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Nobie Stone produced a revised edition of his book Genesis One and Lessons From
Space as a response to critics of his first edition. However, in the revised edition, he does not
correct the many problems/errors that were expressed in the first edition. Instead, he defends or
repeats these errors.

Stone adds an “Author’s Preface” to the revised edition. In the Author’s Preface, Stone
states some of the reasons for the revision. First, he indicates new information about water on
Mars and new pictures of Pluto are now available to his readers. Second, he indicates that he
desires to explain passages of Scripture that have been misinterpreted. As this review
progresses, we will consider some of these changes and other modifications revealed therein.

In this preface, he makes the claim that both Scripture and observations of nature are of
equal weight. He affirms that one can use observations of nature to interpret the Scriptures.
Later, in the book, he will refute this claim and consequently contradict himself by saying the
there is no absolute truth in science (“science cannot make absolute claims” p. 2). Based upon
Stone’s own definition of science, he is not comparing truth with truth. He is comparing
absolute, infallible truth (Scripture) with probabilities (science). Stone is saying that we can use
observations of science which are never absolute truth to interpret Scripture which is always
absolute truth. This is false. Stone never says that we should use Scripture to interpret science.
This shows his bias toward science and why he really weights evolutionary science against
Scripture in Genesis chapter one regarding the age of the universe, the earth and humankind.

He also states in the Authors’ Preface that when interpreting the Scriptures more easily
understood passages should be given priority over difficult passages (p. x). While this is true,
Stone does not consistently apply this rule. If he did, he would use Exodus 20:11 and Ex. 31:17
to help in determining the meaning of the days of creation in Genesis 1 (Stone never mentions
these passages). The Scriptures are the final authority, not observations of science. Stone states,
“Today, in a failure to recognize these limitations (limitations of science-DS), many are making
absolute claims-something that, by definition, science cannot do—and are extending science into
areas far beyond its logical boundaries” (p. 2). Stone should heed his own warning.

Stone references John Lennox with regard to Galileo and the fixed earth vs. moving earth
controversy centuries ago (p. X, Author’s Preface). He cites Lennox on p. 72 of the revised
edition whereas in the first edition, he never cites Lennox. John Lennox is an Oxford
mathematician who has written a book on Genesis one (Seven Days that Divide the World)
which Stone agrees with for the most part (see his favorable review of Lennox’s book in
Sufficient Evidence published by the Warren Christian Apologetics Center, vol. 6, Fall, 2016).
Stone uses other ideas from Lennox’s work and never cites Lennox. For instance, the main
concept that Stone argues for in his book is that the days of Genesis One could be 24 hour
periods separated by eons of time (progressive creationism). This concept is also expressed by
Lennox in his book. While other individuals may also hold to this view, it is certain that Stone
has read Lennox’s work and expresses the same view as Lennox regarding the interpretation of
the “days” of Genesis One. Why cite Lennox with regard to one point and omit citing him on
other points? Did Stone originate this interpretation of Genesis One? Lennox’s work was
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published three years before Stone’s work (2011 vs. 2014 for Stones’ work).

Also, in the Author’s Preface, Stone attempts to make the interpretation of Genesis One a
matter of indifference. Here is his dismissive statement, “We have similar conflict today
between “Young Earthers” and “Old Earthers.” Again, the issue is not a matter of salvation” (p.
X). The notion that we can give any interpretation to Genesis One that we desire because it is not
a salvation issue is false for the following reasons. Genesis One is foundational to our
understanding of how the universe and everything in it came to be. This includes human beings.
Genesis One is foundational to the doctrine of Creation as revealed by God. To deny what God
said that God did is to make God a liar (God is the one speaking in Exodus 20:11). This is
blasphemy not just “another interpretation.” To deny what God said that God did is unbelief.
Unbelief is not an innocent matter. Stone’s affirmation is an attack on the veracity of the
Scriptures. The only Being that was present at the beginning of all things was God and God has
revealed to us what He did. Stone’s attempt to compromise with the theory of evolution forces
him to wrest the Scriptures to his own destruction (damnation). This is a salvation issue! Stone
attacks the deity of Jesus Christ and His Messiahship by making the changes that he does in
Genesis One. By changing the time of the beginning of the universe, the beginning of the earth,
the beginning of life forms and the beginning of mankind (John Lennox has each of these
beginning at a different time, while Stone implies them), Stone destroys the entire chronology of
the Bible. The chronology of the Bible is interwoven with the genealogy of Jesus Christ. The
story of redemption begins before the foundation of the world. Adam and Eve are clearly placed
at the beginning of all things (Matt. 19:4; Mark 10:6) by Jesus. Evolutionists claim that man has
been on the earth for 200,000 years or less. This evolutionary chronology cannot fit Bible
chronology. Based on Bible chronology man has been on the earth a little more than 6,000
years. In Luke 3, the genealogy of Christ is traced back to Adam, the first human being that God
created. The genealogy of Jesus Christ is an evidence of His deity and His Messiahship. From
Adam to the time of Christ’s crucifixion, 4075 years pass. It is impossible to harmonize the
evolutionary chronology with the biblical chronology without destroying the entire biblical
chronology. Interestingly, Stone states that Moses wrote about Abraham 3500 years ago
indicating that he accepts at least part of the Bible’s chronology (p. 38). Does he believe that
Moses lived 2500 years after Adam was created? Stone pays lip service to inspiration and
inerrancy of the Scriptures (p. 7) and then shows that his heart is far from what the Scriptures
teach. Does a doctrine that denies the doctrine of creation as revealed by God, calls God a liar,
manifests unbelief, attacks the veracity of the Scriptures and destroys the Messiahship of Jesus
Christ a matter of indifference? Please remember that this book by Nobie Stone was published
by the Warren Christian Apologetics Center. This work is a direct contradiction of the stated
purpose for the WCAC. The reality is that the WCAC is now advancing and normalizing
theistic evolution worldwide. We cannot accept such contradiction and hypocrisy in an
apologetics center. The WCAC is unqualified from receiving any support from Christians and
New Testament churches. Anyone who supports them is also complicit in the advancement of
theistic evolution and agnosticism worldwide.

The following observations will be made chapter by chapter.

In Chapter One, Stone addresses by way of introduction, the question, “Why investigate
the evidence?” Stone identifies some of the limitations of science. He makes a distinction
between scientism (faith in science, blind trust in science, p. 1) and science (“not a worldview
but a tool with which to understand the world” p. 2). He states, “Science deals exclusively with
phenomena that can either be observed with our senses (sight, touch, hearing, etc.) or logically



be extrapolated from those sensory observations” (p. 2). Stone states that science cannot address
questions of why, in terms of intelligent motivation, since these types of questions are not
physical. Stone also limits science regarding “single-occurrence phenomena (beginnings,
miracles) since they, by definition, are not repeatable and, therefore, cannot be studied under
controlled conditions” (p. 2). Stone eliminated science (not scientism) from a consideration of
beginnings. Yet, he told us earlier that we can use observations from science to interpret the
Scriptures (Author’s Preface). He said that equal weight should be given to the observations of
nature and the Scriptures. Stone believes that he can use observations from nature to modify our
understanding of the days of Genesis chapter one. This is just one of many contradictions Stone
makes in the book.

Stone indicates on page 5 that all scriptural quotations are from the NIV (New
International Version). This translation is highly questionable with regard to many passages
pertaining to the gospel of Christ.

Also on page 5, Stone reveals that by the time he had finished undergraduate studies, “I
had become a full-fledged agnostic with respect to the existence of God.” Stone has not
jettisoned his agnosticism completely. He is still a mitigated skeptic and a probabilist. He
affirms repeatedly that we cannot know anything absolutely (p. 19). Stone repeats in the revision
many of the same mistakes that he made in the first edition. This is truly a sad observation.
Stone had the opportunity to correct many of the errors in science, logic, and theology that he
made in the first edition, but he did not do so. This brings up a question about his integrity in
dealing with the truth.

Stone’s main thesis: “If there is a good, all-knowing and all-powerful God, and if this
God is the architect, builder, and sustainer of all nature, and if the Bible is the inspired word of
this God, then what the Bible has to say about nature must be consistent with what we observe in
nature” (p. 7). Let’s consider this statement in light of what Stone believes. First, Stone does not
believe that you can prove that God exists, or that the Bible is the word of God or that Jesus
Christ is the Son of God (see p. 17, “It must be stated at the outset that we are not going to
attempt to rigorously prove the existence of God, or that Jesus of Nazareth is His son (sic) or that
the Bible is His inspired word. This we cannot do—nbut this situation is not unique.” The logical
argument made above is called a hypothetical argument in the “modus ponens” form (Logic an
Introduction, Lionel Ruby, p. 275). The problem with it is that the consequent (conclusion)
does not follow from the antecedents (premises). Stone admits that he cannot prove the premises
stated in the antecedents. Consequently, he cannot affirm the consequent. Another problem with
the logic of this deductive argument (which type of argument Stone states is rare), is that the
consequent (conclusion) does not follow from the antecedents (premises). In the consequent,
Stone interjects “observations from nature” which he does not prove in the antecedent to be true.
Observations from nature may or may not be true. Stone has not proven that all observations in
nature are true. As a matter of fact, he affirms that the universe is expanding (a claimed
observation of science) which has been falsified. This is now old news and Stone should have
corrected this mistake which he also made in the first edition. Instead, he repeats the false
science in the revised edition. He had time to catch this mistake and correct it. Either he did not
take the time to do his homework or he still believes the false science.

Stone makes yet another contradictory statement on page 7, “...therefore, likely, that
there will always be apparent conflicts between observation and revelation.” Earlier, Stone said
that Scripture and observations in science are of equal weight. Does truth conflict with truth?
Yet, another contradiction from Stone’s pen.



On page 7, Stone remarks that dark matter and dark energy constitute 96 percent of the
material universe and that we presently know almost nothing about either of them. Dark matter
and dark energy are theoretical concepts based on the materialistic Big Bang theory (see the
Glossary, pp. 146-147). If the Big Bang theory is false, then dark matter and dark energy are
false. Stone betrays his belief in the Big Bang theory. John Lennox actually uses the Big Bang
theory as the explanation of Genesis 1:1-2 from the standpoint of physics. It seems Stone also
holds this view, but does not give Lennox credit for it.

In chapter two, Stone examines the nature of faith. He defines “blind faith” as belief
without evidence or question (p. 9). He affirms that believers are to use their minds. He states
that God has never required blind faith. He believes that evidence was provided in every case
where man was asked to believe (p. 12). What was the type of evidence that was given by God?
The examples given by Stone are all miraculous. Then, Stone makes this remark, “We can,
therefore, conclude that faith and reason are not mutually exclusive; faith begins with reason—
rooted in experience that satisfies the mind—and then goes beyond reason.” Stone clearly
affirms that the evidence can take us only so far. Then, we must make the leap of faith. Stone
made the same statement in the first edition. Later, on p. 16, he affirms that our faith is based
upon the testimony of those who witnessed His coming. If this is so, then our faith is based upon
the eyewitness testimony of those who saw the miracles that Jesus performed. Faith is never
disconnected from the evidence given in God’s Word. God’s infallible word is the foundation of
our faith.

In chapter three, Stone addresses the subject of the meaning of reason. Stone states,
“Clearly, the arrangement of the propositions is such that if the two premises are true, then the
conclusion must be true. However, it is important to note that deductive logic deals only with
the relationship between the premises and conclusion of an argument, which concerns their order
and language. The truth of the premises (or more precisely, the probability that the premises are
true) must be determined by other means such as observation or scientific experiment” (p. 18).
Stone reveals his definition of truth in this statement. Truth is “the probability that the premises
are true.” Truth, according to Stone, is not absolute. Stone has affirmed that science does not
make absolute claims (p. 2). The observations of science therefore are mere probabilities. This
is why the observations of science cannot be equal with the infallible, absolute truth of God’s
Word (DS) but, Stone affirms that they are equal (Author’s Preface). Every explicit statement in
the Bible is true (absolute, infallible truth-DS). The statement given above proves that Stone is a
probabilist.

Stone continues his discussion of reasoning, and remarks concerning inductive reasoning,
“The more common type of reasoning, by which premises for deduction may be established, is
based on the inductive form of argument which does not prove its conclusion absolutely, but
rather, indicates what is probably true. It may be highly probable, but not absolute” (p. 18).
Inductive reasoning results in probable truth not absolute truth. Whenever you put both of these
statements together the result is that deductive reasoning and inductive reasoning produce only
probable truth. We cannot know anything in an absolute sense according to Stone. This is a
false view. Every explicit statement in the Bible is absolute truth (John 8:32). This is also why
Stone states that faith begins with reason and then goes beyond reason (see above). Stone
affirms the leap of faith because he believes that the evidence can only take us so far.

Stone also states, “The truth of the Scriptures, the Messiahship of Jesus of Nazareth and,
yes, even the very existence of God should be scrutinized, tested, and accepted or rejected on the
same basis as everything else that confronts us in life, on the basis of the available evidence and



the conclusion it most strongly supports” (p. 19). The “same basis” that Stone refers to is the
inductive method of reasoning which is only probably true and never absolutely true. This is
why Stone affirms that we cannot prove absolutely that God exists, or that Jesus is the Son of
God or that the Bible is the Word of God (p. 17). Interestingly, the stated position of Stone
contradicts the stated position of Thomas Warren for which the Warren Christian Apologetics
Center was named. The publication of this work by the WCAC would have been strongly
opposed by Thomas Warren on the grounds that it teaches fatal error (a form of agnosticism) (see
the Warren-Flew Debate where Thomas Warren affirmed the proposition, “I know that God
exists”). Thomas Warren was as strongly opposed to agnosticism as to atheism.

Stone continues to affirm an agnostic position, “...it was pointed out that our ability to
determine absolute proof is rare because of our inability to know that any proposition is
universally true with absolute certainty (going forward, we use “true” in the sense of being
rationally acceptable)” (p. 20). Stone affirms that we cannot know that God exists in an absolute
sense. Stone states, “Herein lies the problem with deductive logic. It generally must be based on
a priori knowledge (our existing knowledge base) and rarely, if ever, is that knowledge base
universal and absolute” (p. 21). What about the Scriptures as a knowledge base? (Stone
contradicts himself on this point. See p. 4, “Conversely, if God is, and if the Bible is the word of
God, as it claims to be, then there is a higher purpose in life; there are absolutes; there is right
and wrong...”). Additionally, the quotation given above changes the meaning of truth. Stone
affirms that “true” is rationally acceptable information. If we apply this definition to God’s
word, then God’s word is not infallible, absolute information, but is only probably true. Stone
has abandoned objective truth. Truth is that which conforms to reality as God defines reality.
God’s word states the way things really are and this applies to the origins of the universe and
man. We might also ask, “Rationally acceptable to whom?” The phrase “rationally acceptable”
makes truth subjective. This is a fatal error.

Then, on page 21, Stone states that truth relates to our experiences. He illustrates what he
means by saying that dogs do not have wings. Then he says, “we arrived at this truth based on
our experience.” Here, Stone defines truth as anchored in objective reality. Stone is revealing
many different definitions of truth. This confusion is also a fatal error.

On page 24, Stone states, “Gravity, beginnings, time, infinity, and God, on the other
hand, are entities that do not submit easily to our observational or rational abilities. At the most
basic level, we must simply accept—not only in religion, but in science also.” Stone is affirming
that in the absence of absolute evidence, we must make a leap of faith. This leap of faith is blind
faith. Consequently, Stone has contradicted himself again. Earlier, he affirmed that God has not
asked us to accept anything on blind faith.

Stone affirms in the revised edition what he affirmed in the first edition regarding
miracles. He states that if miracles became common, then they would cease to be miracles (p.
24). When Jesus was upon the earth, He performed hundreds of miracles in three and a half
years. After seeing many miracles, the next one would not be common! Observation or
experience would not change the miraculous into the common. The contrast between the
miraculous and the common exists because of the difference between the supernatural and the
natural. Both the supernatural and the natural can be verified through the senses.

On page 34, Stone states, “...human mind, emotions, e.g. mind, love, thought, value,
judgments, decisions etc. not subject to the laws of physics and chemistry and cannot be detected
by the senses, and yet, they are real.” When Stone uses the word real does he mean true? Is this
something we know absolutely or only probably?



Chapter four examines Genesis 1 and the Cosmos. Stone gives a time statement on p. 38,
“To Abraham, 3,500 years ago...” and “Did Moses make a mistake when he recorded this
account of Abraham’s encounter with God?” Regarding biblical chronology, it seems that Stone
is in agreement with the biblical chronology back to the time of Moses (1500 years before
Christ). Does he believe that there is 2500 years between Adam and Moses? This is the time
span according to biblical chronology. By changing the interpretation of the days of creation in
Genesis 1 and by permitting the Gap Theory (p. 69), Stone destroys biblical chronology. Yet,
here, he affirms part of it.

From pages 38 to 52, Stone gives a tour of the cosmos. These pages are full of scientific
information about the sun, the distance between planets, the stars, etc. Is this scientific
information true or only probably true?

On p. 52, Stone begins an exploration of how it (the universe) all began. He states two
possibilities: (1) The Big Bang theory; and (2) Creation by God. Stone states, “Science until
recently argued that the universe had no beginning—it was eternal (p. 52-53). This was referred
to as the Static Universe model. Then, it was discovered that the universe was expanding.
Science modified the theory and changed to the eternal Oscillating Universe model (p. 53).
Now, scientists have found that the universe is not only expanding but it is accelerating. It is
expanding at an increasing rate. “This observation, along with a detailed mapping of the
predicted Cosmic Microwave Background (CMB), by the Cosmic Background Explorer (COBE)
mission in 1990-1992, has forced science to discard the previous Eternal Universe models all
together, and as a result, in the last 20 years or so, science has come around to what the revealed
Scriptures told us 3,500 years earlier: the universe is not eternal—it had a beginning” (p. 53).
Several observations need to be made about this quotation. First, the theories of science are
continually in a state of flux or change. How could anyone use this type of science to interpret
Scripture? Second, Stone again makes reference to the writings of Moses 1500 years before
Christ. Does he believe in evolutionary chronology or not? He affirms evolutionary chronology
in this same chapter! Third, the science to which he refers (CMB) has now been falsified. This
fact was pointed out in the review by this author of Stone’s first edition (see Book Reviews on
this blog). The universe is not expanding (see www.space.com, Evidence for Cosmic Inflation
Theory Bites the (Space) Dust by Calla Cofield) and see Apologetics Press, Reason and
Revelation, June, 2015, “Big Bang Inflation Officially Bites the Dust”, p. 6). The so-called
gravitational waves were merely cosmic dust that was incorrectly interpreted by scientists. This
fact is an embarrassment to Stone’s scholarship. The expanding universe theory has gone up in
“dust.” Stone goes on to state, “If the universe is expanding, and we clearly see that it is...” (p.
53). Does Stone know this absolutely or only probably?

Stone then examines the next two possibilities: (1) the universe created itself from
nothing or (2) the universe was created by something or someone (p. 53). Stone rejects the first
option and affirms the second. However, in his explanation of the Big Bang Theory, he says that
the theory leaves the question of the origin of matter unresolved (pp. 56-57). He states, “The
first issue is that the theory does not account for what initiated the whole process” (p. 56). Stone
goes on to state an even weightier problem with the Big Bang Theory, it “appears to violate some
of the most fundamental laws of nature” (p. 57). These laws are: (1) The Law of Cause and
Effect; (2) the First Law of Thermodynamics; and (3) The Second Law of Thermodynamics.
Stone remarks, “These physical relationships are called laws because they have been observed
over and over throughout the modern scientific era. They have been tested under every
conceivable set of conditions, and they have never been observed to fail—not once” (p. 57). Are




these laws truth or are they merely probabilities? Stone remarks, “...science is an evolving
understanding of the workings of nature, and the current best understanding should never be
considered absolute” (p. 56).

Stone affirms, “...the evidence of the Big Bang Theory does not necessarily conflict with
the creation account given in Genesis, as will be discussed in the following section” (p. 56).
Stone affirms along with John Lennox, that the Big Bang Theory is the scientific explanation
(the explanation from physics) for Genesis 1:1. The difference Stone and Lennox bring to the
explanation of the Big Bang is that they are willing to interject God into the process as the
initiator and designer of the universe. Thus, both men synthesize the creation account with the
Big Bang theory and by definition this is called Theistic Evolution.

On p. 64, for the third time, Stone references the writings of Moses and dates them at
3500 years ago. He makes this reference with regard to the affirmation that time was created in
the beginning. The “beginning” of Gen. 1:1 is the beginning of time. John Lennox has the
beginning of the universe, the beginning of the earth, the beginning of life and the beginning of
human beings all given at different times. Evolutionists give the beginning of the universe at
nearly 14 billion years ago. The beginning of the earth is given at 4 to 5 billion years ago. The
beginning of human life is given at 200,000 years ago. Stone agrees that creation was a process
and that the days of Genesis 1 could possibly be 24-hour days separated by eons (billions) of
years. This concept is called “progressive creationism.” The theory is advanced as a
compromise between the Genesis account of creation and the evolutionary chronology advanced
by the Big Bang Theory (cosmology and physics).

On page 68, Stone addresses the “young-earth” versus the “old-earth” question. He
makes this remark, “However, the age question—particularly the Young Earth position that
would seem to fly in the face of the bulk of scientific evidence—has come to define Christian
faith as scientifically illiterate in the minds of many, and it is an issue with which young people
will have to deal” (p. 69). Stone is clearly opposed to the Young Earth view. What evidence
does he give from science for the Old Earth view? He mentions two things: (1) starlight, and (2)
ice layers. But, he refutes both of these (see pp. 71-72). His comment on starlight is: “Was light
always constant? We really do not know, and if we do not really know why it is constant today,
how can we insist that it has always been so? The age implied by starlight is a good argument,
but it rests on assumptions that do not appear, at least for now, to be resolved” (p. 71). Hereis
his statement regarding ice layers, “There are two primary issues that bring the credibility of ice
core dating into question, at least for deep, geological time. First, the date of a volcanic eruption
used for calibration must be known, and this limits the use of this calibration technique to the
relatively recent period of human written history—3 to 4 thousand years. Second, the massive
weight of the ice column compresses the deeper layers and also causes lateral creep—both of
which make identification of layers below a certain depth problematic” (p. 72). This is the sum
of the evidence that Stone gives for the Old Earth view. Remember, he stated that the Young
Earth position “that would seem to fly in the face of the bulk of scientific evidence” (p. 69 given
above). Stone’s evidence, starlight and ice layers, is not convincing. Science not Scripture
seems very weak here. Scientific observations do not demand an Old Earth view (one of two
questions posed by Stone and now answered by the evidence given—see p. 69).

The other question posed by Stone on page 69 is: “does the wording and consistency of
Scripture necessarily require a “young earth” interpretation? (p. 69). He then addresses Genesis
1. “First, concerning the wording in Genesis Chapter One, it says nothing about a 24-hour day”
(p. 69). In the first edition, Stone never mentioned the Hebrew word yom (translated day in



Genesis 1:5 and other passages of Scripture. In the revised edition, there is no scholarly
treatment of this word by Stone. He mentions that the word can be used in various senses in
different contexts. He cites Clyde Woods in a footnote on page 69, which footnote is given on
pages 128-129. In the footnote, Stone cites Woods to show that there are different meanings for
the Hebrew word, yom, in different contexts. However, Stone fails to mention that Woods states
in the same citation the following, “To be sure, Yom, the Hebrew word translated “day”, like its
English counterpart, is used in a variety of senses. For example, in the present passage (1:5-DS)
the word is used both for a day-light period and for the combination of this period and one of
darkness. Further, the word is used in 2:4 to cover the entire creative period. In the present
context, however, the word certainly does not appear to refer to an extended period because (1)
the words “evening” and “morning” indicate an ordinary day and (2) the days are numbered,
which is not normally true when the word is used to refer to an extended period of time”
(People’s Old Testament Notes, vol. 1 Genesis-Exodus, Vol. 2 Leviticus-Numbers-Deuteronomy,
p. 4. Some information gleaned from an unpublished book review by Mike Phillips). Stone
omits the complete quotation from Woods because he rejects its truth. Stone himself refers to
the second usage in Gen. 1:5 as “a nominal 24-hour period” (p. 128). On page 69, Stone states
that, “The point here is that what Scripture actually says is sometimes not what we have been
conditioned to believe it to say.” Stone debunks the interpretation of the word “day” in the latter
part of Gen. 1:5 as a 24-hour period and then says, “The modifiers, “evening and morning” are
presumed to indicate a solar day, which for Earth is nominally 24 hours and this is, clearly, the
normal and most common understanding” (p. 128). James tells us that a “double-minded” man
is unstable in all of his ways! (James 1:8). Have we been “conditioned” to believe the days of
creation are 24-hour periods or did we learn this from the study of the lexical and grammatical
features of the text?

Nobie Stone reiterates that the meaning of the Hebrew word yom is not a salvation issue
(p. 129). This statement normalizes theistic evolution and violates both the clarity of Scripture
and the veracity of the Scriptures.

On page 70, Stone mentions that the grammar of Genesis One does not require these to
be consecutive days. He states that a period of time placed between the first day and the second
day is consistent with the language. He further states that these may be days of creation
separated by a period of time. Stone comments, “This may not set well with many Christians.”
All of these statements harmonize with the position taken by John Lennox in Seven Days That
Divide The World. Yet, Stone does not cite Lennox or any other writer for that matter. Notice
that Clyde Woods’ comment on Gen. 1:5 refutes Stone.

On page 70, Stone affirms that “progressive creation” a phrase not used by Stone but
defined by him in his language, is a possibility. Then, he concludes, “What is left to debate now
is the duration of that process. But if God chose to create in a sequence over a period of time,
why are we concerned whether that period was six consecutive 24 hour periods, or six separate
days of creation spread out over an indeterminate period of time?” (p. 70). The reason why is
that we must draw only the conclusions that are warranted by the evidence given in the
immediate context of Genesis 1 and the remote context of the Bible. Stone would have us
believe that we cannot know precisely the meaning of the Hebrew word yom when preceded by
an ordinal number and associated with the phrase “evening and morning.” Clyde Woods
disagrees as noted above. Also, there is the reference to creation days in Exodus 20:11 by Moses
and the beginning by Jesus in Mark 10:6, Matthew 19:4 that prevents Stones’ interpretation.
Jesus affirms that Adam and Eve were created at the beginning of the creation and not eons of



time latter (progressive creation). Stone remarks that the “wording does not appear to be
determinate regarding time” (p. 72). He states, “why pick sides?” He refers to Genesis 1 as a
disputed passage. The only reason Stone does this is that he believes that science provides
evidence for an ancient earth. But, he has not given sufficient evidence to prove this point.

In Chapter five, Stone relates some lessons from space. He affirms that the sun is a
“middle-aged star” (p. 76). This shows that Stone is an “Old Earther.” He affirms that life as we
know it is not viable on other planets. He gives some of the special features of the Earth that
demonstrate that it was specially created as a habitat for man. The limit of the range of life on
the earth is three miles above the earth and fifteen miles in the oceans. Thus, we have a range of
18 miles that would support life and nowhere else in the universe do we have the same
conditions that would support life.

In Chapter six, Stone gives some thoughts on the implications of what he has presented in
the book. Stone mentions Alfred North Whitehead’s statement that religion must be willing to
change as science has been willing to change (p. 118). Stone uses Whitehead because
Whitehead says what Stone believes. Science never gives us “absolutes.” Scripture is the
“absolute truth” from God. Scripture does not change. Our understanding of Scripture may or
may not change depending upon whether or not we have interpreted it correctly. Stone’s Old
Earth view is a misinterpretation of Scripture. However, he believes that the bulk of the
scientific evidence supports his Old Earth view. This is untrue. Stone is wrong on his
interpretation of Scripture and his understanding of the evidence of science. Consequently, he
has taken a false position. While Stone warns others of adding to or taking away from Scripture,
he is guilty of doing the same. For instance, why doesn’t he reference Exodus 20:11 in his book?
Why doesn’t he deal with the plain statements of Jesus regarding the creation of Adam and Eve
and the beginning? What he does not say betrays a sleight of hand intended to deceive his
readers.

Stone warns against failing to separate scientific observation (hard, observable,
repeatable evidence) from hypothesis and theory. Stone fails to make this distinction. He cites
the Big Bang, the cosmic microwave background, black holes, dark matter, and dark energy—all
of which are unproven, untestable, theories or theoretical concepts. Stone affirms that the
universe is expanding. This has been falsified. Stone affirms the CMB (cosmic microwave
background), but this has been falsified. Stone affirms the Big Bang (p. 56), but, it too, has been
shown to be false. Stone shows that it contradicts three laws of nature (p. 59, referenced earlier).

Stone affirms, “Note that there is not one shred of material evidence for the multiverse
hypothesis—in fact, there can be none.” “We have no possibility of measuring anything beyond
the bounds of our universe and its laws” (pp. 121-122). Stone seems to know this absolutely.

Stone reaffirms blind faith when he states, “Accordingly, what we would all like is proof,
but faith, although it is based on evidence, like science, is not grounded in absolute proof. To
many, this absence of absolute knowledge or proof is disturbing, but Christian faith is not alone
here; there is virtually nothing in life that is proved in an absolute sense” (p. 122). This
statement is false. Stone reaffirms his own agnosticism. If we cannot know virtually anything in
an absolute sense, then we cannot know that God is, that the Bible is the Word of God, and that
Jesus Christ is the Son of God! In refutation of this affirmation by Stone, consider the words of
Luke to Theophilus, “It seemed good to me also, having had perfect understanding of all things
from the very first, to write unto thee in order, most excellent Theophilus, That thou mightiest
know the certainty of those things, where in thou hast been instructed” (Luke 1:3-4). To know
with certainty is to know beyond all doubt. Christian faith is based upon objective, absolute,



truth. If Christian faith is based upon Scripture, then it is based upon absolute truth.

Stone writes, “It can be concluded that the job of theology is to determine in what ways
God could have created the universe, life, and an intelligent mankind that would be consistent
with His revealed word. The job of science is to determine how He actually did” (p. 123).
God’s word does not reveal many different possibilities for how God created the world. Theistic
evolution and progressive creation are not among the possibilities. These concepts derive from a
false interpretation of God’s Word. God’s Word advances the only true means by which God
created the universe and everything in it. The Theologians’ responsibility is to ascertain what
God meant by what He said He did when He created the universe and everything in it. Again,
Stone contradicts himself. He stated that science cannot deal with “beginnings.” Consider what
he wrote, science “cannot address questions of why, in terms of intelligent motivation, since
these types of questions are not physical. Neither does it work well with single-occurrence
phenomena (beginnings, miracles) since they, by definition, are not repeatable and, therefore,
cannot be studied under controlled conditions” (p. 2). Now, he affirms that science can tell us
how God actually created the universe. Thomas Warren affirmed that any proposition that
involves logical self-contradiction is a false proposition (Logic and the Bible, p. 77).

Stone makes another blunder on p. 128. He states that abductive reasoning is a weaker
form of reasoning and the conclusions reached are less certain. Stone states of abductive
reasoning, “This entails identifying all possible hypotheses suggested by an observation and then
determining the hypothesis that is most probable in light of pre-existing knowledge and known
laws” (p. 128 in a footnote). Stone remarks, “...the scientific study of past or non-repeatable
events (so called “historical” science, which includes much of cosmology and all beginnings)
employs a less precise form of logic called abductive reasoning” (p. 128). Stone admits that the
“science” he has been using to interpret the Scriptures (i. e. Genesis 1) is “less certain” than
inductive logic. However, even the inductive logical process is not absolute (p. 128). Stone is
attempting to use possibilities suggested by scientific theories to re-interpret Genesis One. Stone
betrays a faulty hermeneutic. He is going to use unproven science to interpret God’s Word.

Please read the first review by this author of Nobie Stones’ first edition. Then, read this
review of the revised edition. Both are available on www.biblicalinsights.net. Look under the
title, Book Reviews. The present review attempts to be comprehensive, but it certainly is not
exhaustive in analyzing the concepts presented by Nobie Stone. The Warren Christian
Apologetics Center should be ashamed to have published this work in the first place and then
doubly so in publishing a revision that repeats many of the errors of the first edition and then
adds to them in the second revised edition.

We must oppose all false concepts wherever and by whomsoever they are produced.
Stone is a mitigated skeptic who affirms theistic evolution in the form of progressive
creationism. All faithful gospel preachers must oppose any doctrine that contradicts the plain
teaching of God’s Word. All faithful gospel preachers should oppose any work (The Warren
Christian Apologetics Center) that normalizes theistic evolution and advances agnosticism
worldwide.
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