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BIBLICAL GENEALOGIESAND HUMAN HISTORY

Wayne Jackson, M .A.

Arebiblical genealogiesof any valuein determining thelength of human his-
tory upon the Earth? Some contend they arenot. It isalleged that thereisno nec-
essary conflict between the Old Testament view of man’soriginand themodern
anthropol ogical theory that human history reachesback several millionsof years.
Oneauthor stated: “Any attempt to ascribeaspecificor even agener al agetoei-
ther man or the Earth from aBiblical standpoint isagrievous error.”* (emp.
added—WJ). Again: “The time of man’s beginning is not even hinted at in the
Bible. There is no possible way of determining when Adam was created.”” The
samewriter then discussed the so-called “ geol ogic timetable” (without any hint
that hedisagreed withit) which, according to many modern geol ogists, chronicles
the history of Earth over aspan of some4.6to 5billionyears. Heconcluded: “If
geologistsarecorrect intheir dating methods, manisavery recent new-comer to
thisplanet.” It might be well to observe that for years anthropol ogists have as-
serted that manisapproximately 1 millionyearsold; evolutionary scientists, how-
ever, are now claiming that man (Homo sapiens) reaches back two to three mil-
lionyears.

The Bible unquestionably teaches that Adam was“thefirst man” (1 Corin-
thians 15:45). In Luke 3:23-38, theinspired historian traced the human lineage
of JesusChrist (wholivedlessthan 2,000 yearsago) all of theway back to Adam.
If itistruethat the Bible gives no hint asto when Adam was created, andif itis
possible to harmonize the biblical record with the assertions of anthropology,
thenitisclear that several million yearsmust be squeezed into the geneal ogical
record of Luke'saccount.

GAPSIN THE GENEALOGIES

Every diligent Biblestudent iswell awareof thefact that thebiblical geneal-
ogies do not always necessarily reflect strict father-son relationships. Thereis
no questionthat theserecordsdo contain somegaps; but hereisthequestion: are
these gaps sufficiently vast to accommodate millionsof years? Note thefoll ow-
ingillustrativeexamples.

(1) InEzra7:3,4, from Zerahiahto Amariahinvolvesonly four names, while
in 1 Chronicles 6:6-10, from Zerahiah to Amariah thereisatotal of ten names.
Thereisthusagap of six namesin Ezra'slist. Thisgap of ahalf-dozen genera-
tionsobviously involvesbut afew yearsrel atively speaking, but certainly not hun-
dredsof thousandsof years.

(2) A brief geneology from Levi to Moses mentions only four names (Exo-
dus6:16-20) , whilealineageof thesamegeneral timespan, from Josephto Joshua
(1 Chronicles 7:20-27), involves eleven names. Thus, there could thus be some
seven generations del eted between Kohath and Amram in Exodus, but this gap
omitsonly about threehundred years, not thousands.’

(3) In1Chronicles26:24, Shebuel, “aruler over thetreasures’ duringthead-
ministration of David, issaid to bethe* son of Gershom, the son of Moses.” The
term “son” in oneinstance, is used in the sense of descendant, for about four
hundred yearsseparated Gershom from David’ stime. Again, though, thishasno
geological timesignificancewhatsoever.

THE GENEALOGIES OF CHRIST

Therearetwo geneal ogies of Christinthe New Testament, Matthew 1:2-16
and Luke 3:23-38. Matthew's account, designed for the Jews, was intended to
establish Christ asadescendant of Abraham and David (1:1) , and thustheillus-
trious seed promised of those Old Testament worthies. Matthew’sgenealogy is
arranged artistically into three setsof fourteen generations (perhapstofacilitate
memorization), hence, between Joram and Uzziah (1:8) he omits three names.
Theremay al so beother namesomitted sinceMatthew listsfourteen generations
between David and the Babyl onian captivity, and fourteen between thecaptivity
andthebirth of Jesus; yetin Luke'slist these sametwo spanschronicletwenty or
twenty-onegenerationsrespectively. Luke’ srecord, written especial ly for Gen-
tilesto emphasize the Lord’s solidarity with mankind, is clearly more exhaus-
tive.

Eventhough, therefore, thereare plainly somegapsinthegeneological lists,
they are of necessity relatively minor. And this can be factually demonstrated!
According to Luke'srecord, there arefifty-five generationsfrom Abraham to Jo-

seph (the* supposed” father of Jesus’). Archaeol ogists have established that the
erabetween Abraham and Jesus covers, at the most, some two millennia.® Sim-
plemathematicswill quickly reveal that fifty- five generationsspanning twothou-
sandyearsallowsfor anaverageof only about forty yearsper generation (includ-
ing any gaps). Theresimply cannot be, therefore, any huge gapsfrom Abraham
toJesus.

Furthermore, Luke'slist mentions only twenty names from Abraham back
to Adam (anumber of whom wererenowned for their longevity). Thehistorian
evenincluded Cainan between Arphaxad and Shel ah (3:35-36)—afact not men-
tioned inthe geneal ogiesof theHebrew O.T. (though included in the Septuagint).
If we grant the possibility of some omissionsin thisrecord, why should we as-
sumethat adrastically different type of genealogy isemployed from Adam to
Abraham than from Abraham to Jesus? In other words, doesit seem likearea-
sonabl e approach to the Scripturesto recogni ze that the slightly more than fifty
generationsfrom Abraham to Christ bridge only about two thousand years, while
nearly 2,000,000 years are pressed into the approximately twenty generations
preceding Abraham? If thisisthe case, then the geneal ogy from Abraham to
Adamistheepitomeof irrelevancy and arational attempt to interpret the Scrip-
turesishopeless!

Whileallowing someeél asticity within thebiblical lineages, J. Barton Payne
declared that drasticlinksleave“the Bible'sdetailed lists of figuresasgenerally
pointlessand also positsan unusual ly high proportion of omitted links.”® Indis-
cussing the purpose of the Bible's genealogical records, John Klotz cautioned
against trying to construct astrict chronol ogical calendar to determinethe exact
time of creation. He neverthel ess conceded: “ God apparently did want to show
usthat theearthisnot billionsof yearsold.” ’

Inconclusion, let usemphasizethat therei sbut onemotiveunderlying theat-
tempt to stretch the geneal ogies back for hundreds of thousands of years-to ac-
commodate the geol ogic/anthropol ogic time scale so essential for the evolution-
ary hypothesis. Timeis desperately needed if evolution occurred; miraculous cre-
ationdoes not need it, and the Bibledoesnot indicateit. L et us, therefore, not be
stampeded i nto accepting compromising and ridiculousviewsof the Biblesim-
ply tofacilitate the basel esstheories of thosewho are dead set on being infidels

anyway!
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