linguistic analyses of the Genesis account, as long as these new tools are used in the light of analogy of Scripture and the rule of faith.  Critical care, informed by a full appreciation for the exegetical and theological complexities involved, is required in order not to cast doubt on the truth, historicity, chronology, and ultimately on the meaning of the text.  Far from demanding some alternative meaning, the context and markers all support the plain reading.  Indeed, the author seems to have gone to great lengths to make it clear that it is this and no other meaning that he is trying to convey.  Therefore, unfolding the theological and apologetical richness of the passage is not at odds with, nor does it raise any necessary objections to, the Calendar-Day view.   
Objections:
1.                  Because of the prevailing spirit of this “scientific” age, the traditional view is easily caricatured as anti-intellectual and classed along with those of geo-centrists and flat-earthers.[44]  An objective study of contemporary works by scholars such as Walt Brown and Henry Morris and numerous papers in journals such as the “Creation Research Society Quarterly” will readily demonstrate the fallacy of this characterization.
2.         Some argue that creation of the sun and moon on the fourth day provides a decisive case against the calendar-day meaning of the first through third days.  The argument is that “whatever the nature of the first three days, they could not have been ordinary solar days since there was no sun”.  This argument—first made by the ancient pagan Celsus—fails to recognize the anti-mythological polemic of Moses.  Since the sun and moon were worshiped by both the Egyptians and Mesopotamians, Moses reports that God did not even create them until the fourth day, clearly demonstrating that they were therefore not necessary for the establishment of day and night, thus strongly asserting their creatureliness and the utter contingency of the created order.  God Himself determines the nature of a day on the first (and every other) day, not celestial bodies or pagan objects of worship.  [“He also made the stars.” Gen 1:16]  God alone rules all of His creation, including time, which is ultimately contingent upon Him alone. The first and most fundamental is that there was no observer of the light on those days except God Himself, and Scripture tells us that light and darkness are alike to Him (Psalm 139:12). 
3.       Some have asserted that this view “seems not to take science seriously and impugns the veracity of God because, on the one hand, it dismisses central conclusions of the current scientific consensus on cosmogony and, on the other hand, it supposedly requires one to view the general-revelation evidence as to the age of the earth as misleading.”  This criticism is based on the assumption that man is able to interpret general revelation correctly without the light of special revelation.  That assumption reverses the proper principle of Biblical interpretation, which is, that special revelation must govern our understanding of general revelation. 

4.         “The view tends to read the text only against the background of a modern world and life view, with its interest in timing and mechanisms.  This obscures the fact that the precise form as well as the content of Genesis 1 was predestined by God to be a means of grace first to Israel (and, of course, no less to us), which had a very different world view.  If we are rightly to interpret the text, we must take full account of the historical process of revelation.”
.5        Several similar objections have been expressed.  They all have to do with the relationship between the account in Genesis 1 and that in the early verses of chapter 2.  It is claimed that the Calendar-Day view presents a difficulty in harmonizing the accounts of Genesis 1:1-2:3 and 2:4-25 because Genesis 2:5 offers an ordinary-providence based reason for there being no shrub or herb, namely that there was no rain.
The Day-Age Interpretation
1.  What is the ‘Day-Age’ interpretation?  2.  What is the meaning of the Hebrew word Yôm?
3.  Who has held a view that allows for creative days of unspecified length? The Jewish apocalyptic Book of Jubilees, written most likely in the 2nd century B.C., says in 4:29-30:  “At the end of the nineteenth jubilee, during the seventh week—in its sixth year [930.]—Adam died.  All his children buried him in the land where he had been created.  He was the first to be buried in the ground.  He lacked 70 years from 1000 years because 1000 years are one day in the testimony of heaven.[67]  For this reason it was written regarding the tree of knowledge
4.  Is the Day-Age interpretation just a reaction to Darwinism?
5.  How do you deal with the issue of death within this view? The specific point for consideration here is whether death within the animal kingdom is linked to the death of Adam.  Some hold the view that prior to the fall and the resultant curses by God, the perfect state of the world and everything in it left no place for death of any kind.  The proponents of this view understand Romans 5:12 (“Therefore, just as sin entered the world through one man, and death through sin....”) to be speaking of all death, both that of man and all under man’s dominion, entering God’s perfect creation through the one sin of Adam.  It is clear that death at least in the plant kingdom was to be a natural process since God gave every green plant as food to all that had the breath of life in it including man, the beasts of the earth, the birds of the air and all the creatures that move on the ground (Gen 1:29-30).  Others, including John Murray in his commentary,[88] understand Paul here to be speaking of the death of man only. 
6.  How do you deal with the issue of time within this view? Time, as Herman Bavinck[93] expressed it, “is the measure of creaturely existence.”  What he terms ‘intrinsic time’ is “a mode of existence of all created and finite beings.”  By ‘extrinsic time’ he means “the standard employed to measure motion...  We derive it from the motion of the heavenly bodies, which is constantly and universally known, Gen 1:14ff.”  It is this ‘extrinsic time,’ time as we know and measure it, which has its beginning only on the fourth day when we are told:  And God said, “Let there be lights in the expanse of the sky to separate the day from the night, and let them serve as signs to mark seasons and days and years” (Gen 1:14).
On the other hand, ‘intrinsic time,’ the possibility for beginning, end, and sequence of events, comes into existence with the beginning of creation.  The Lord is sovereign and not part of His creation; He is outside of it and therefore outside of our perception of time (and space).  Inasmuch as God created the space we know (the heavens and the earth on day 1) before He constituted our natural measure and knowledge of time (on day 4), it seems logical to conclude that He at least began His creation in His own sense of “time.”  Perhaps the Lord is trying to communicate this to us through the psalmist in the Old Testament (Ps 90:4) and Peter in the New Testament (2 Peter 3:8) when we are told that “With the Lord a day is like a thousand years, and a thousand years are like a day.”  In other words, our perception of time is not the Lord’s. 
7.  What are the strengths of the Day-Age interpretation?    A.  This view is not concerned with the absolute period of time God used in each of His six days of creation.  It recognizes this period in earth’s ‘history’ as special when time, as it has been given to us (and space), was created.  In as much as this creative event appeared to have occurred on the fourth ‘day,’ this view prefers not to stipulate periods of man’s perception of time for the first three days, since the Sovereign Creator of them is Himself outside of them.  It also acknowledges that the Creator may have used the process of growth[94] for example, as we now perceive growth, a “time-consuming” activity, to bring forth vegetation.  In addition, the ‘days’ (ages) within the Day-Age model, can be overlapping to allow insects and birds to be created in time to facilitate plant reproduction, when plants had grown to reproductive age.
b.         This view does not need to consider the so-called ‘appearance of age’ problem; that God might have created things differently from how we perceive the order of nature (general revelation[95]) today from the present interpretations of the findings of science. e.g. that the speed of light has changed; that carnivorous animals and fish were once herbivorous; that stars were created with strings of light attached; that rocks were created with isotope ratios suggesting age; that fossils were created with the appearance of age; that fossils, have apparently different ages with some of them being very old.

8.  What are the difficulties for the Day-Age interpretation?
 a.         Without the concept of ‘age overlap,’ it allows that the universe as we know it could have existed in intermediate states for long periods of time, e.g. vegetation requiring insects/birds for propagation to be in existence without insects/birds. 
b.         Overlapping ‘days’ (ages) are hard to propose from a reading of the text which more speaks of consecutive times (days).
c.         Green plants were created on day 3.  Although light had been created on day 1, we know nothing about the nature of this light and its ability to substitute for sunlight (not available until day 4) as the energy source for the plant life.  Thus, it could be argued that the green plants could not exist for a very long period without the sun.
    The Framework Interpretation
There are a number of versions of the Framework interpretation.  Here we discuss the position which has arguably influenced the PCA most, that of Meredith G. Kline and Mark D. Futato.[96]  In Genesis 1:1-2:3: Exegesis indicates that the scheme of the creation week itself is a poetic figure and that the several pictures of creation history are set within the six work-day frames not chronologically but topically.  In distinguishing simple description and poetic figure from what is definitively conceptual the only ultimate guide, here as always, is comparison with the rest of Scripture.[97]
Objections 1.    The position has been severely criticized for rendering Gen 1 non-historical.  For example:
Evangelical framework theologians tell us that the Genesis account is not a factual and historical account.  Rather, it is an artistic expression, a divine metaphor, affirming that God is the Creator; it does not inform us either of the mechanism or time frame of the creative process.[109]  The criticism is a serious one, because Christianity rests on the historicity of Gen 1-3.  However, Framework proponent Meredith Kline explicitly affirms the opposite.  He writes,

The Analogical Days Interpretation  Definition of the position
1.                  The “days” are God’s work-days, which are analogous, and not necessarily identical, to our work days, structured for the purpose of setting a pattern for our own rhythm of rest and work.[114]
2.                  The six “days” represent periods of God’s historical supernatural activity in preparing and populating the earth as a place for humans to live, love, work, and worship.
Finally, the Day-Age, Analogical Days, and Framework interpretations do not involve rejection of conventional cosmology and geology.  (The stance taken toward evolutionary biology, a different science, is different; see the discussion of “evolution” in the Definitions section.)  Although some adherents of the Calendar Days view do not insist on young-earth cosmology and geology, most do. 
     The “days of divine fiat” interpretation
            This view asserts that the days are six consecutive 24-hour days in which God said his instructions, while the fulfillment of those instructions took place over unspecified periods of time.  This view appears in Alan Hayward’s Creation and Evolution (Bethany, 1995 [originally 1985]).  Hayward is a progressive creationist who makes a strong and responsible case against Darwinism.
         The “intermittent day” interpretation
In this scheme the days are calendar days of creative activity, separated by periods of unspecified length.  That is, the days are “normal,” and consecutive, but not contiguous.
