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Abstract
This paper is a response to the biblical criticisms recently leveled by Bruce Gordon against young-

earth creationism. It explains why his arguments against a young-earth creationist understanding of 

the Creation Week, the origin and age of mankind, the consequences of the Fall, the extent of Noah’s 

Flood, and the scope of the judgment over the Tower of Babel are unpersuasive. Gordon shows little 

SURÀFLHQF\�LQ�WKH�JUDPPDWLFDO�KLVWRULFDO�DSSURDFK�KH�UHEXNHV�\RXQJ�HDUWK�FUHDWLRQLVWV�IRU�QRW�SURSHUO\�
employing. He routinely advances dubious and historically anomalous interpretations of Scripture while 

pronouncing his approach sophisticated and that of young-earth creationists naïve.
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Introduction
Dr. Bruce Gordon, an old-earth creationist, 

recently published a lengthy critique of the biblical 
DQG� VFLHQWLÀF� FODLPV� RI� \RXQJ�HDUWK� FUHDWLRQLVP�
(Gordon 2014). I limit this reply to his biblical 
FULWLFLVPV�� ZKLFK� FRQVWLWXWH� WKH� EXON� RI� KLV� SDSHU��
Though I have a decent layman’s familiarity with the 
UHOHYDQW�VFLHQFH��,�WKLQN�UHVSRQGLQJ�WR�WKH�FULWLFLVPV�
of young-earth creation science is best left to experts 
in the disciplines.

As Gordon sees things, young-earth creationists 
DUH� WKHRORJLFDO� DQG� VFLHQWLÀF� KD\VHHGV� ZKR� DUH�
an intellectual embarrassment (a scandal) and a 
GDQJHU�WR�WKH�&KULVWLDQ�IDLWK��:H�OHDYH�LQ�RXU�ZDNH�
a trail of spiritual devastation, driving people to 
abandon any trust in Scripture when the falsity of 
our naïve fundamentalism is discovered.1 If only 
we would accept the powerful intellectual tool of 
modern science and stop abusing it in service to our 
troglodytic interpretive method, we could all sing in 
the old-earth creationist chorus and get about the 
Lord’s business. 

I wish I could say the superciliousness of this article 
is uncharacteristic of old-earth creationist critiques 
of young-earth creationism, but that is not the case. 
They often are condescending, using disrespect as a 
UKHWRULFDO�VWUDWHJ\�PXFK� OLNH�PDWHULDOLVWV�GR�ZKHQ�
addressing the claim of intelligent design. The 
thought seems to be that treating the opposing view 

as a rational option would lend aid and comfort to the 
enemy, so the view is dismissed as utter foolishness 
that should give no reasonable person a moment’s 
SDXVH��$V�RQH�ZKR�PDGH�WKH�MRXUQH\�IURP�ROG�HDUWK�
FUHDWLRQLVP�WR�\RXQJ�HDUWK�FUHDWLRQLVP��,�WKLQN�WKDW�
perception and characterization are inaccurate. 

According to Gordon, young-earth creationists 
interpret the early chapters of Genesis with a 
naïve literalism rather than a sound grammatical-
historical approach that is cognizant of the ancient 
Near Eastern context of biblical revelation. We 
supposedly pay little attention to how Hebrew 
vocabulary and literary devices structure and affect 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�DQG�QR�DWWHQWLRQ�DW�DOO�WR�WKLQJV�OLNH�
phenomenological language or the claim that the 
ÀUVW�FKDSWHUV�RI�*HQHVLV�DUH�D�WKHRORJLFDO�FRUUHFWLRQ�
of pagan misinterpretations of Creation and the 
Flood. 

Before turning his attention to the days of creation, 
Gordon assures the reader that Genesis 1–11 is a 
theological polemic embedded in an ancient world 
view that is not to be read as an account of actual 
historical events.2 Yet he insists that these chapters 
contain an “historical core” that rests on real events 
in world history, including the historicity of Adam 
and Noah. This core, he claims, can be ferreted out 
E\� D� NHHQ� WKHRORJLFDO� DQG� H[HJHWLFDO� H\H�� EXW� WKH�
VSHFLÀF�MXVWLÀFDWLRQ�IRU�SLFNLQJ�DQG�FKRRVLQJ�YDULRXV�
elements of that core is never made clear. 

1 Those who cast such stones often are oblivious to the harm they can do in teaching people that the truth of Scripture can be 
SUHVHUYHG� RQO\� E\� VWUDLQLQJ� LWV� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ�EH\RQG� WKH� EUHDNLQJ�SRLQW�� E\� H[FHHGLQJ�DQ\� IDLU� VHQVH� RI� WKH� LQVSLUHG�ZULWHU·V�
communicative intent.
2 Of course, the dichotomy of “a theological polemic” or “an account of actual historical events” is a false one. Parts of Genesis may 
indeed be a polemic against certain ancient beliefs, but as Hasel has pointed out such an emphasis “does not diminish in the least 
the biblical author’s intention to write an account that has a literal intent to provide factual and historical information” (Hasel 
1994, p. 36, n. 77).



42 A. L. Camp

The Days of Creation
Appeal to church history

Gordon begins his defense of interpreting the days 
of creation as something other than ordinary days by 
FODLPLQJ�WKDW�-XVWLQ�0DUW\U�LQ�Dialogue with Trypho 
the Jew and Irenaeus in Against Heresies argued that 
the sixth day of creation was something other than 
DQ� RUGLQDU\� GD\�� %XW� QHLWKHU� -XVWLQ� QRU� ,UHQDHXV�
made such an argument. 
-XVWLQ� LQ� WKH� UHIHUHQFHG� WH[W� �&KDSWHUV� /;;;²

/;;;,��ZDV�VSHDNLQJ�RI�WKH�PLOOHQQLDO�UHLJQ�RI�&KULVW��
which he and others in the early church understood 
DV�D� OLWHUDO��HDUWKO\�UHLJQ�FHQWHUHG� LQ�-HUXVDOHP�� ,Q�
defending his belief in that doctrine, he said a statement 
in Isaiah (“According to the days of the tree [of life] 
VKDOO�EH�WKH�GD\V�RI�P\�SHRSOH��WKH�ZRUNV�RI�WKHLU�WRLO�
shall abound”) “obscurely predicts” a thousand years 
because “days” can refer to such a lengthy period. In 
support of that claim, he cited the fact Adam was told 
that in the day he ate of the tree he would die and then 
died before he was a thousand years old (so the “day” 
of a thousand years had not yet ended). 
6R�-XVWLQ�ZDV�QRW�JLYLQJ�KLV�YLHZ�RI�WKH�OHQJWK�RI�

one of the days of creation��ZKLFK�FDUU\�PDUNHUV�RI�D�
literal meaning (e.g., there was evening, there was 
morning), but his view of the length of “day” in the 
SKUDVH�´LQ�WKH�GD\�KH�DWH�µ�-XVWLQ�DOPRVW�FHUWDLQO\�
accepted that Adam ate the forbidden fruit on a 
OLWHUDO�GD\��GD\V�DV�ZH�KDYH�NQRZQ�WKHP�VLQFH�WKH�
Creation) but believed that the “day” in which Adam 
was promised to die for doing so was a divine day of 
a thousand years.
,UHQDHXV��%RRN�9��&KDSWHU�����VDLG�WKDW�$GDP�DQG�

Eve died on the very day they ate in the sense they 
were at the moment of their disobedience handed 
over to the power of death (became forfeit to death). 
Irenaeus placed this act of disobedience on the sixth 
GD\�RI�FUHDWLRQ�DQG�VWDWHG�WKDW�-HVXV�UHFDSLWXODWHG�
this by Himself dying on the sixth day (the day before 
the Sabbath), the very day on which Adam died. 
Since Irenaeus understood both Adam and Christ 
to have died on the sixth day, and Christ died on a 
literal sixth day, it seems that for Irenaeus the day of 
$GDP·V�GHDWK�OLNHZLVH�ZDV�D�OLWHUDO�GD\��
,UHQDHXV� DFNQRZOHGJHG� WKDW� VRPH� RWKHU� SHRSOH�

made sense of the statement that Adam would die 
LQ�WKH�GD\�KH�DWH�E\�WDNLQJ�´GD\µ� LQ�WKDW�WH[W� LQ�D�
ÀJXUDWLYH� VHQVH� RI� D� WKRXVDQG� \HDUV� EDVHG� RQ� WKH�
biblical texts “a day of the L25' is as a thousand 
\HDUV�µ��-XVWLQ�ZRXOG�IDOO�LQ�WKDW�FDWHJRU\���,UHQDHXV�
does not indicate, however, whether those employing 
D�ÀJXUDWLYH�UHDGLQJ�RI�´GD\µ�LQ�WKDW�WH[W�FRQVLGHUHG�
Adam to have eaten on the sixth day of creation, 
and even if they did, the sixth day of creation could 
be literal (as Irenaeus held) and the day of Adam’s 
GHDWK�VWLOO�EH�ÀJXUDWLYH��

A few chapters after the discussion noted above 
�%RRN�9��&KDSWHU������,UHQDHXV�ZURWH�

For in as many days as this world was made, in so 
many thousand years shall it be concluded. And for 
this reason the Scripture says: “Thus the heaven and 
WKH� HDUWK� ZHUH� ÀQLVKHG�� DQG� DOO� WKHLU� DGRUQPHQW��
And God brought to a conclusion upon the sixth day 
WKH�ZRUNV�WKDW�+H�KDG�PDGH��DQG�*RG�UHVWHG�XSRQ�
WKH� VHYHQWK� GD\� IURP� DOO� +LV� ZRUNV�µ� 7KLV� LV� DQ�
account of the things formerly created, as also it is a 
prophecy of what is to come. For the day of the L25' 
LV�DV�D�WKRXVDQG�\HDUV��DQG�LQ�VL[�GD\V�FUHDWHG�WKLQJV�
were completed: it is evident, therefore, that they will 
come to an end at the sixth thousand year.
In saying the world was made in six days and will 

be concluded in 6000 years, he clearly distinguished 
the days of creation from the ages of duration. He 
understood the six literal days of creation as a 
SURSKHF\�RI�WKH�GXUDWLRQ�RI�FUHDWLRQ��WKH�NH\�WR�ZKLFK�
was that “For the day of the L25' is as a thousand 
years.” For Irenaeus, the literal days of creation are a 
SURSKHWLF�ÀJXUH�RI�WKH�GXUDWLRQ�RI�FUHDWLRQ��

It is true that Clement of Alexandria and Origen 
interpreted the days of creation symbolically, but that 
is not surprising given that both were heads of the 
Catechetical School of Alexandria where allegorical 
interpretation was the order of the day. Why chastise 
young-earth creationists for allegedly failing to 
employ “a sound grammatical-historical approach” 
and then applaud those who unquestionably failed to 
GR�VR"�0RUHRYHU��&OHPHQW�RI�$OH[DQGULD��OLNH�2ULJHQ�
and Augustine after him, taught that God created 
everything in an instant not over eons as old-earth 
creationists claim. Indeed, I am not aware of a single 
early interpreter who held such a view. 

Against the symbolic interpretation of the days of 
creation offered by Clement and Origen and later by 
Augustine (who was largely dependent on a Latin 
WUDQVODWLRQ��� WKH� ODUJH� PDMRULW\� RI� HDUO\� &KULVWLDQ�
leaders understood creation to have occurred over 
the course of six ordinary days. This includes men 
OLNH�7KHRSKLOXV� RI�$QWLRFK��0HWKRGLXV��/DFWDQWLXV��
9LFWRULQXV� RI� 3HWWDX�� (SKUHP� WKH� 6\ULDQ�� %DVLO� RI�
&DHVDUHD��&\ULO�RI�-HUXVDOHP��DQG�$PEURVH�RI�0LODQ��
This was the standard view among Christians, as 
demonstrated by the fact Celsus (1987), a pagan critic 
RI�&KULVWLDQLW\�LQ�WKH�ODWH�VHFRQG�FHQWXU\��DWWDFNHG�
that understanding:

Silly as that may be, sillier still is the way the world 
is supposed to have come about. They allot certain 
days to creation, before days existed. For when 
KHDYHQ�KDG�QRW�EHHQ�PDGH��RU�WKH�HDUWK�À[HG�RU�WKH�
sun set in the heavens, how could days exist? Isn’t it 
DEVXUG�WR�WKLQN�WKDW�WKH�JUHDWHVW�*RG�SLHFHG�RXW�KLV�
ZRUN�OLNH�D�EULFNOD\HU��VD\LQJ��´7RGD\�,�VKDOO�GR�WKLV��
tomorrow that,” and so on, so that he did this on the 
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third, that on the fourth, and something else on the 
ÀIWK�DQG�VL[WK�GD\V� (p. 103). 
+RZ�LV�LW�WKDW�VXFK�D�PDMRULW\�RI�HDUO\�&KULVWLDQV�

failed to grasp what Gordon insists is the better 
understanding of the days of creation and none 
understood God to be saying that He created over long 
ages? And how did this blindness, this theological 
DQG� H[HJHWLFDO� QDLYHW\�� WDNH� VXFK� GHHS� DQG� ZLGH�
root and continue for so many centuries, beyond the 
time of Aquinas and the time of the great Protestant 
5HIRUPHUV"��VHH��H�J���+DOO��������$V�)HLQEHUJ��������
concludes, “Though at various times in church 
history some questioned whether the days of creation 
were literal solar days, the predominant view at least 
until the 1700s was that the days of creation were 
VL[�WZHQW\�IRXU�KRXU�GD\Vµ��S��������'HPEVNL��������
OLNHZLVH� DGPLWV�� ´,QGHHG�� WKH� KLVWRU\� RI� ELEOLFDO�
interpretation until the rise of modern science in 
the seventeenth century overwhelmingly supports 
a young-earth view. Young-earth creationism 
was the dominant position of Christians from the 
&KXUFK�)DWKHUV�WKURXJK�WKH�5HIRUPHUVµ��S�������$IWHU�
supplying some relevant quotes, he adds, “Aquinas 
was therefore, a six-day, six-thousand year young-
HDUWK�FUHDWLRQLVW�µ��S������

Genesis 1:1–2 and the Creation Week
Gordon sees Genesis 1:1–2 as a description of events 

occurring before�WKH�ÀUVW�GD\�RI�FUHDWLRQ�LQ�*HQHVLV�
�����+H�QRWHV� WKLV� ´DOORZV� DQ�XQVSHFLÀHG� OHQJWK� RI�
WLPH�WR�KDYH�SDVVHG�EHIRUH�WKH�&UHDWLRQ�:HHN�JHWV�
underway, opening the possibility that the universe 
is quite old.” But if, as recognized by a broad range of 
VFKRODUV��VHH��H�J���&XUULG�������S������(LFKURGW�������
S������� +DPLOWRQ� ������ S������� Q����� +DUULVRQ� ������
S��������-HZHWW�������S�������.HLO�DQG�'HOLW]VFK�������
S������.HOO\�������SS����������0DWKHZV�������S�������
5RVV�������S�������6DLOKDPHU�������S������6DUQD�������
S�����6NLQQHU�������S������9RQ�5DG�������S������:DOWNH�
������ S������� :HQKDP� ������ S������ :HVWHUPDQQ�
������S�������<RXQJ�������S������DQG�*RUGRQ�KLPVHOI��
the phrase “the heavens and the earth” in Genesis 
����LV�DQ�H[SUHVVLRQ��NQRZQ�DV�D�PHULVP��VLJQLI\LQJ�
everything, the totality of creation,3 then the creation 
done by God “in the beginning” cannot be restricted 
to the material and state described in verse 2. It 

necessarily includes all the things created in verses 
3–31, meaning the verse functions as an introductory 
encapsulation the details of which are elaborated 
upon throughout the chapter.4 Therefore, all 
attempts to separate Genesis1:1–2 from the Creation 
:HHN�DUH�PLVJXLGHG��
)RXU�IDFWV�FRQÀUP�WKLV�FRQFOXVLRQ��)LUVW��*HQHVLV�

����DQG����²��VHUYH�DV�DQ�LQFOXVLR�LQ�ZKLFK�NH\�WHUPV�
of 1:1 are repeated in 2:1–3 in reverse order. This 
WLHV�WKH�DFFRXQW�WRJHWKHU�WKXV�OLQNLQJ�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�LQ�
verses 3–31 to 1:1. Wenham (1987) observes, “2:1–3 
echoes 1:1 by introducing the same phrases but in 
reverse order: ‘he created,’ ‘God,’ ‘heavens and earth’ 
reappear as ‘heavens and earth’ (2:1) ‘God’ (2:2), 
‘created’ (2:3). This chiastic pattern brings the section 
to a neat close which is reinforced by the inclusion ‘God 
FUHDWHG·� OLQNLQJ�����DQG����µ� �S������6HFRQG��*HQHVLV�
2:4 uses the phrase “the heavens and the earth” in a 
UHVWDWHPHQW�RI�WKH�ZRUN�RI�FUHDWLRQ�WKURXJKRXW�WKH�
six days. Third, Exodus 31:17 (see also Exodus 20:11) 
states explicitly that “the heavens and the earth” 
ZHUH�PDGH�LQ�VL[�GD\V��)RXUWK��WKH�/RUG�-HVXV�SODFHV�
WKH�FUHDWLRQ�RI�PDQNLQG��ZKLFK�RFFXUUHG�RQ�'D\����LQ�
´WKH�EHJLQQLQJµ��0DWWKHZ�������0DUN��������

The merism of Genesis 1:1 encompasses the 
material as well as the form so the notion of ex nihilo 
creation is implicit in it. As Keil and Delitzsch (2006) 
explain, in Genesis 1:1 “the existence of any primeval 
PDWHULDO� LV� SUHFOXGHG� E\� WKH� REMHFW� FUHDWHG�� ¶WKH�
heavens and the earth.’ . . . [I]f in the beginning God 
created the heaven and the earth, ‘there is nothing 
belonging to the composition of the universe, either in 
material or form, which had an existence out of God 
prior to this divine act in the beginning’ (Delitzsch)” 
�S������� 0DQ\� VXEVHTXHQW� VFKRODUV� HFKR� WKH� SRLQW�
�H�J���%DUFOD\�������S�������&RSDQ�������S������Q������
&RSDQ�DQG�&UDLJ�������S�������)HLQEHUJ�������S�������
*UXGHP������� SS�����²�����0DWKHZV������� S��������
0DWKHZV� ������� VWDWHV�� ´$V� LQ� WKH� FDVH� ZLWK� WKH�
subsequent creative events (vv. 3–31), the origin of 
WKH�¶HDUWK·�LQ�YY���²��FDQ�EH�DWWULEXWHG�WR�GLYLQH�ÀDW�
WKDW�LV�EHVW�UHFNRQHG�ZLWK�WKH�ÀUVW�GD\µ��S��������6R�
the meaning of Genesis 1:1–2 may be paraphrased: 
In the beginning God created everything over the 
course of six days. As initially created from nothing, 
WKH� HDUWK� ZDV� IRUPOHVVQHVV� DQG� HPSWLQHVV�� DQG�

3�6DUQD��������SDUDSKUDVHV�WKH�PHULVP�DV�´WKH�WRWDOLW\�RI�FRVPLF�SKHQRPHQDµ��S������.HOO\��������DV�´HYHU\WKLQJ�WKDW�H[LVWVµ��S�������
9RQ�5DG��������DV�´DEVROXWHO\�HYHU\WKLQJµ��S�������DQG�:HQKDP��������VLPSO\�DV�´HYHU\WKLQJµ��S�������6DLOKDPHU��������ZULWHV��´%\�
OLQNLQJ�WKHVH�WZR�H[WUHPHV�LQWR�D�VLQJOH�H[SUHVVLRQ³¶VN\�DQG�ODQG·�RU�¶KHDYHQV�DQG�HDUWK·³WKH�+HEUHZ�ODQJXDJH�H[SUHVVHV�WKH�
WRWDOLW\�RI�DOO�WKDW�H[LVWV��8QOLNH�(QJOLVK��+HEUHZ�GRHVQ·W�KDYH�D�VLQJOH�ZRUG�WR�H[SUHVV�WKH�FRQFHSW�RI�¶WKH�XQLYHUVH·��LW�PXVW�GR�
VR�E\�PHDQV�RI�D�PHULVP��7KH�H[SUHVVLRQ�¶VN\�DQG�ODQG·�WKXV�VWDQGV�IRU�WKH�¶HQWLUHW\�RI�WKH�XQLYHUVH�·�,W�LQFOXGHV�QRW�RQO\�WKH�WZR�
H[WUHPHV��KHDYHQ�DQG�HDUWK��EXW�DOVR�DOO�WKDW�WKH\�FRQWDLQ³WKH�VXQ��WKH�PRRQ��DQG�WKH�VWDUV��HYHU\�VHHQ�DQG�XQVHHQ�SDUW�RI�WKH�
XQLYHUVH��WKH�VHDV��WKH�GU\�ODQG��DQG�WKH�SODQWV�DQG�DQLPDOV�WKDW�LQKDELW�WKHP��S������
4�%R\G�HW�DO���������LOOXVWUDWH�DQG�H[SODLQ�WKH�JUDPPDWLFDO�FRQFHSW�WKLV�ZD\��´¶+DUU\�WRRN�KLV�IDPLO\�RQ�D�JUHDW�GD\�WULS��+H�GURYH�
WKHP�XS�WKH�FRDVW��H[SORUHG�D�VWDWH�SDUN�ZLWK�WKHP��WUHDWHG�WKHP�WR�D�QLFH�VHDIRRG�GLQQHU��DQG�GURYH�WKHP�EDFN�KRPH�WLUHG�EXW�
happy.’ This is a classic example of introductory encapsulation followed by Elaboration with the details. The day trip lasted all 
day. It did not conclude until he pulled into his garage. Within that time all the other eventualities occurred, which happen to be 
in sequential order” (p. 58).
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GDUNQHVV�ZDV�RYHU�WKH�IDFH�RI�WKH�GHHS��DQG�WKH�6SLULW�
of God was moving over the surface of the waters. 

The seventh day
*RUGRQ� ÀQGV� VXSSRUW� IRU� KLV� V\PEROLF�GD\� YLHZ�

in the fact the report of the seventh day is not 
accompanied by the refrain “there was evening and 
there was morning.” This allegedly shows that the 
seventh day has no end (i.e., is nonliteral), which, 
in turn, suggests that the other days also may be 
nonliteral. This argument fails for several reasons. 

First, if the absence of the refrain distinguishes 
the seventh day as nonliteral, then the presence of 
WKH� UHIUDLQ� HVWDEOLVKHV� WKH�ÀUVW� VL[� GD\V� DV� OLWHUDO��
2QH� FDQQRW� WDNH� DQ� LPSOLFDWLRQ� IURP� WKH� DEVHQFH�
of a feature and claim it applies when the feature 
is present. Imagine that each event in an account of 
IUXLW�SLFNLQJ�HQGHG�ZLWK�́ DQG�WKH\�XVHG�D�UHG�EDVNHWµ�
EXW�WKH�ÀQDO�HYHQW�HQGHG�VLPSO\�ZLWK�´DQG�WKH\�XVHG�
D� EDVNHW�µ� 2QH�ZRXOG� EH� MXVWLÀHG� LQ� H[SORULQJ� WKH�
VLJQLÀFDQFH�RI�WKH�RPLVVLRQ�RI�´UHGµ�LQ�WKH�UHSRUW�RI�
WKH�ÀQDO�HYHQW��%XW� LI�RQH�FRQFOXGHG� LW�PHDQW�WKDW�
WKH�EDVNHW�XVHG�IRU�WKH�ÀQDO�HYHQW�ZDV�QRW�UHG��RQH�
FRXOG�QRW�SDUOD\�WKDW�LQWR�D�GHQLDO�WKDW�UHG�EDVNHWV�
were used in the earlier events. The conclusion 
WKDW� WKH� ÀQDO� EDVNHW� ZDV� not red depends on the 
FRQFOXVLRQ�WKDW�WKH�RWKHUV�ZHUH��WKH�RPLVVLRQ�VHUYHV�
to distinguish�WKH�ÀQDO�IURP�WKH�IRUPHU��

Second, in Exodus 20:8–11 God commanded the 
SHRSOH�RI�,VUDHO�WR�UHVW�IURP�WKHLU�ZRUN�RQ�WKH�VHYHQWK�
day because He previously, at the time of creation, 
UHVWHG� IURP�+LV�ZRUN�RQ� WKH� VHYHQWK�GD\� �*HQHVLV�
2:2). And having commanded that imitation of His 
VHYHQWK�GD\�UHVW��+H�WKHQ�EOHVVHG�DQG�VDQFWLÀHG�WKH�
“Sabbath day,” the seventh day as a commanded day 
of rest for man5 (Exodus 20:11), as He had previously 
EOHVVHG� DQG� VDQFWLÀHG� WKH� VHYHQWK� GD\� DV� WKH� GD\�
of His rest at creation (Genesis 2:3). If the seventh 
day of Genesis 2:2–3 was not an ordinary day, a day 
H[SHULHQFHG�E\� WKH�SHRSOH�RI� ,VUDHO�� LW�ZRXOG�PDNH�
no sense for God to ground His command to rest on 
that day on His example of having done so. Fretheim 
(1990) writes: 

The references to the days of creation in Exodus 20:11 
DQG�������LQ�FRQQHFWLRQ�ZLWK�WKH�6DEEDWK�ODZ�PDNH�
sense only if understood in terms of a normal seven-
GD\�ZHHN��,W�VKRXOG�EH�QRWHG�WKDW�WKH�UHIHUHQFHV�to 
FUHDWLRQ�LQ�([RGXV�DUH�QRW�XVHG�DV�DQ�DQDORJ\³
that is, your rest on the seventh day ought to be 
OLNH�*RG·V�UHVW�LQ�FUHDWLRQ��,W�LV��UDWKHU��VWDWHG�LQ�
terms of the imitation of God or a divine precedent 
WKDW�LV�WR�EH�IROORZHG��*RG�ZRUNHG�IRU�VL[�GD\V�DQG�

rested on the seventh, and therefore you should 
do the same. Unless there is an exactitude of 
UHIHUHQFH��WKH�DUJXPHQW�RI�([RGXV�GRHV�QRW�ZRUN��
(pp. 19–20)
Third, it seems apparent that Adam and Eve 

lived through the seventh day. If that day was a 
perpetual day it was the same day on which God 
cursed the ground in consequence of Adam’s sin 
�*HQHVLV��������������ZKLFK�FXUVH�3DXO� WHDFKHV�KDG�
FRVPLF�GLPHQVLRQV��5RPDQV�����²�����7KLV�ÀWV�TXLWH�
uncomfortably with God’s blessing of the seventh day 
DQG�PDNLQJ�LW�KRO\��*HQHVLV����²����DOO�WKH�PRUH�VR�
JLYHQ��DV�5RVV��������VWDWHV��WKDW�*RG·V�UHVW�LQ����²��
GHVFULEHV� ´WKH� HQMR\PHQW� RI� DFFRPSOLVKPHQW�� WKH�
celebration of completion” (pp. 113–114). See also, 
Kidner 1967, p. 53. 

Fourth, the absence of the refrain is readily 
explained by the fact the termination of the seventh 
day was communicated by a different formula. As 
Kelly (1997) observes:

Is it not more concordant with the patent sense of 
the context of Genesis 2 (and Exodus 20) to infer 
that because the Sabbath differed in quality (though 
QRW³IURP�DQ\WKLQJ�ZH�FDQ� LQIHU� IURP�WKH�WH[W³LQ�
quantity), a slightly different concluding formula 
was appended to indicate a qualitative difference 
�VL[�GD\V�LQYROYHG�ZRUN��RQH�GD\�LQYROYHG�UHVW�"�7KH�
formula employed to show the termination of the 
ÀUVW�6DEEDWK�� ´$QG�RQ� WKH�VHYHQWK�GD\�*RG�HQGHG�
+LV�ZRUN�ZKLFK�+H�KDG�PDGH��DQG�+H�UHVWHG�RQ�WKH�
VHYHQWK�GD\�IURP�DOO�+LV�ZRUN�ZKLFK�+H�KDG�PDGHµ�
(Gen. 2:2) seems by the normal rules of biblical 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ� WR� LQWHQG� DQ� HQG� MXVW� DV� GHÀQLWH� DV�
that of “and the evening and the morning were the 
ÀUVW�GD\�µ (p. 111) 
Indeed, if the refrain not only closes the preceding 

day but also opens the way to the next period of 
FUHDWLRQ�VSHFLÀF�DFWLYLW\��WKH�QH[W�GD\WLPH��LW�ZRXOG�
be out of place after that activity was completed. 
Though days certainly follow, they are not days 
unique to the creation event, which is the focus of the 
narrative. 
0RUHRYHU�� LQ� WKH� VHTXHQFH� RI� VL[� GD\V�� WKH� SKUDVH�
PDUNV�RII�RQH�GD\·V�FUHDWLYH�DFWLYLWLHV�IURP�WKH�QH[W��
but since the Lord rested from the seventh day 
RQZDUG��ZK\�ZRXOG�0RVHV� QHHG� WR� GLVWLQJXLVK� WKH�
ÀUVW�GD\�RI�UHVW�IURP�D�VHFRQG��WKLUG��RU�KXQGUHGWK�
day of rest? Hence, including the formulaic phrase at 
WKH�HQG�RI�HDFK�FUHDWLYH�GD\�PDNHV�VHQVH��ZKHUHDV�LW�
PDNHV�OLWWOH�VHQVH�DIWHU�WKH�VHYHQWK�GD\��(Feinberg 
2001, p. 600) 
0DF$UWKXU��������SXWV�LW�WKLV�ZD\��

5 The word Sabbath (6KDEEœW), which is the name given to the commanded observance of the seventh day by Israelites, is never 
XVHG�LQ�*HQHVLV��$V�-HZLVK�VFKRODU�1DKXP�6DUQD��������REVHUYHV��´7KH�KXPDQ�LQVWLWXWLRQ�RI�WKH�6DEEDWK�GRHV�QRW�DSSHDU�LQ�WKH�
QDUUDWLYH���������>$@V�ZH�UHDG�LQ�([RGXV������������DQG�����WKH�6DEEDWK�LV�D�GLVWLQFWLYHO\�,VUDHOLWH�RUGLQDQFH��D�WRNHQ�RI�WKH�HWHUQDO�
covenant between God and Israel. Its enactment would be out of place before the arrival of Israel on the scene of history” (p. 14).
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1RWLFH�� WRR�� WKDW� WKHUH� LV� D� VLJQLÀFDQW� RPLVVLRQ� LQ�
the biblical record of day seven. Every other day’s 
record ends with similar words: “And the evening 
and the morning were the [nth] day” (cf. vv. 5, 8, 13, 
19, 23, 31). But no such formula is used to close the 
seventh day. This does not suggest, as some have 
asserted, that day seven was a long era that covers 
all of human history. The omission is by no means an 
indication that the days of creation were really long 
epochs. As we have seen repeatedly, the sequence 
of creation, the language of Genesis, and the clear 
statements found in such passages as Exodus 20:11 
DQG�������PDNH�FOHDU�WKDW�WKHVH�ZHUH�QRUPDO�WZHQW\�
four-hour days. Another day certainly followed this 
seventh day. But the omission of the formula on day 
seven suggests that the rest God entered into was a 
permanent�UHVW�IURP�+LV�FUHDWLYH�ZRUNV��+H�FHDVHG�
FUHDWLQJ�DQG�ZDV�FRPSOHWHO\�VDWLVÀHG�ZLWK�ZKDW�+H�
had created. (p. 187)
The attempt to bolster this particular argument 

by appeal to Hebrews 4:1–11 is misguided. The text 
does not say that the seventh day of the Creation 
:HHN� LV� LWVHOI� RQJRLQJ�� FRQWLQXLQJ� WR� WKH� SUHVHQW�
GD\��LW�PHUHO\�UHYHDOV�WKDW�*RG�HQWHUHG�LQWR�D�VWDWH�
RI�UHVW�IURP�+LV�FUHDWLYH�ZRUN�RQ�WKH�VHYHQWK�GD\��
ZKLFK� UHVW� IXQFWLRQV� DV� D� V\PERO� RI� PDQNLQG·V�
HVFKDWRORJLFDO� UHVW�� $V� .XOLNRYVN\� ������� VKRZV��
“God’s rest should be viewed as a long period of time 
beginning with the seventh day of creation, not as 
equivalent to the seventh day” (p. 61, emphasis in 
original). 

Similarly, Fretheim (1990) notes, “The occasional 
appeal to Hebrews 4 cannot be sustained, not least 
because the language is eschatological. The text 
simply does not address the question of the length of 
the seventh day of creation (though it might be noted 
that “day” is used in its normal way in verses 7–8) 
or how the seventh day is related to God’s eternal 
rest” (pp. 20–21). Young (1964) agrees: “It should be 
noted that the seventh day is to be interpreted as 
similar in nature to the preceding six days. There is 
no scriptural warrant ever (certainly not Hebrews 
4:3–5) for the idea that the seventh day is eternal” 
(pp. 77–78, n. 73).
7KH� FODLP� WKDW� -RKQ� ����� HVWDEOLVKHV� WKDW�

the seventh day of Genesis 2:2–3 is an ongoing, 
nonliteral day fares no better. Collins (1999) states 
the argument this way: 
,Q� -RKQ� ����� -HVXV� KDV� KHDOHG� D� PDQ� RQ� WKH�
6DEEDWK��IRU�ZKLFK�WKH�-HZV�ZRXOG�SHUVHFXWH�KLP�
�Y������� WKHQ� -HVXV� FODLPV� ´P\� )DWKHU� LV� ZRUNLQJ�
XS�WR�QRZ��DQG�,�DP�ZRUNLQJµ³DQG�HYHU\RQH�NQHZ�
that by “my Father” he meant “God.” What is the 
LPSOLFDWLRQ"�*RG�LV�VWLOO�´ZRUNLQJ�µ�HYHQ�WKRXJK�LW�
LV�KLV�6DEEDWK��DQG�KLV�6RQ�LV�ZDUUDQWHG�LQ�GRLQJ�
OLNHZLVH� (p. 138) 

First, the cogency of the Lord’s response does not 
GHSHQG� RQ� +LV� -HZLVK� DQWDJRQLVWV� DFFHSWLQJ� WKH�
proposition of Hebrews 4 that God’s seventh-day rest 
at creation has never ended. It is enough that the 
-HZV�DFNQRZOHGJHG�WKDW�*RG�ZRUNHG�RQ�WKH�weekly 
Sabbaths�� WKH� VDPH� 6DEEDWK� RQ� ZKLFK� -HVXV� ZDV�
DFFXVHG�RI�ZRUNLQJ��:HHNV�������S��������,Q�IDFW��WKH�
GHEDWH�DPRQJ�ÀUVW�FHQWXU\�UDEELV�ZDV�QRW�ZKHWKHU�
*RG�ZDV�MXVWLÀHG�LQ�ZRUNLQJ�DW�DOO�LQ�OLJKW�RI�*HQHVLV�
���²���EXW�ZKHWKHU�´VXFK�GLYLQH�DFWLYLW\�ZDV�EURNHQ�
off on the weekly� VDEEDWKµ� �/LQFROQ� ������ S�������
emphasis in original). The consensus “was that God 
ZRUNV�RQ�WKH�6DEEDWK��IRU�RWKHUZLVH�SURYLGHQFH�LWVHOI�
would go into weekly abeyance” (Carson 1991, p. 247, 
emphasis in original). As Bruce (1983) expresses the 
consensus, “God was active all the time, on sabbath 
days as much as on ordinary days” (p. 127). See also, 
Burge 2000, p. 176. 

Second, even if the L25' had argued from the 
premise that God’s seventh-day rest was perpetual 
DQG� WKDW� *RG� LV� WKHUHIRUH� DOZD\V� ZRUNLQJ� RQ�His 
Sabbath, it would not mean the seventh day of 
creation was nonliteral. That premise does not 
address whether the divine rest consists of an 
extended seventh day of creation or an age that was 
inaugurated on a literal seventh day.

The sixth day
As a setup for another argument for the symbolic-

GD\�YLHZ��*RUGRQ�DVNV��́ +RZ�LV�LW�WKDW�*RG�FUHDWHG�DOO�
manner of plants on the third day (Genesis 1:11–12), 
yet on the day he creates man in Genesis 2, which is 
the sixth day according to Genesis 1, ‘no shrub of the 
ÀHOG�KDG�\HW�DSSHDUHG�RQ�WKH�HDUWK�DQG�QR�SODQW�RI�
WKH�ÀHOG�KDG�\HW�VSUXQJ�XS·��Genesis 2:5, NIV)?” Here 
are the texts in question:

Then God said, “Let the waters below the heavens be 
JDWKHUHG�LQWR�RQH�SODFH��DQG�OHW�WKH�GU\�ODQG�DSSHDUµ��
and it was so. 10God called the dry land earth, and 
WKH�JDWKHULQJ�RI�WKH�ZDWHUV�+H�FDOOHG�VHDV��DQG�*RG�
saw that it was good. 11Then God said, “Let the earth 
sprout vegetation: plants yielding seed, and fruit 
WUHHV�RQ�WKH�HDUWK�EHDULQJ�IUXLW�DIWHU�WKHLU�NLQG�ZLWK�
VHHG� LQ� WKHPµ�� DQG� LW�ZDV� VR�� 12The earth brought 
forth vegetation, plants yielding seed after their 
NLQG��DQG�WUHHV�EHDULQJ�IUXLW�ZLWK�VHHG�LQ�WKHP��DIWHU�
WKHLU� NLQG�� DQG�*RG� VDZ� WKDW� LW�ZDV� JRRG�� 13There 
was evening and there was morning, a third day. 
(Genesis 1:9–13. NASU)
This is the account of the heavens and the earth 
when they were created, in the day that the L25' 
God made earth and heaven. 5Now no shrub of the 
ÀHOG�ZDV�\HW�LQ�WKH�HDUWK��DQG�QR�SODQW�RI�WKH�ÀHOG�
had yet sprouted, for the L25' God had not sent rain 
upon the earth, and there was no man to cultivate 
the ground. 6But a mist used to rise from the earth 
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and water the whole surface of the ground. 7Then the 
L25' God formed man of dust from the ground, and 
EUHDWKHG�LQWR�KLV�QRVWULOV�WKH�EUHDWK�RI�OLIH��DQG�PDQ�
became a living being. (Genesis 2:4–7. NASU)
According to Gordon, the way to resolve the 

seeming contradiction is to understand Genesis 
2:5 to mean that on Day 6 there were no plants in 
a particular region of land��WDNLQJ�‘eresҕ in this more 
limited sense), not that there were no plants in the 
entire earth (which would contradict chapter 1). The 
UHDVRQ�WKHUH�ZHUH�QRW�\HW�DQ\�SODQWV�LQ�WKDW�VSHFLÀF�
area was that God had not yet brought to that plot the 
seasonal rains necessary for plants to sprout. This, 
KH�FODLPV��VKRZV�WKDW�'D\����WKH�GD\�RI�PDQNLQG·V�
creation, was longer than an ordinary day because it 
encompassed seasonal rain cycles. 
7KLV� DUJXPHQW� PLVVHV� WKH� PDUN� FRPSOHWHO\� E\�

IDLOLQJ� WR� UHFRJQL]H� WKDW� ´VKUXE� RI� WKH� ÀHOGµ� DQG�
´SODQW�RI�WKH�ÀHOGµ�LQ�*HQHVLV�����DUH�GLIIHUHQW�IURP�
WKH�YHJHWDWLRQ�LGHQWLÀHG�LQ�*HQHVLV�����²���DV�EHLQJ�
FUHDWHG�RQ�'D\����*RUGRQ�LV�VHHNLQJ�D�VROXWLRQ�WR�D�
FRQÁLFW� RI� KLV� RZQ�PDNLQJ��ZKLFK� OHDGV� KLP�DZD\�
from a proper understanding of the text. And yet he 
boldly insists that his tendentious reading is insight. 
7KH�VWUXFWXUH�RI�*HQHVLV�LV�PDUNHG�E\�WKH�LQLWLDO�

section on creation (1:1–2:3) followed by 10 W{OśG{W 
VHFWLRQV��RI�WKH�KHDYHQV�DQG�WKH�HDUWK�����²�������RI�
$GDP�����²������RI�1RDK�����²�������RI�6KHP��+DP��
DQG� -DSKHWK� �����²������� RI� 6KHP� ������²����� RI�
7HUDK�������²��������RI�,VKPDHO�������²�����RI�,VDDF�
������²�������� RI� (VDX�� WKH� IDWKHU� RI� (GRP� �WZLFH��
�����²��� ����²������� RI� -DFRE� �����²�������� 7KH�
word W{OśG{W often is translated as “generations,” 
“histories,” or simply “descendants.” As a heading 
for the various sections of Genesis, it announces the 
historical development from the ancestor and means 
´WKLV�LV�ZKDW�EHFDPH�RI������µ��5RVV�������SS����²�����

So in Genesis 1:1–2:3 the creation is brought 
into existence, then in Genesis 2:4–4:26 we are told 
what became of that creation. Day 6 is highlighted 
with additional details because Adam and Eve, 
their placement in the Garden, and God’s command 
governing their lives in the Garden are central to 
what became of the very good creation. In this section, 
ZH�VHH�WKDW�VLQ�HQWHUHG�WKH�ZRUOG�WKURXJK�PDQNLQG��
the man and woman were sentenced to experience 
SUHYLRXVO\� XQNQRZQ� KDUGVKLSV� �*HQHVLV� ����²�����

the ground was cursed (Genesis 3:17), which included 
WKH� VXEMHFWLRQ� RI� DOO� VXEKXPDQ� FUHDWLRQ� WR� IXWLOLW\�
DQG�WKH�ERQGDJH�RI�FRUUXSWLRQ��*HQHVLV�������5RPDQV�
8:18–22), and sin spread and worsened. 
*HQHVLV� ���� VD\V� RQO\� WKDW� WZR� VSHFLÀF� W\SHV� RI�

vegetation had not yet sprung up: “shrub (ĤvDKҕ) of 
WKH�ÀHOGµ�DQG� ´SODQW� �¶řĤHE�� RI� WKH�ÀHOG�µ�7KHVH�DUH�
different from the seed-bearing plants and fruit 
WUHHV�PHQWLRQHG� LQ�*HQHVLV�����²����WKH\�DUH�SRVW�
Fall forms of vegetation. The mention of their “yet” 
having sprung up contrasts the pre-Fall and post-Fall 
ZRUOGV�DQG�SRLQWV�WR�WKH�LPSHQGLQJ�ODSVH�RI�PDQNLQG�
DQG�MXGJPHQW�RI�*RG��$V�8PEHUWR�&DVVXWR���������D�
-HZLVK�VFKRODU�DQG�renowned Hebraist, explains:

What is meant by the term ʔʧʩ ʑ̍  ĤvDK ҕ�RI�WKH�ÀHOG�
and the ʡ ʓ̍ ʒ̡  ¶řĤHEK� RI� WKH�ÀHOG�PHQWLRQHG�KHUH"�
0RGHUQ�FRPPHQWDWRUV�XVXDOO\�FRQVLGHU�WKH�WHUPV�
to connote the vegetable kingdom as a whole��
thence it follows that our section contradicts 
the preceding chapter, according to which 
vegetation came into being on the third day . . . . All 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV�RI�WKLV�NLQG�LQWURGXFH�LQWR�WKH�WH[W�
something that is not there, in order to create the 
inconsistency. When the verse declares that these 
species were missing, the meaning is simply that 
WKHVH� NLQGV� ZHUH� ZDQWLQJ�� EXW� no others. If we 
ZLVK�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�WKH�VLJQLÀFDQFH�RI�WKH ʔʧʩ ʑ̍  ĤvDKҕ 
RI�WKH�ÀHOG and the ʡ ʓ̍ ʒ̡  ¶řĤHEK�RI� WKH�ÀHOG in the 
FRQWH[W� RI� RXU�QDUUDWLYH��ZH�PXVW� WDNH�D� JODQFH�
at the end of the story. It is stated there, in the 
words addressed by the Lord God to Adam after he 
had sinned: 7+2516�$1'�7+,67/(6 it shall bring 
forth to you; and you shall eat the ʡ ʓ̍ ʒ̡  ¶řĤHEK of the 
ÀHOG (iii 18). The words ʡ ʓ̍ ʒ̡  ¶řĤHEK�RI�WKH�ÀHOG are 
LGHQWLFDO�ZLWK�WKH�H[SUHVVLRQ�LQ�RXU�YHUVH��ZKLOVW�
thorns and thistles, which are synonymous with 
the ʔ ʔʧʩ ʑ̍  ĤvDK ҕ RI�WKH�ÀHOG, are a particularization of 
the general concept conveyed by the latter (cf. one 
of the ʭʩʑʧʩ ʑ̍  ĤūKū̙P in Gen xxi 15). These species 
GLG�QRW�H[LVW��RU�ZHUH�QRW�IRXQG�LQ�WKH�IRUP�NQRZQ�
to us, until after Adam’s transgression, and it was 
in consequence of the fall that they came into the 
world or received their present form. (pp. 101–102)6 
Genesis 2:5–6 means that before creation was 

FXUVHG�DV�D� UHVXOW� RI�PDQNLQG·V� VLQ�� WKHUH�ZHUH�QR�
“desert shrubs” or “cultivated grains.”7 There were 
no desert shrubs because prior to the curse there 

6 See also, Butler 1999, pp. 152–155 and Sailhamer 1990, p. 40. Some who agree the plants of Genesis 2:5 are distinct from those of 
Genesis 1:11–12 disagree in other particulars (e.g., Kruger 1997).
7�+DPLOWRQ��������VD\V��´WKH�UHIHUHQFH�LV�WR�VRPH�NLQG�RI�GHVHUW�VKUXE�RU�EXVKµ��S��������.RHKOHU�DQG�%DXPJDUWQHU��������LQFOXGHV��
´IRU�WKLV�VHH�DOVR�5��$OEHUW]�Weltschöpfung und Menschenschöpfung p. 22274: a wild plant growing in the desert or steppe” (p. 1321). 
Futato (1998) argues cogently that the terms for vegetation used in Genesis 2:5 are very precise and mean “wild shrubs of the 
steppe” and “cultivated grains” (pp. 3–4). But as Butler (1999) points out: “Later in his article, however, he assumes, without any 
argument or even comment, that the former stands for all non-cultivated vegetation. With this new sense of the term in hand he 
then assumes, again without any argument or comment, that these two types of vegetation (the non-cultivated and cultivated) 
WRJHWKHU�VWDQG�IRU�DOO�YHJHWDWLRQ��,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��KH�WDNHV�LW�DV�D�JLYHQ�WKDW�¶ZLOG�VKUXEV·�DQG�¶FXOWLYDWHG�JUDLQ·�DUH�WR�EH�XQGHUVWRRG�
as a merism for all vegetation. But this is certainly not the case.” (p. 148)
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were no deserts. The earth was a lush paradise that 
was watered thoroughly by streams or springs that 
ÁRZHG�XS� IURP� WKH�JURXQG�8 It was only after God 
substituted rainfall, which is sporadic and uneven, 
for the original paradisiacal watering mechanism 
that deserts arose. There were no cultivated grains 
because prior to the Fall man had not been sentenced 
WR� EDFNEUHDNLQJ� IDUPLQJ�� SULRU� WR� WKH� )DOO�� PDQ�
ZRUNHG�WKH�*DUGHQ�QRW�WKH�JURXQG��

In saying that these plant forms had “not yet” 
arisen, the question is raised in the reader’s mind, 
“Well what happened that they arose thereafter?” 
$V� WKH� VWRU\� XQIROGV�� ZH� OHDUQ� RI� PDQNLQG·V� VLQ�
and God’s sentence. In Genesis 3:17–18 we are told 
that the earth shall be such that it will bring forth 
“thorns and thistles,” which are an example of desert 
shrubs, and that man will through toilsome labor eat 
cultivated grains (wheat, barley, etc.), which is the 
exact phrase used in 2:5 (ʤ ʓʣ ʕʞˡʔʤ�ʡ ʓ̍ ʒ̡ ).       
0DWKHZV��������ZULWHV�
7KH� SXUSRVH� RI� WKLV� W{OśG{W� VHFWLRQ� LV� LWV� GHSLFWLRQ�
RI� KXPDQ� OLIH� EHIRUH� DQG� DIWHU� WKH� JDUGHQ� VLQ�� WKH�
condition of the “land” after Adam’s sin is contrasted 
with its state before the creation of man. Genesis 
2:5–7 is best understood in light of 3:8–24, which 
describes the consequences of sin. This is shown 
by the language of 2:5–6, which anticipates what 
happens to the land because of Adam’s sin (3:18, 23). 
:KHQ�YLHZHG�WKLV�ZD\��ZH�ÀQG�WKDW�WKH�´VKUXEµ�DQG�
“plant” of 2:5 are not the same as the vegetation of 
1:11–12 (p. 194). See also Kelly 1997, pp. 124–126. 
,Q� DGGLWLRQ� WR� KLV� PLVWDNHQ� FODLP� WKDW� *HQHVLV�

2:5 indicates that Day 6 was a symbolic day, Gordon 
KLQWV�WKDW�WRR�PXFK�DFWLYLW\�RFFXUUHG�RQ�'D\���WR�ÀW�
within an ordinary day. He does so by mentioning 
Adam’s naming of the animals and his realization 
that he had no partner and then appealing to Adam’s 
supposed statement that “at long last” he had a 
suitable companion in Eve. But the impression he 
intends to create vanishes upon analysis. 

In naming the animals, Adam realized that none 
was a suitable helper, one “matching him,” but there 
is nothing to suggest that time beyond that exercise 
was needed for him to pine for companionship. The 

text says nothing about him experiencing loneliness 
RYHU�D�SHULRG�RI�WLPH��5DWKHU��´>W@KH�QDUUDWLYH�begins 
with� WKH� VWULNLQJ� DQQRXQFHPHQW� E\� *RG� WKDW� WKH�
man is not yet as God had planned [him] to be” 
�5RVV� ������ S������� HPSKDVLV� LQ� RULJLQDO���0DWKHZV�
(1996) observes, “Whether the man felt his aloneness 
DW� ÀUVW� LV� QRW� VWDWHG�� RQO\� WKH� GLYLQH� YLHZSRLQW� LV�
given” (p. 213). Hamilton (1990) notes, “it is God who 
PDNHV�WKH�MXGJPHQW�DERXW�WKH�XQVXLWDELOLW\�RI�PDQ·V�
DORQHQHVV��0DQ�LV�QRW�FRQVXOWHG�IRU�KLV�WKRXJKWV�RQ�
the matter. At no point does man offer to God any 
grievance about his current circumstances” (p. 175). 
7KH� WUDQVODWLRQ� WKDW� *RG� ´ÀQDOO\µ� RU� ´DW� ODVWµ�

brought Eve before Adam does not imply that a 
lengthy period had elapsed. It was simply Adam’s 
way of contrasting the new creature (woman) to 
the many animals that had recently been brought 
EHIRUH�KLP��7KH�FODXVH�LQ������FDQ�MXVW�DV�HDVLO\�EH�
translated “This one, this time [zo’t֔ happa’m] is bone 
RI�P\�ERQHV�DQG�ÁHVK�RI�P\�ÁHVKµ��:HQKDP�������
p. 70). See also Hamilton 1990, pp. 179–180. Another
possible reading is simply, “This time, bone of my 
ERQHV������µ��0DWKHZV�������S��������

With those misconceptions cleared away, the 
VXJJHVWLRQ� WKDW� WRR�PXFK� RFFXUUHG� RQ�'D\� �� WR� ÀW�
within an ordinary day is exposed as a mere assertion. 
7KH�SRLQW�LV�PDGH�FRORUIXOO\�LQ�-RUGDQ·V�UHVSRQVH�WR�
another old-earth creationist’s rhetorical question of 
who can imagine so much activity occurring within a 
single day. He writes:

Well, anyone can imagine it:
�����DP� *RG�PDNHV�WKH�DQLPDOV�
�����DP� *RG� WDNHV� FRXQVHO� ZLWK� +LPVHOI� WR� PDNH�

man.
�����DP� *RG� PDNHV� $GDP�� )RUPLQJ� KLP� RI� GXVW�

WDNHV�RQH�PLQXWH�
�����DP� $IWHU�WDONLQJ�ZLWK�$GDP�IRU�D�PLQXWH�RU�VR��

God starts to plant the Garden.
6:10 am The Garden is completed.
6:11 am God puts Adam in the Garden.
6:12 am God warns Adam about the forbidden tree.
�����DP� $GDP�KDV�EUHDNIDVW�
�����DP� *RG�UHYHDOV�+LV�GHFLVLRQ�WR�PDNH�(YH�
6:31 am God brings the animals to Adam to name. 

8� ´0LVWµ� LV� XVHG� LQ�$9��569��(59��1$6%��1.-9�� DQG�(69� �ZKLFK� IRRWQRWHV� ´VSULQJµ� DV� DQ� DOWHUQDWLYH���1,9� DQG�1569�XVH�
´VWUHDP�V�µ��1,9�IRRWQRWHV�´PLVWµ�DV�DQ�DOWHUQDWLYH���1(%�DQG�-%�XVH�´ÁRRG�µ�DQG�5(%�XVHV�´PRLVWXUH�µ�,Q�VSHFLÀF�UHIHUHQFH�WR�
Genesis 2:6, Koehler and Baumgartner (1994) state, “the subterranean stream of fresh water, groundwater” (p. 11). The two most 
thorough studies of the meaning of ‘ed are Tsumura 1989, pp. 94–116 and Hasel and Hasel 2000. Tsumura concludes that the 
word probably refers to subterranean water that comes up to the surface of the earth. Hasel and Hasel agree (p. 324) “Tsumura 
is correct in deriving the ‘ed�PRLVWXUH�IURP�D�VRXUFH�RWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�VN\�DQG�LWV�FORXGV�IURP�ZKLFK�UDLQ�IDOOV�µ�EXW�IRU�SKLORORJLFDO�
DQG� FRQFHSWXDO� UHDVRQV�� WKH\� UHMHFW� KLV� K\SRWKHVLV� WKDW� WKH� JURXQG�ZDV�ZDWHUHG� IURP�D� VXEWHUUDQHDQ� RFHDQ�� 7KH\� DOVR� VKRZ�
WKDW�'DKRRG·V� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ� ´UDLQ� FORXGµ� ODFNV� SKLORORJLFDO�� V\QWDFWLFDO�� DQG� FRQFHSWXDO� FUHGLELOLW\�� 7KH\� FRQFOXGH� WKDW� ‘ed in 
Genesis 2:6 is best understood as a mist/dew, which, in distinction to watering from above by rain, watered the ground through a 
continual rising from below, from the earth. “It seems certain that the watering of the arable land, the >>ground,<< by means of 
>>mist/dew<< (‘ed��LV�UDGLFDOO\�GLIIHUHQW�IURP�WKH�SRVW�ÁRRG�ZDWHULQJ�RI�WKH�HDUWK�E\�UDLQ��*HQ�����������µ��S��������&RQWUDU\�WR�WKH�
VXJJHVWLRQ�RI�VRPH��-RE�������LV�QRW�KHOSIXO�LQ�FODULI\LQJ�WKH�PHDQLQJ�RI�‘ed�LQ�*HQHVLV������6LQFH�WKH�WHUP�LQ�-RE�������´DSSHDUV�LQ�
relationship to heaven and not to the earth . . . it does not seem to provide a contextual parallel except in contrast” Hasel and Hasel 
������S�������,Q�DGGLWLRQ��WKH�-RE�SDVVDJH�KDV�LWV�RZQ�XQFHUWDLQWLHV��6HH�$OGHQ�������S������-RUGDQ�������SS�����²�����Pope 1973, 
S�������Tsumura 1989, pp. 115–116.
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7KH\�DUH�EURXJKW�E\� ´NLQGV�µ� VR�QRW�HYHU\�
VSHFLÀF�VSHFLHV�� OHW�DORQH�HYHU\� LQGLYLGXDO��
LV� EURXJKW�� /HW·V� VD\� WKDW� LW� WDNHV� $GDP�
eight hours to name them all, male and 
IHPDOH��ZLWK�D�KDOI�KRXU�OXQFK�EUHDN���7KLV�
is probably far too long at the time.) This 
EULQJV�XV�WR³

�����SP�$GDP�WDNHV�D�QDS�
�����SP�$GDP�ZDNHV�XS�DQG�PHHWV�(YH�
�����SP�*RG� VSHDNV� WR� $GDP� DQG� (YH� �*HQHVLV�

1:28–30).
3:30 pm We still have two and a half hours to sunset.
Now, what’s so hard about that?��-RUGDQ�������S������
See also Grigg 1996. 

7KH�ÀUVW�WKUHH�GD\V
*RUGRQ�UDLVHV�WKH�LGHD�WKDW�WKH�ÀUVW�WKUHH�GD\V�FRXOG�

not be days of ordinary length because the sun was 
QRW�PDGH�XQWLO�'D\����EXW�WKDW�LV�D�QRQ�VHTXLWXU��-XVW�
as the eschatological light will not have its source in 
WKH�VXQ�RU�PRRQ��H�J���5HYHODWLRQ���������������QHLWKHU�
did the light of creation. God provided the light from 
a nonsolar source and called the alternating of that 
OLJKW�ZLWK�GDUNQHVV� ´GD\µ�DQG�´QLJKW�µ�+H�VSRNH�RI�
´HYHQLQJµ�DQG�´PRUQLQJµ�DQG�LGHQWLÀHG�WKH�F\FOH�DV�
a “day,” precisely as He described the days after the 
creation of the sun. Hamilton (1990) writes:
,W� ZLOO� SHUKDSV� VWULNH� WKH� UHDGHU� RI� WKLV� VWRU\� DV�
XQXVXDO�WKDW�LWV�DXWKRU�DIÀUPV�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�OLJKW�
(and a day for that matter) without the existence 
of the sun, which is still three “days” away. The 
creation of light anticipates the creation of sunlight. 
(YHQWXDOO\�WKH�WDVN�RI�VHSDUDWLQJ�WKH�OLJKW�IURP�WKH�
GDUNQHVV�ZLOO�EH�DVVLJQHG�WR�WKH�KHDYHQO\�OXPLQDULHV�
(v. 18). It is unnecessary to explain such a claim as 
UHÁHFWLQJ� VFLHQWLÀF� LJQRUDQFH�� :KDW� WKH� DXWKRU�
states is that God caused the light to shine from a 
VRXUFH�RWKHU�WKDQ�WKH�VXQ�IRU�WKH�ÀUVW�WKUHH�´GD\V�µ 
(p. 121)  
0DWKHZV� �������ZULWHV�� ´7KH� VRXUFH� RI� FUHDWLRQ·V�

ÀUVW� ¶OLJKW·� LV� QRW� VSHFLÀFDOO\� VWDWHG�� 6LQFH� LW� LV�
not tied to a luminating body such as the sun  
(vv. 15–16), the text implies that the ‘light’ has its source 
LQ� *RG� KLPVHOIµ� �S�������� )UHWKHLP� ������� UHPDUNV��
“Inasmuch as the sun had not yet been created, this 
verse probably refers to a divine manipulation of 
light as a creative act” (p. 343). According to Lewis 
(1989), “The rabbis had God create a primeval light 
not dependent on the sun that came into existence at 
God’s command but was later withdrawn and stored 
up for the righteous in the messianic future” (p. 449). 
Sarna (1989) states, “This source of this supernal, 
QRQVRODU�OLJKW�RI�FUHDWLRQ�EHFDPH�D�VXEMHFW�RI�UDEELQLF�
DQG� P\VWLFDO� VSHFXODWLRQ�� 5DEED� ���� H[SUHVVHV� WKH�
view that this light is the effulgent splendor of the 
Divine Presence” (p. 7). 

The fourth day
5HJDUGLQJ�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�RI�WKH�VXQ��PRRQ��DQG�VWDUV�

RQ�WKH�IRXUWK�GD\��*RUGRQ�PHQWLRQV�WKH�IUDPHZRUN�
WKHRU\� RQO\� WR� UHMHFW� LW� DV� FRQWUDU\� WR� WKH� LQVSLUHG�
ZULWHU·V�SRUWUD\DO�RI� WKH�FUHDWLRQ�GD\V�DV�UHÁHFWLQJ�
VRPH�NLQG�RI� VHTXHQFH��7KH� IUDPHZRUN� WKHRU\�KDV�
DGGLWLRQDO�ZDUWV� WKDW� MXVWLI\� LWV� UHMHFWLRQ� �VHH�� H�J���
.XOLNRYVN\� ������ 0F&DEH� ������ 3LSD� ������� EXW�
VLQFH� *RUGRQ� UHFRJQL]HV� LW� LV� ÁDZHG� VSDFH� FDQ� EH�
better used addressing other things. 

In trying to harmonize his recognition that the 
GD\V�RI�FUHDWLRQ�H[SUHVV�VRPH�NLQG�RI�VHTXHQFH�ZLWK�
his acceptance of the creation story of modern science, 
Gordon offers two possibilities for understanding the 
PDNLQJ�RI�WKH�KHDYHQO\�ERGLHV�RQ�'D\����ERWK�RI�ZKLFK�
deny that the heavenly bodies were created on that 
day. First, he says the word customarily translated 
“made” (‘asâ) could be rendered “appointed,” which 
yields the meaning that on Day 4 God “appointed” 
the previously made heavenly bodies “to function as 
luminaries that would differentiate day from night 
DQG�PDUN�WKH�ÁRZ�RI�WLPH�IRU�WKH�VHQWLHQW�FUHDWXUHV�
KH�ZRXOG�FUHDWH�RQ�GD\V�ÀYH�DQG�VL[�µ�
-RUGDQ��������ULJKWO\�DVNV�RI�WKH�FODLP��́ :KDW�GRHV�

LW�PHDQ�IRU�*RG�WR�DSSRLQW�WKH�VXQ�WR�WKLV�WDVN�RQ�WKH�
IRXUWK�GD\�LI�WKH�VXQ�DOUHDG\�KDG�WKLV�WDVN�IURP�WKH�
ÀUVW�GD\"µ��S��������7KDW�LV��LI�WKH�VXQ�H[LVWHG�SULRU�WR�
'D\���DQG�ZDV�DOUHDG\�WKH�OLJKW�VRXUFH�WKDW�GHÀQHG�
day and night, it was already appointed by God to 
WKDW� WDVN�� .OLQH� (1996) observes, “this minimalist 
YLHZ� RI� GD\� IRXU� ZRXOG� VKDUH� WKH� IDWDO� ÁDZ� RI� DOO�
views that eliminate the forming of the luminaries 
from the happenings of day four: it would leave day 
four with no new contribution, for all the functions 
mentioned there are already said to be operative in 
day one” (pp. 8–9). 
0RUHRYHU��WKH�SKUDVH�´OHW�WKHUH�EHµ�WKDW�LV�XVHG�LQ�

Genesis 1:14 is understood to express a new creative 
act in Genesis 1:3 (creation of light) and Genesis 1:6 
(creation of the expanse), so one need not be a naïve 
fundamentalist to see it as special pleading to deny 
that meaning in Genesis 1:14. As Kline (1996) points 
out, arguing for the meaning “appointed” in 1:14 is no 
PRUH�MXVWLÀHG�WKDQ�FODLPLQJ�WKDW�WKH�VWDWHPHQW�RQ�
'D\���́ WKDW�*RG�PDGH�WKH�ÀUPDPHQW�PD\�EH�UHGXFHG�
WR� WKH� LGHD� WKDW� D� SUHYLRXVO\� H[LVWLQJ� ÀUPDPHQW�
began to perform its stated purpose of dividing 
between the waters above and below (Genesis 1:6, 7)” 
(pp. 8–9). Even Sailhamer (1996), who subscribes to 
WKH�́ DSSRLQWHGµ�YLHZ��DFNQRZOHGJHV�WKDW�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�
of the sun, moon, and stars on the fourth day “appears 
to be the plain meaning of the text” (p. 130). 

It is thus not surprising that Keil and Delitzsch 
(2006) write, “At the creative word of God the bodies 
RI� OLJKW� FDPH� LQWR� H[LVWHQFH� LQ� WKH� ÀUPDPHQW��
as lamps” (p. 35). Young (1963) writes, “That the 
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heavenly bodies are made on the fourth day and that 
the earth had received light from a source other than 
the sun is not a naive conception, but is a plain and 
VREHU�VWDWHPHQW�RI�WKH�WUXWKµ��S��������9RQ�5DG��������
labels the fourth day “creation of the stars” (p. 55). 
Wenham (1987) states that in verses 14–19, “The 
creation of the sun, moon, and stars is described at 
much greater length than anything save the creation 
of man” (p. 21).9 Hamilton (1990) writes, “Gen. 14ff. 
LV�VD\LQJ�WKDW�WKHVH�OXPLQDULHV�DUH�QRW�HWHUQDO��WKH\�
are created, not to be served but to serve” (p. 127). 
0DWKHZV��������ZULWHV��´2Q�WKLV�GD\�WKH�OXPLQDULHV�
are created and placed in the heavens, paralleling 
¶OLJKW·�GHFUHHG�RQ�WKH�ÀUVW�GD\µ��S��������$QG�+DUWOH\�
(2000) writes, “On the fourth day God brought into 
H[LVWHQFH�OLJKWV�LQ�WKH�H[SDQVH�RI�WKH�VN\������µ��S�������

Gordon’s second proffered explanation for the 
PDNLQJ�RI�WKH�KHDYHQO\�ERGLHV�RQ�'D\���LV�WKDW�WKH� 
previously made bodies became visible from the surface 
of the earth on that “day” as the atmosphere cleared 
so as to allow the light to reach the surface. But again, 
the expression “let there be” indicates in Genesis 1:3 
and 1:6 a new creative act not the revealing of a prior 
creative act. Feinberg (2001) states, “we need an 
explanation of why the ÀDW command on this day 
means existing things are to be revealed when it has 
no such meaning on the other days, despite the fact 
that the verb, its force, and form are the same for 
HDFK�GD\µ� �S��������0DWKHZV� ������� REVHUYHV� ´WKHUH� 
is no sense that [the luminaries] were once hidden 
DQG�RQO\�QRZ�DSSHDU�� FRQWUDVW� WKH� ODQJXDJH�RI� WKH� 
appearance of dry land in v. 9” (p. 153, n. 155). Kline 
(1996�� LV�HYHQ�PRUH� IRUFHIXO� LQ�KLV� UHMHFWLRQ�RI� WKLV� 
explanation:
$Q\�VXFK�YLHZ� LV� IDOVLÀHG�E\�WKH� language of the 
text, which is plainly that of actual production: “Let 
there be and God made and God set (lit., gave).” The 
attempt to override this language cannot be passed 
RII� DV� MXVW� DQRWKHU� LQVWDQFH� RI� SKHQRPHQRORJLFDO�
description. The proposed evasive tactic involves 
D� YHU\� GLIIHUHQW� QRWLRQ³QRW� MXVW� WKH� JHQHUDO�
GHQRPLQDWLQJ�RI�REMHFWV�DFFRUGLQJ�WR�WKHLU�HYHU\GD\�
observed appearance at any and all times, but the 
UHODWLQJ�RI�D�VSHFLÀF�HYHQW�DW�D�SDUWLFXODU� MXQFWXUH�
in the creation process as though witnessed by an 
observer of the course of events, someone who at the 
moment reached on day four is supposed to catch 
sight of the luminaries, hitherto somehow hidden, 
perhaps by clouds. Disclaimers notwithstanding, 

this proposal is guilty of foisting an unwarranted 
PHDQLQJ� RQ� WKH� ODQJXDJH� DIÀUPLQJ� *RG·V� PDNLQJ�
and positioning of the luminaries. In the accounts of 
the other days, everybody rightly recognizes that the 
VDPH�ODQJXDJH�RI�GLYLQH�ÀDW�DQG�FUHDWLYH�IXOÀOOPHQW�
VLJQLÀHV� WKH� EULQJLQJ� LQWR� H[LVWHQFH� RI� VRPHWKLQJ�
QHZ�� QRW� MXVW� D� YLVXDO� GHWHFWLQJ� RI� VRPHWKLQJ� WKDW�
was there all the while. There is no more excuse for 
reducing divine acts of production into human acts of 
perception in day four than there would be elsewhere. 
(p. 8)10

Analogical days
The fact Genesis 1 is a narrative text (Boyd 

2008), coupled with the refrain “there was evening 
and there was morning” and the references to the 
GD\V�RI�FUHDWLRQ�LQ�([RGXV�������DQG��������PDNHV�
it abundantly clear that the inspired writer was 
referring to the normal days with which his readers 
ZHUH�IDPLOLDU��2QH�ZRXOG�QHYHU�NQRZ�LW�IURP�*RUGRQ·V�
presentation, but this has been recognized by many 
eminent Hebraists across the theological spectrum.11 
For example: 
�� .HLO�DQG�'HOLW]VFK��������ZULWH��´%XW�LI�WKH�GD\V�RI�

creation are regulated by the recurring interchange 
RI�OLJKW�DQG�GDUNQHVV��WKH\�PXVW�EH�UHJDUGHG�QRW�
as periods of time of incalculable duration, of years 
or thousands of years, but as simple earthly days” 
(p. 32). 

�� 'RGV��������ZULWHV��´7KH\�DUH�>WKH�%LEOH·V@�ZRUVW�
friends who distort its words that they may yield a 
PHDQLQJ�PRUH�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�VFLHQWLÀF�WUXWK��
If, for example, the word ‘day’ in these chapters 
does not mean a period of twenty-four hours, the 
interpretation of Scripture is hopeless” (p. 4).

�� 'ULYHU� ������� ZULWHV�� ´+HUH� DQG� HOVHZKHUH� WKH�
expression ‘creation of man’ has been used 
designedly in order to leave open the possibility 
that the ‘days’ of Gen. i. denote periods. There is 
however little doubt that the writer really meant 
‘days’ in a literal sense, and that Pearson was right 
when he inferred from the chapter that the world 
was represented as created ‘6000, or at farthest 
7000,’ years from the 17th cent. A.D. (p. xxviii, n. 1). 

�� *XQNHO� �FLWHG� LQ�+DVHO� ������ S������ ZULWHV�� ´7KH�
‘days’ are of course days and nothing else.”

�� 6NLQQHU� ������� ZULWHV�� ´7KH� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ� RI�
yom as aeon, a favourite resource of harmonists 
of science and revelation, is opposed to the plain 

9 The description may be so detailed because it is a polemic against Near Eastern exaltation of astral bodies. But, as previously 
noted, such an emphasis “does not diminish in the least the biblical author’s intention to write an account that has a literal intent 
to provide factual and historical information” (Hasel 1994, p. 36, n. 77).
10�2Q�WKH�DWWHPSW�E\�6DLOKDPHU�������SS����²���WR�GLVWLQJXLVK�WKH�V\QWD[�RI�YHUVH�����VHH�-RUGDQ�������SS�����²�����.XOLNRYVN\�
������S������6KDZ�������SS�����²����
11 This is not to say that all of these scholars accept creation as actually having occurred over six literal days. Some do, but some 
EHOLHYH�WKH�OLWHUDO�GD\V�DUH�SDUW�RI�D�OLWHUDU\�VFKHPH�WKDW�PDNHV�D�ODUJHU�ÀJXUDWLYH�SRLQW��2WKHUV�DUH�FRQWHQW�ZLWK�WKH�QRWLRQ�WKH�
%LEOH�DIÀUPV�FXOWXUDO�PLVFRQFHSWLRQV��%XW�WKH\�DOO�VHH�WKDW�WKH�GD\V�GHVFULEHG�DUH�RUGLQDU\�GD\V�
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sense of the passage, and has no warrant in 
Hebrew usage (not even in Ps. 90:4)” (p. 21). 

�� Leupold (1942) writes: “In the interest of accuracy 
LW� VKRXOG� EH� QRWHG� WKDW� ZLWKLQ� WKH� FRQÀQHV� RI�
this one verse [v. 5] the word ‘day’ is used in two 
different senses. ‘Day’ (yôm) over against ‘night’ 
(láyelah) must refer to the light part of the day, 
roughly, a twelve hour period. When the verse 
FRQFOXGHV�ZLWK�WKH�VWDWHPHQW�WKDW�WKH�ÀUVW�´GD\µ�
(yôm) is concluded, the term must mean a twenty-
four hour period . . . . 
There ought to be no need of refuting the idea that 
yôm� PHDQV� SHULRG�� 5HSXWDEOH� GLFWLRQDULHV� OLNH�
%XKO��%�'�%�RU�.��:��NQRZ�QRWKLQJ�RI�WKLV�QRWLRQµ�
(pp. 56–57).

�� &DVVXWR��������ZULWHV��´7KH�LQWHQWLRQ�KHUH�������LV�WR�
H[SODLQ�WKDW�WKH�WZR�GLYLVLRQV�RI�WLPH�NQRZQ�WR�XV�
as Day and Night are precisely the same as those 
that God established at the time of creation, the 
light being the Day, and the darkness the Night” 
�S�������+H�VSHFLÀHV�RQ�WKH�IROORZLQJ�SDJH�WKDW�¶GD\·�
of v. 5 is a “calendar day.” 

�� 6LPSVRQ�DQG�%RZLH� �������ZULWH�� ´7KHUH� FDQ� EH�
no question but that by Day the author meant 
MXVW� ZKDW� ZH� PHDQ³WKH� WLPH� UHTXLUHG� IRU� RQH�
revolution of the earth on its axis” (p. 471). 

�� 9RQ� 5DG� ������� ZULWHV�� ´7KH� VHYHQ� GD\V� DUH�
unquestionably to be understood as actual days 
and as a unique, unrepeatable lapse of time in this 
world” (p. 65). Fretheim 1990, p. 14 introduces this 
TXRWH�ZLWK�´,�ZRXOG�DJUHH�ZLWK�*HUKDUG�YRQ�5DG�µ�

�� 'DYLGVRQ� ������� ZULWHV�� ´7KH� ÁH[LELOLW\� LQ� WKH�
usage of the word day is well illustrated in verse 
��� ,Q� LWV� ÀUVW� RFFXUUHQFH� LW� PHDQV� GD\� WLPH� DV�
GLVWLQFW�IURP�WKH�GDUNQHVV�RI�QLJKW��LQ�WKH�FORVLQJ�
refrain it means the whole twenty-four hour cycle 
embracing both evening and morning. Attempts to 
PDNH�LW�VWLOO�PRUH�ÁH[LEOH��WR�PHDQ�DHRQV�RU�VWDJHV�
LQ� WKH� NQRZQ� HYROXWLRQ� RI� WKH� ZRUOG�� DQG� WKXV�
UHFRQFLOH�*HQHVLV���ZLWK�PRGHUQ�VFLHQWLÀF�WKHRU\�
are misguided” (p. 18).

�� Barr (1984) writes: “By completely ignoring the 
literary form of the passage, its emphasis upon 
the seven-day scheme, and all questions involving 
WKH�LQWHQWLRQV�RI�WKH�ZULWHUV�>WKH�6FRÀHOG�%LEOH·V�
interpretation of Genesis 1:1] is as effective a denial 
of the truth of Genesis as any atheistic writer could 
produce. The same is true of interpretations which 
suppose that the seven ‘days’ of creation are not 
actual days but long ages, ages of revelation, or the 
OLNHµ��S�������12 

�� Wenham (1987) writes, “There can be little doubt 
that here [verse 5] ‘day’ has its basic sense of a 24-
hour period” (p. 19). 

�� 5RVV� ������� ZULWHV�� ´,Q� WKLV� FKDSWHU�� KRZHYHU��
[‘day’] must carry its normal meaning . . . . It seems 
inescapable that Genesis presents the creation in 
six days” (p. 109). 

�� 6WHN� ������� ZULWHV�� ´6XUHO\� WKHUH� LV� QR� VLJQ� RU�
hint within the narrative [of Genesis 1] itself 
that the author thought his ‘days’ to be irregular 
GHVLJQDWLRQV³ÀUVW�D�VHULHV�RI�XQGHÀQHG�SHULRGV��
WKHQ�D�VHULHV�RI�VRODU�GD\V³RU�WKDW�WKH�¶GD\V·�KH�
bounded with ‘evening and morning’ could possibly 
be understood as long aeons of time. His language 
LV�SODLQ�DQG�VLPSOH��DQG�KH�VSHDNV� LQ�SODLQ�DQG�
simple terms of one of the most common elements 
in humanity’s experience of the world (pp. 237–
238).

�� Hamilton (1990) writes: “It is highly debatable 
whether the interpretation of Genesis’ days as 
metaphorical for geological ages can be sustained. 
For one thing, it allows the concerns of establishing 
concord with science (ever changing in its 
conclusions) to override an understanding of a 
Hebrew word [yôm] based on its contextual usage. 
)XUWKHUPRUH�� RQH� ZRXOG� KDYH� WR� WDNH� H[WUHPH�
liberty with the phrase, “there was evening, and 
WKHUH�ZDV�PRUQLQJ³WKH�x day” (p. 54). 

�� Hasel (1994) writes: “The author of Genesis 1 
could not have produced more comprehensive and 
all-inclusive ways to express the idea of a literal 
‘day’ than the ones that were chosen. There is a 
FRPSOHWH� ODFN� RI� LQGLFDWRUV� IURP� SUHSRVLWLRQV��
qualifying expressions, construct phrases, 
semantic-syntactical connections, and so on, on the 
basis of which the designation ‘day’ in the creation 
ZHHN� FRXOG� EH� WDNHQ� WR� EH� DQ\WKLQJ� GLIIHUHQW�
than a regular 24-hour day. The combinations 
of the factors of articular usage, singular 
gender, semantic-syntactical constructions, time 
boundaries, and so on, corroborated by the divine 
promulgations in such Pentateuchal passages as 
Exodus 20:8–11 and Exodus 31:12–17, suggest 
uniquely and consistently that the creation ‘day’ is 
meant to be literal, sequential, and chronological 
in nature” (p. 31).

�� 6DLOKDPHU��������ZULWHV��´7KDW�ZHHN��DV�IDU�DV�ZH�
FDQ�JDWKHU�IURP�WKH�WH[W�LWVHOI��ZDV�D�QRUPDO�ZHHN�
of six twenty-four hour days and a seventh day in 
ZKLFK�*RG�UHVWHGµ� �S������� �+H�EHOLHYHV� WKH�ZHHN�
refers to creation of the promise land).

�� $QG�� ÀQDOO\�� :DOWRQ� ������� ZULWHV�� ´:H� FDQQRW�
EH� FRQWHQW� WR� DVN�� ¶&DQ� WKH� ZRUG� >yôm] bear 
WKH�PHDQLQJ� ,� ZRXOG� OLNH� LW� WR� KDYH"·�:H�PXVW�
instead try to determine what the author and 
audience would have understood from the usage 
in the context. With this latter issue before us, it is 

12 The fact Barr opposes “fundamentalism” does not negate his linguistic expertise. One may claim that his bias is overriding his 
VFKRODUO\�MXGJPHQW��EXW�JLYHQ�WKH�WKHRORJLFDO�GLYHUVLW\�RI�WKRVH�ZKR�VKDUH�KLV�RSLQLRQ��WKDW�LV�D�GLIÀFXOW�SRLQW�WR�FDUU\�
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H[WUHPHO\�GLIÀFXOW�WR�FRQFOXGH�WKDW�DQ\WKLQJ�RWKHU�
than a twenty-four-hour day was intended. It is 
QRW�WKH�WH[W�WKDW�FDXVHV�SHRSOH�WR�WKLQN�RWKHUZLVH��
only the demands of trying to harmonize with 
modern science (p. 81). 
In addition, the premier Hebrew and Aramaic 

OH[LFRQ� OLVWV� *HQHVLV� ���� DV� WKH� ÀUVW� HQWU\� XQGHU�
WKH� GHÀQLWLRQ� ´GD\� RI� WZHQW\�IRXU� KRXUVµ� �.RHKOHU�
DQG� %DXPJDUWQHU� ������ S������� OLNHZLVH� +ROODGD\�
1971, p. 130). And Saeboe (1990), in the acclaimed 
Theological Dictionary of the Old Testament, includes 
yôm in Genesis 1:5 as referring to a “full day” of 
twenty-four hours (p. 23). 

Gordon is presumably aware of this strong scholarly 
current and is wise enough not to argue in favor of the 
day-age view, the claim that the “days” of Genesis are 
FKURQRORJLFDO�VHTXHQFHV�RI�YDVW�DJHV��5DWKHU��KH�FDVWV�
his lot with the “analogical days” view. This allows 
him to accept that the inspired writer was describing 
ordinary days (though Gordon never says as much) 
and still deny that those days were intended to be 
understood as an actual chronological account of 
*RG·V� FUHDWLYH�ZRUN��7KH�FODLP� LV� WKDW�*RG�PHUHO\�
FRXFKHG� +LV� FUHDWLYH� ZRUN� LQ� WHUPV� RI� D� QRUPDO�
ZHHN��7KDW�LV��+H�SRUWUD\HG�+LV�ZRUN�DV�DQDORJRXV�
WR�D�KXPDQ�ZRUN�ZHHN�IRU�WKH�SXUSRVH�RI�VHWWLQJ�D�
SDWWHUQ�IRU�RXU�RZQ�UK\WKP�RI�UHVW�DQG�ZRUN��EXW�+H�
was not revealing anything about the actual time 
or sequence of what He had done. In this way, the 
´GD\Vµ� RI� FUHDWLRQ� GR�QRW� FRQÁLFW�ZLWK� WKH� FUHDWLRQ�
story of modern science even granting that they are 
LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�LQVWDQFH�OLWHUDO�GD\V��

Given that Almighty God is quite capable of 
creating the entire universe in six literal (human) 
days in the manner and order described in Genesis, 
one needs a persuasive reason from the text to 
conclude that He did not really do so but instead chose 
VLPSO\�WR�GHVFULEH�LQ�WKDW�ZD\�D�FUHDWLYH�ZRUN�WKDW�
actually spanned billions of years and was done in a 
FRQWUDU\�RUGHU��,W�LV�WHOOLQJ�WKDW��DV�IDU�DV�ZH�NQRZ��
no one understood Genesis that way until William 
6KHGG�LQ�WKH�QLQHWHHQWK�FHQWXU\��,I�*RG�GLG�LQ�IDFW�
intend to communicate that the days of creation were 
metaphorical portraits drawn to parallel the human 
ZRUN� F\FOH� WKDW� +H� ZRXOG� ODWHU� LPSRVH� RQ� ,VUDHO��
one must wonder why that message was so obscure 
DV�WR�HVFDSH�WKH�SHUFHSWLRQ�RI�WKH�JUHDW�-HZLVK�DQG�
Christian theologians throughout the ages. Were 
they all without the sophistication that Gordon 
ÀQGV�VR�VFDQGDORXVO\�ODFNLQJ�LQ�WRGD\·V�\RXQJ�HDUWK�
creationists? 

Proponents of the “analogical days” view claim 
there are clues in the text which indicate the days 
RI�FUHDWLRQ�DUH�D�OLWHUDU\�SDFNDJLQJ�RI�*RG·V�FUHDWLYH�
ZRUN� UDWKHU� WKDQ�DQ�DFFRXQW� RI� WKDW�ZRUN��&ROOLQV�
(1999), for example, cites the refrain “there was 
evening and there was morning,” the absence of the 
refrain on the seventh day, and the statement in 
([RGXV�������WKDW�*RG��DIWHU�FHDVLQJ�+LV�ZRUN�RQ�WKH�
seventh day, “got refreshment” (pp. 137–139).13 He 
VXPPDUL]HV�WKHLU�VLJQLÀFDQFH�WKLV�ZD\�

Once it has become clear to the reader that God’s 
Sabbath is not an “ordinary” day, and that God’s rest 
LV�QRW�WKH�VDPH�EXW�DQDORJRXV�WR�RXUV��KH�ZLOO�JR�EDFN�
DQG�UHDG�WKH�SDVVDJH�ORRNLQJ�IRU�RWKHU�LQVWDQFHV�RI�
DQDORJ\�� 7KHQ�KH�ZLOO� VHH�ZKDW� WKH� VLJQLÀFDQFH� RI�
the refrain is: it too is part of an anthropomorphic 
SUHVHQWDWLRQ� RI� *RG�� KH� LV� OLNHQHG� WR� WKH� RUGLQDU\�
ZRUNHU��JRLQJ�WKURXJK�KLV�UK\WKP�RI�ZRUN�DQG�UHVW��
ORRNLQJ�IRUZDUG�WR�KLV�6DEEDWK��7KH�GD\V�DUH�*RG·V�
ZRUN�GD\V��ZKLFK�QHHG�QRW�EH�identical to ours: they 
are instead analogous. Part of our expression of his 
LPDJH� LV� LQ� RXU� FRS\LQJ� RI� KLV� SDWWHUQ� IRU� D� ZRUN�
ZHHN��7KH�UHDGHU�ZLOO�WKHQ�SXW�WKH�QRWLFHV�DERXW�*RG�
“seeing” that something was good (e.g. 1:4, 10, 12, 18, 
21, 25, 31) in this category (as if God were limited by 
WLPH�DQG�VHTXHQFH�OLNH�ZH�DUH��EXW�ZH�NQRZ�KH�LV�QRW���
he will also not be surprised by similar phenomena in 
�����*RG�´IRUPHGµ�OLNH�D�SRWWHU�GRHV�������*RG�´EXLOWµ�
the woman). (Collins 1999, p. 139)
As previously explained, the claim that the 

seventh day of creation was unending, and thus 
QRW� DQ� RUGLQDU\� GD\�� LV�PLVWDNHQ��2QH� LV� WKXV� OHIW�
with the assertion that the presence of certain 
anthropomorphic descriptions of God’s activities 
implies that the days are to be understood 
PHWDSKRULFDOO\��7KDW�LV�D�ODUJH�DQG�XQMXVWLÀHG�OHDS��
God is a spirit being who acts in this world in ways 
that are unparalleled in human experience, so it aids 
FRPPXQLFDWLRQ�WR�OLNHQ�+LV�DFWLRQV�WR�KXPDQ�DFWLRQV��
The same is not true of the days over which God acts. 
Days are a basic aspect of human experience and 
do not require a bridge to something more familiar 
to enhance one’s comprehension of them. So the 
presence of anthropomorphic descriptions of God does 
not support the claim that other elements of the text 
DUH�PHWDSKRULFDO��WKDW�PXVW�EH�GHPRQVWUDWHG�UDWKHU�
than asserted. It is noteworthy in that regard that 
there are no other scriptural examples where time 
indicators are used in the analogical manner claimed 
by this interpretation. As Young (1962) said of claims 
about anthropomorphic language in Genesis 2:7: 

13 To say that God’s statement in Exodus 31:17 that he was “refreshed” (napթ asࡊ) is anthropomorphic still leaves the question of what 
KH�PHDQW��,Q�ZKDW�ZD\�ZDV�KH�UHIUHVKHG�WKDW�LV�DQDORJRXV�WR�KXPDQ�UHIUHVKPHQW"�0DF$UWKXU��������FRPPHQWV��´7R�VD\�WKDW�*RG�
ZDV�¶UHIUHVKHG·�GRHV�QRW�LPSO\�WKDW�+H�ZDV�UHMXYHQDWHG�E\�UHJDLQLQJ�ORVW�HQHUJ\��5DWKHU��WKH�VHQVH�RI�LW�LV�WKDW�+H�SDXVHG�WR�GHOLJKW�
LQ�+LV�ZRUNV��+H�ZDV�¶UHIUHVKHG·�E\�GHOLJKW�DQG�VDWLVIDFWLRQ�LQ�ZKDW�+H�KDG�GRQHµ��S��������6HH�DOVR�.HLO�DQG�'HOLW]VFK�������S������
.HOO\�������S�������3LSD�������S������
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If the term “anthropomorphic” may legitimately be 
used at all, we would say that whereas it might apply 
to some elements of Genesis 2:7, it does not include 
all of them. In other words, if anthropomorphism 
is present, it is not present in each element of the 
verse. The words “and God breathed” may be termed 
anthropomorphic, but that is the extent to which 
the term may be employed. The man was real, the 
dust was real, the ground was real as was also the 
breath of life. To these elements of the verse the term 
“anthropomorphism” cannot legitimately be applied. 
(p. 15)
If God’s intent was to communicate in Genesis 

WKDW�+LV�ZRUN� VLPSO\�ZDV� EHLQJ� FRXFKHG� LQ� WHUPV�
of six days rather than actually having been done 
LQ�VL[�GD\V��LW�ZRXOG�PDNH�QR�VHQVH�WR�DSSHDO�WR�WKH�
FUHDWLRQ�ZHHN�DV�WKH�EDVLV�IRU�WKH�FRPPDQG�WR�,VUDHO�
to observe the Sabbath. The command to Israel is 
essentially “Do this because I did it.” It is not “Do this 
EHFDXVH�WKDW�LV�KRZ�,�ÀJXUDWLYHO\�GHVFULEHG�ZKDW�,�
did.” To repeat Fretheim’s (1990) comment:

The references to the days of creation in Exodus 
20:11 and 31:17 in connection with the Sabbath 
ODZ� PDNH� VHQVH� RQO\� LI� XQGHUVWRRG� LQ� WHUPV� RI� D�
QRUPDO�VHYHQ�GD\�ZHHN��,W�VKRXOG�EH�QRWHG�WKDW�WKH�
references to creation in Exodus are not used as an 
DQDORJ\³WKDW�LV��\RXU�UHVW�RQ�WKH�VHYHQWK�GD\�RXJKW�
WR�EH�OLNH�*RG·V�UHVW�LQ�FUHDWLRQ��,W�LV��UDWKHU��VWDWHG�
in terms of the imitation of God or a divine precedent 
WKDW�LV�WR�EH�IROORZHG��*RG�ZRUNHG�IRU�VL[�GD\V�DQG�
rested on the seventh, and therefore you should do 
the same. Unless there is an exactitude of reference, 
WKH�DUJXPHQW�RI�([RGXV�GRHV�QRW�ZRUN (pp. 19–20).
0RUHRYHU��WKH�DQDORJLFDO�GD\V�YLHZ�SOD\V�IDVW�DQG�

ORRVH�ZLWK�WKH�RUGHU�RI�ZRUN�LQ�WKH�*HQHVLV�FUHDWLRQ�
DFFRXQW� EXW� SURYLGHV� QR� MXVWLÀFDWLRQ� IRU� GRLQJ� VR��
The alleged rationale for God couching His creative 
ZRUN�RI�ELOOLRQV�RI�\HDUV�LQ�WHUPV�RI�D�VLQJOH�KXPDQ�
ZHHN�LV�WR�SURYLGH�D�SDWWHUQ�RU�DQDORJ\�IRU�RXU�RZQ�
UK\WKP�RI�ZHHNO\�ZRUN�DQG�UHVW��%XW�QRWKLQJ�DERXW�
WKDW� UDWLRQDOH� UHTXLUHV� WKH� ZRUN� RQ� WKH� YDULRXV�
metaphorical days to be presented in a particular 
RUGHU��,W�UHTXLUHV�RQO\�WKDW�WKHUH�EH�VL[�GD\V�RI�ZRUN�
followed by a day of rest. So when adherents of the 
analogical days view claim that God portrayed His 
FUHDWLYH�ZRUN�RXW�RI�WKH�RUGHU�LQ�ZKLFK�+H�DFWXDOO\�
performed it, as they must to accommodate the 
creation story of modern science, their interpretation 
offers no reason for His doing so. That is a strong 
LQGLFDWLRQ�WKH\�KDYH�WDNHQ�D�ZURQJ�WXUQ��

In addition, the focus of the account of Genesis 
�� LV� *RG·V� FUHDWLYH� ZRUN�� 7KDW� LV� ZKDW� LV� HFKRHG�
throughout Scripture. Seeing the days of creation, the 
entire chapter, as a metaphorical presentation given 
WR�HVWDEOLVK�D�SDWWHUQ�IRU�WKH�KXPDQ�ZRUN�ZHHN�VKLIWV�
WKH�HPSKDVLV�IURP�*RG·V�FUHDWLYH�ZRUN��WKH�FRQWHQW�

and order of which evaporates in the metaphor) to 
+LV�LQWHUHVW�LQ�WKH�KXPDQ�ZRUN�ZHHN��*RG�DW�FUHDWLRQ�
FHUWDLQO\�VHW�DQ�H[DPSOH�IRU�WKH�KXPDQ�ZRUN�ZHHN��
but that is better seen as secondary rather than 
FHQWUDO��7KLV�LV�FRQÀUPHG�E\�WKH�GHWDLOV�RI�FUHDWLRQ�
provided in the chapter. If the main purpose of 
Genesis 1 is to convey to readers that God is couching 
+LV�FUHDWLYH�ZRUN�LQ�WHUPV�RI�D�QRUPDO�KXPDQ�ZHHN�
to establish a pattern for the future, there is a clear 
VHQVH�RI�RYHUNLOO�LQ�WKH�GHVFULSWLRQ�RI�WKH�GD\V��

Gordon’s case against the young-earth creationist 
understanding of the days of creation offers nothing 
new. His arguments have all been addressed many 
WLPHV�RYHU��EXW�KH�LV�FRQYLQFHG�WKH�RQO\�WKLQJ�NHHSLQJ�
SHRSOH� OLNH�PH� IURP�DFFHSWLQJ�WKHP�LV� LJQRUDQFH�� ,�
have tried to show that is not the case. We are 
unpersuaded because the arguments made in support 
RI� V\PEROLF� GD\V� VWULNH� XV� DV� VSHFLDO� SOHDGLQJ��:H�
therefore continue in the historical understanding of 
the church. What puzzles many of us is how people 
OLNH�*RUGRQ�FDQ�WKLQN�RXU�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�LV�IDWXRXV�
given its exegetical, theological, and historical 
VWUHQJWK��:H�DUH�WHPSWHG�WR�WKLQN�WKH\�DUH�WZLVWLQJ�
WKH�%LEOH� WR�ÀW� FXUUHQW� VFLHQWLÀF�RUWKRGR[\��EXW� RQ�
better days we convince ourselves that, for at least 
for some of them, it is a genuine disagreement over 
the meaning of the text. 

The Origin of Humanity and the 
Historicity of the Fall
A multiplicity of humans created

Gordon boldly asserts that Scripture is entirely 
consistent with the notion that Adam and Eve 
were not the progenitors of the entire human race. 
He claims it leaves open the possibility that God in 
the beginning miraculously created a multitude of 
KXPDQV�� $GDP� DQG�(YH� VLPSO\�ZHUH� FUHDWHG� ÀUVW�
and served as representatives or exemplars of the 
originally created group of humans. 
1RWLFH� WKDW�� XQOLNH� KLV� GLVFXVVLRQ� RI� WKH� GD\V�

of creation, Gordon here does not even try to use 
church history in support of his argument. That is 
because no one in church history so read the text, 
a fact that should give the mightiest of exegetes 
pause. And notice how Gordon approaches the text. 
+H�LV�QRW�DVNLQJ�ZKDW�WKH�LQVSLUHG�ZULWHU�LQWHQGHG�
to communicate and using “a sound grammatical-
KLVWRULFDO�DSSURDFKµ�WR�JHW�DW�WKDW�TXHVWLRQ��5DWKHU��
KH�LV�DVNLQJ�ZKHWKHU�WKHUH�LV�DQ\�ZD\�WR�XQGHUVWDQG�
the text, however bizarre or improbable, that leaves 
room for the creation story of modern science, which 
VWRU\�KH�PLVWDNHQO\�HTXDWHV�ZLWK�IDFW��2QH�QHHG�QRW�
ODFN�WKHRORJLFDO�VRSKLVWLFDWLRQ�WR�FRQFOXGH�WKDW�LV�QR�
way to handle the word of God. 
2Q� 'D\� �� *RG� FUHDWHG� PDQNLQG� DV� PDOH� DQG�

female (Genesis 1:27), the details of which are 
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provided in Genesis 2:18–25. Prior to the creation of 
Eve from Adam’s side, Adam was alone and without 
D�KHOSHU�ÀW�IRU�KLP��*HQHVLV��������6R�FOHDUO\�WKH�RQO\�
two humans in existence immediately after Eve’s 
creation from Adam were Adam and Eve. Gordon’s 
proposal is that after this God separately created a 
multitude of other humans without saying a word 
about it.

Gordon bases his argument on the indication in 
Genesis 4:14–15 and 4:17 that humans other than 
Cain and Abel were in existence at the time Cain 
murdered Abel. He recognizes that these other 
humans could have been descendants of Adam 
DQG� (YH� JLYHQ� WKDW� WKH� PXUGHU� FRXOG� KDYH� WDNHQ�
place more than a hundred years after Cain’s birth 
�*HQHVLV� ����� ������ ������ $GDP� DQG� (YH� KDG� EHHQ�
commanded to be fruitful and multiply (Genesis 
������� DQG� 6FULSWXUH� VSHFLÀHV� WKDW� WKH\� KDG� RWKHU�
XQLGHQWLÀHG� VRQV� DQG� GDXJKWHUV� �*HQHVLV� ������ +H�
ÀQGV� LW� SUHIHUDEOH�� KRZHYHU�� WR� DVVXPH� WKDW� WKHVH�
other humans were unrelated to Adam and Eve, 
having been separately created by God or descended 
from those who were separately created, because the 
alternative requires this population to be rooted in 
incest between brothers and sisters. 

As Gordon notes, incest was later condemned 
in Leviticus in the strongest of terms, but no such 
FRQGHPQDWLRQ�ZDV�LQ�HIIHFW� LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�JHQHUDWLRQV�
of humanity. Even as late as the time of Abraham, 
his marriage to his half-sister Sarah received no 
opprobrium, though such a relationship would later 
EH� H[SUHVVO\� FRQGHPQHG� �/HYLWLFXV� ������ �������� 6R�
WKH�LQFHVW�REMHFWLRQ�LV�EDVHG�RQ�DQ�DQDFKURQLVP�DQG�
therefore cannot be allowed to override the ready 
impression that the other humans in existence at the 
time Cain murdered Abel were descendants of Adam 
and Eve. 
8QOLNH� *RUGRQ·V� SURSRVDO�� WKLV� DQVZHU� WR� WKH�

´&DLQ·V� ZLIHµ� REMHFWLRQ� KDV� D� ORQJ� SHGLJUHH�� )RU�
H[DPSOH��-RKQ�&KU\VRVWRP� �������ZURWH�RYHU������
years ago: 

But perhaps someone will say: How is it that Cain 
KDG�D�ZLIH�ZKHQ�6DFUHG�6FULSWXUH�QRZKHUH�PDNHV�
mention of another woman? Don’t be surprised 
at this dearly beloved: it has so far given no list of 
ZRPHQ� DQ\ZKHUH� LQ� D� SUHFLVH� PDQQHU�� LQVWHDG��
6DFUHG�6FULSWXUH�ZKLOH�DYRLGLQJ�VXSHUÁXRXV�GHWDLOV�
mentions the males in turn, though not even all of 
them, telling us about them in rather summary 
fashion when it says that so-and-so had sons and 
GDXJKWHUV�DQG�WKHQ�KH�GLHG��6R�LW�LV�OLNHO\�LQ�WKLV�FDVH�
too that Eve gave birth to a daughter after Cain and 
$EHO��DQG�&DLQ�WRRN�KHU�IRU�KHU�ZLIH��<RX�VHH��VLQFH�
it was in the beginning and the human race had to 
increase from them on, it was permissible to marry 
their own sisters. (p. 37) 

Augustine (2012), a theologian of whom Gordon is 
fond, offered the following regarding how descendants 
of Adam found wives:

As, therefore, the human race, subsequently to the 
ÀUVW�PDUULDJH� RI� WKH�PDQ�ZKR� ZDV�PDGH� RI� GXVW��
and his wife who was made out of his side, required 
the union of males and females in order that it 
might multiply, and as there were no human beings 
except those who had been born of these two, men 
WRRN� WKHLU� VLVWHUV� IRU�ZLYHV�³DQ� DFW�ZKLFK�ZDV� DV�
certainly dictated by necessity in these ancient days 
as afterwards it was condemned by the prohibitions 
of religion. (p. 392, emphasis in original)
Having completely read into the text what is not 

WKHUH³WKH�QRWLRQ�WKDW�*RG�LQ�WKH�EHJLQQLQJ�VSHFLDOO\�
FUHDWHG� D� PXOWLWXGH� RI� KXPDQ� EHLQJV³EDVHG� RQ�
an anachronistic reading of the incest prohibition, 
*RUGRQ� DFWV� OLNH� KH� KDV� PDGH� KLV� FDVH� DQG� RQO\�
needs to mop up by addressing the threats posed to 
his position by Genesis 3:20 and Acts 17:25–26. His 
position is without merit regardless of Genesis 3:20 
DQG�$FWV��������EXW�WKRVH�WH[WV�VHUYH�WR�FRQÀUP�WKH�
point.

Genesis 3:20 states: “And the man called his wife’s 
name Eve, because she was the mother of all living.” 
According to Gordon, this does not mean Eve was the 
female ancestor of the entire human race. He claims 
“the mother of all living” parallels the meaning of “the 
IDWKHU�RI������µ�LQ�*HQHVLV�����²����́ $GDK�ERUH�-DEDO��KH�
was the father of those who dwell in tents and have 
OLYHVWRFN��+LV�EURWKHU·V�QDPH�ZDV�-XEDO��KH�ZDV�the 
father of�DOO�WKRVH�ZKR�SOD\�WKH�O\UH�DQG�SLSH�µ�-XVW�DV�
-DEDO�DQG�-XEDO�ZHUH�́ IDWKHUV�RIµ�WKRVH�ZKR�DIWHUZDUG�
imitated their conduct, regardless of whether they 
were actual descendants, so Eve was the “mother of” 
all who imitated her conduct, regardless of whether 
they were her actual descendants. Thus Genesis 3:20 
VKRXOG�EH�XQGHUVWRRG� WR�PHDQ�WKDW� WKH�ÀUVW� OLWHUDO�
mother Eve was a metaphorical mother of all who 
followed in her steps by being mothers themselves.
7KH�DVVHUWHG�SDUDOOHO�EUHDNV�GRZQ�LQ�WKDW�(YH�LV�

not said to be merely the mother of all who imitated 
her, who followed in her steps, but the mother of “all 
living.” This includes the entire subsequent human 
UDFH��QHLWKHU�PDOHV�QRU�IHPDOHV�ZKR�GLG�QRW�LPLWDWH�
(YH� LQ� FKLOGEHDULQJ� DUH� H[FOXGHG��0DWKHZV� �������
ULJKWO\� UHPDUNV�� ´6KH� LV� WKH� ¶PRWKHU� RI� DOO� OLYLQJ�·�
for all human life will have its source in her body” 
(p. 254). 
,Q� $FWV� ������ /XNH� UHSRUWV� 3DXO·V� VWDWHPHQW� WR�

the men of Athens that God “made from one man 
HYHU\�QDWLRQ�RI�PDQNLQG�WR�OLYH�RQ�DOO�WKH�IDFH�RI�WKH�
earth . . .” According to Gordon, Paul was not in this 
LQVWDQFH� VSHDNLQJ�E\�GLYLQH� LQVSLUDWLRQ�EXW� VLPSO\�
ZDV� JLYLQJ� KLV� RZQ� PLVWDNHQ� XQGHUVWDQGLQJ� RI�
KXPDQ�RULJLQV��,�NQRZ�RI�QR�RWKHU�RFFDVLRQ�LQ�ZKLFK�
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a speech by an Apostle that is recorded in Scripture 
is deemed an unreliable personal opinion, but even 
after paying that price to shield his proposal Gordon 
PXVW� DFNQRZOHGJH� WKDW� 3DXO� ZRXOG� EH� UHOD\LQJ� D�
WUDGLWLRQDO�-HZLVK�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�RI�WKH�PDWWHU��6R�
his speech at the very least documents that ancient 
-HZV� UHDG� *HQHVLV� LQ� WKH� VDPH� ZD\� DV� DQFLHQW�
Christians in concluding that all humanity descended 
from Adam and Eve. 

As for the Fall, Gordon claims that Adam’s sin 
spiritually corrupted not only all his progeny but 
also all the hypothesized other humans who were 
independently created, who then passed on this 
spiritual defect from Adam to their own descendants. 
The question is how under this scenario Adam 
transmitted the corruption to the other humans 
who had been independently created. If, as Gordon 
seems to accept, this corruption is inherited through 
biological descent (he writes, “since all of subsequent 
humanity is descended from this aboriginal group, 
we inherit from them the spiritual defect that 
produces sin in us”), how was it passed from Adam 
to the independently created humans? Attempting 
to answer this will require Gordon to pour more 
VSHFXODWLRQ�LQWR�WKH�YRLG�RI�KLV�RZQ�PDNLQJ��FODLPLQJ�
additional details for this group of humans about 
ZKLFK�6FULSWXUH�DQG�WUDGLWLRQ�NQRZ�QRWKLQJ��

Genesis genealogies do not 
constrain age of humanity
7KH� ELEOLFDO� NH\V� WR� GDWLQJ� WKH� DJH� RI�PDQNLQG�

are the genealogies in Genesis 5 and 11. Gordon 
claims it is an abuse of the genealogies in Genesis 
WR�FRQFOXGH�IURP�WKHP�WKDW�PDQNLQG�KDV�QRW�H[LVWHG�
IRU� WKH� �������� \HDUV� FODLPHG� E\� WKH� VFLHQWLÀF�
establishment. As he sees it, the genealogies provide 
QR�FRQVWUDLQWV�RQ�WKH�DJH�RI�PDQNLQG�EXW�VHUYH�RQO\�
to establish lines of descent and to emphasize the fact 
death was a consequence of the sin of Adam and Eve. 
+H�LV�PLVWDNHQ�LQ�WKDW�UHJDUG��

The genealogies in Genesis 5 and 11 are unique. 
Only they are in the following formula:   
:KHQ�$�KDG�OLYHG�;�\HDUV��KH�IDWKHUHG�%��$�OLYHG�<�
years after he fathered B and had other sons and 
daughters. 
:KHQ�%�KDG�OLYHG�;�\HDUV��KH�IDWKHUHG�&��%�OLYHG�<�
years after he fathered C and had other sons and 
daughters. 
:KHQ�&�KDG�OLYHG�;�\HDUV��KH�IDWKHUHG�'��&�OLYHG�<�
years after he fathered D and had other sons and 
daughters. 
(The genealogy in Genesis 5 adds after each entry, 

´7KXV�DOO�WKH�GD\V�RI�$�%�&�ZHUH�=�> �;���<@�\HDUV��DQG�
he died.”)

The claim is that one cannot determine from this 
formula the span of time between the ancestors 

and descendants because “A fathered B” or “B 
fathered C” or “C fathered D” etc. could mean that 
´$� IDWKHUHG� DQ� XQLGHQWLÀHG� DQFHVWRU� RI� %µ� RU� ´%�
IDWKHUHG�DQ�XQLGHQWLÀHG�DQFHVWRU�RI�&µ�RU�́ &�IDWKHUHG�
DQ�XQLGHQWLÀHG�DQFHVWRU�RI�'�µ�UHVSHFWLYHO\��,Q�WKDW�
case, one could not construct a reliable chronology 
EHFDXVH� WKHUH� DUH� XQNQRZQ� JDSV� RI� WLPH� EHWZHHQ�
WKH�XQLGHQWLÀHG�DQFHVWRU�DQG�WKH�DFWXDO�GHVFHQGDQW�
LGHQWLÀHG�� ,Q� RWKHU� ZRUGV�� LI� WKH� VWDWHPHQW� ´$�
fathered B” means “A fathered an ancestor of B” one 
would have no idea as to the identity of this ancestor 
and thus no idea how many generations he lived 
prior the birth of “B.” 

Though Gordon assures the reader the genealogies 
in Genesis 5 and 11 contain this ambiguity, the 
genealogies he cites as containing gaps are not in the 
IRUP� RI� WKH�*HQHVLV� JHQHDORJLHV��ZKLFK� DUH� NQRZQ�
as chronogenealogies�� 6SHFLÀFDOO\�� WKH� JHQHDORJLHV�
Gordon cites do not mention the age of the father at the 
birth of the next name in the line. Chronogenealogies, 
RQ�WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��DUH�OLNH�WKH�EULHI�SDVVDJHV���DQG���
.LQJV�DQG���DQG���&KURQLFOHV�ZKHUH�D�NLQJ�LV�VDLG�WR�
have reigned a certain number of years before being 
succeeded by another. These passages are regularly 
put together to form generational chronologies that 
are used to establish dates. Freeman (2004) concludes 
in his study of the matter:

[G]ap proponents can give absolutely no evidence, 
ancient or modern, biblical or extra-biblical, in which 
a “father’s” age at the birth of a certain son was clearly 
not meant to convey chronological information. Thus 
no precedent exists for understanding the procreation 
ages in a nonchronological way . . . . No precedent 
H[LVWV�IRU� LQWHUSUHWLQJ�WKH�IRUPXOD�´;�OLYHV�<�\HDUV�
DQG�IDWKHUHG�=µ�WR�PHDQ�WKDW�´;�OLYHG�<�\HDUV�DQG�
fathered the line of Z.” Such a meaning would in fact 
contradict many centuries of interpretive history. 
(pp. 284, 286)
Notice that in the genealogies of Genesis 5 and 

11 it is said that the progenitor “had other sons and 
GDXJKWHUV�µ�7KLV�PDNHV�LW�XQOLNHO\�WKDW�WKH�VSHFLÀHG�
son refers to someone other than an actual son of the 
progenitor. This is corroborated in the cases of Adam 
and Seth, Lamech and Noah, Shem and Arphaxad, 
and Terah and Abraham and is not demonstrably 
incorrect in any of the other cases. 

Hebrew grammar also supports the idea that the 
offspring referred to in the Genesis genealogies are 
direct physical descendants. As Hasel (1980) pointed 
out: 

The repeated phrase “and he fathered PN [personal 
name]” (wayyôled ‘et�31�� DSSHDUV� ÀIWHHQ� WLPHV� LQ�
WKH� 27³DOO� RI� WKHP� LQ� *HQHVLV� �� DQG� ���� ,Q� WZR�
additional instances the names of three sons are 
SURYLGHG��*HQHVLV���������������7KH�VDPH�YHUEDO�IRUP�
as in this phrase (i.e. wayyôled) is employed another 
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sixteen times in the phrase “and he fathered 
�RWKHU��VRQV�DQG�GDXJKWHUVµ��*HQHVLV�����������HWF���
�������������HWF����5HPDLQLQJ�XVDJHV�RI�WKLV�YHUEDO�
IRUP�LQ�WKH�+LSKLO� LQ�WKH�ERRN�RI�*HQHVLV�UHYHDO�
that the expression “and he fathered” (wayyôled) 
is used in the sense of a direct physical offspring 
�*HQHVLV�������������$�GLUHFW�SK\VLFDO�RIIVSULQJ� LV�
evident in each of the remaining usages of the 
Hiphil of wayyôled, “and he fathered”, in the OT 
�-XGJHV���������&KURQLFOHV��������������&KURQLFOHV�
���������������������7KH�VDPH�H[SUHVVLRQ�UHDSSHDUV�
twice in the genealogies in 1 Chronicles where 
the wording “and Abraham fathered Isaac” (1 
&KURQLFOHV� ������ FI�� ����� >����@�� UXOHV� RXW� WKDW�
the named son is but a distant descendant of the 
patriarch instead of a direct physical offspring. 
Thus the phrase “and he fathered PN” in Genesis 
5 and 11 cannot mean Adam “begat an ancestor 
of Seth.” The view that Seth and any named son 
in Genesis 5 and 11 is but a distant descendant 
falters in view of the evidence of the Hebrew 
language used. (p. 66)  
So it is not surprising that no one for millennia read 

the Genesis genealogies as Gordon proposes. They 
ZHUH� DOZD\V� XQGHUVWRRG�� E\� -HZV� DQG� &KULVWLDQV��
to be sources of genuine chronological information. 
Shaw concluded from his review of the evidence: 
“The modern view of the Genesis genealogies, 
developed since the mid-nineteenth century, is that 
there is some purpose behind the genealogies apart 
from chronology, and that chronology is not part 
of their purpose. However, such a view is a radical 
shift from the constant view throughout the history 
of interpretation up to the mid-nineteenth century.” 
Later he wrote, “All chronologists prior to the mid-
QLQHWHHQWK� FHQWXU\� WRRN� WKH� *HQHVLV� JHQHDORJLHV�
as complete and hence adequate for constructing a 
FKURQRORJ\�EDFN�WR�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�RI�PDQµ��6KDZ�������
SS����������²������-RUGDQ���������UHIHUULQJ�WR�*UHHQ·V�
seminal paper in 1890, says of the claim of gaps: 
“Such a totally preposterous misreading of the text 
never occurred to anyone in the entire history of the 
Church before the late nineteenth century” (p. 99). 
8VLQJ�WKH�0DVRUHWLF�WH[W��WKH�*HQHVLV�JHQHDORJLHV�

UHYHDO�WKDW�MXVW�XQGHU������\HDUV�HODSVHG�IURP�$GDP�
to Abraham. Alternative textual possibilities from 
the Septuagint and Samaritan text could expand 
WKLV�DQRWKHU������\HDUV�RU�VR��6HH��H�J���+DVHO�������
Young 2003 (suggesting the primacy of Septuagintal 
ages in Genesis 5). Even granting the possibility of 
gaps in these genealogies, the extent to which they 
can further expand the time is limited. It seems clear 

from Genesis 4–11 that a gap is impossible between 
Adam and Seth, Lamech and Noah, Shem and 
$USKD[DG��DQG�7HUDK�DQG�$EUDKDP��-XGH�GHFODUHV�
(verse 14) that Enoch was the seventh from Adam, 
which indicates there also are no gaps between Seth 
DQG�(QRVK��(QRVK�DQG�.HQDQ��0DKDODOHO�DQG�-DUHG��
DQG�-DUHG�DQG�(QRFK��

When one considers that the genealogies include 
PHQ� �H�J��� .HQDQ�� 0DKDODOHO�� 6HUXJ�� DERXW� ZKRP�
no other information is given in Scripture, it is 
XQMXVWLÀHG�WR�DVVHUW�WKDW�YDVW�QXPEHUV�RI�JHQHUDWLRQV�
ZHUH�RPLWWHG�IRU�ODFN�RI�VLJQLÀFDQFH��0RUHRYHU��WKH�
JHQHDORJLHV� LQ���&KURQLFOHV����²�����²���DQG�/XNH�
3:34–38 follow those of Genesis precisely, casting 
further doubt on the notion they are extremely 
fragmentary.14 Even Gleason Archer, a favorite of 
ROG�HDUWK� FUHDWLRQLVWV� DQG� RQH� ZKR� WKLQNV� VRPH�
names have been omitted from the lists, recognizes 
LW�LV�XQUHDVRQDEOH�WR�WKLQN�WKDW�VR�PDQ\�KDYH�EHHQ�
RPLWWHG�DV�WR�VWUHWFK�WKH�WLPH�EDFN�WR���������\HDUV��
He writes:

Buswell states: “There is nothing in the Bible to 
indicate how long ago man was created.” This 
appears to be an overstatement, for even allowing 
the numerous gaps in the chronological tables given 
in Gen. 5 and Gen. 10 it is altogether unreasonable to 
suppose that a hundred times as many generations 
are omitted in these tables as are included in them. 
(And yet this is what a 200,000 B.C. date for Adam 
would amount to.) In the genealogy of the Lord 
-HVXV� JLYHQ� LQ� 0DWW�� ���²��� WKHUH� DUH� RQO\� VHYHQ�
SRVVLEOH�OLQNV�PLVVLQJ�DV�DJDLQVW�D�WRWDO�RI�IRUW\�WZR�
given (during the 2000 years between Abraham and 
Christ), or a ratio of one to six. This is slender ground 
upon which to build a theory that 1,980 generations 
were omitted from the list between Adam and 
Abraham, and only nineteen or twenty were given. It 
therefore seems a dubious option for one who holds to 
the accuracy of the Genesis record to accept a date of 
200,000 B.C. for Adam. (Archer 1994, pp. 210–211) 

Non-modern humans excluded 
from the Bible story

According to Gordon, the biblical story of God’s 
relationship with humans begins with Adam, a 
modern human��DURXQG���������\HDUV�DJR��5HDOL]LQJ�
that “non-modern humans” are dated much older 
and conceding that these beings may have born the 
divine image and had spiritual sensibilities, Gordon 
is forced to claim that God chose to reveal nothing 
about these previously existing divine image bearers 
whom He had created, despite all the detail He 

14�6RPH�PDQXVFULSWV�RI�/XNH������LQFOXGH�DQ�H[WUD�JHQHUDWLRQ��´&DLQDQµ��EHWZHHQ�$USKD[DG�DQG�6KHODK��,W�VHHPV�OLNHO\��KRZHYHU��
WKDW�´&DLQDQµ�ZDV�QRW�LQ�WKH�RULJLQDO�RI�/XNH�������,W�LV�RPLWWHG�LQ�3����D�SDS\UXV�PDQXVFULSW�IURP�WKH�WKLUG�FHQWXU\��RQH�RI�WKH�
ROGHVW�FRSLHV�RI�WKLV�WH[W���DQG�LQ�'��D�ÀIWK�FHQWXU\�XQFLDO��*LYHQ�WKH�SUHVHQFH�RI�´&DLQDQµ��*UHHN�IRU�.HQDQ��LQ�/XNH�������LW�LV�
XQGHUVWDQGDEOH�KRZ�D�VFULEH�FRXOG�KDYH�UHSHDWHG�LW�DFFLGHQWDOO\�LQ�/XNH�������6HH�%RFN�������SS�����²����
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SURYLGHV�DERXW�+LV�FUHDWLYH�ZRUN�SULRU�WR�$GDP��$IWHU�
these non-modern humans had existed for hundreds 
of thousands of years, God specially created Adam as 
D�VOLJKWO\�PRGLÀHG�YHUVLRQ�RI�WKHP��+H�WKHQ�GHFODUHG�
$GDP� ZDV� DORQH� DQG� ZLWKRXW� D� ÀW� KHOSHU� GHVSLWH�
the presence of other divine image bearers, specially 
created a multitude of other modern humans (see “A 
multiplicity of humans created”) despite the presence 
of these other divine image bearers, and then told the 
story of His creation as though Adam and Eve were 
WKH�ÀUVW� FUHDWXUHV� WR� EH�PDGH� LQ�+LV� OLNHQHVV� DQG�
LPDJH��7KLV�LV��TXLWH�IUDQNO\��UDQN�HLVHJHVLV��DQG�LI�
that is what it means to be a sophisticated exegete, 
young-earth creationists are pleased to be excluded. 

Death and the Fall
Gordon asserts that animal death was an original 

part of God’s very good creation and not something 
WKDW�EHJDQ�ZLWK�$GDP·V�VLQ��+H�DWWHPSWV�WR�MXVWLI\�
this assertion in two ways. First, he claims that 
death and suffering of animals is not an evil because 
animals are not made in the image of God and are not 
morally responsible creatures. Since their death and 
suffering is not an evil, its presence is compatible with 
God’s pronouncement that His completed creation 
ZDV�´YHU\�JRRG�µ�,Q�VXSSRUW��KH�SRLQWV�WR�WH[WV� OLNH�
Psalm 104:21, 27–28 which he claims demonstrate 
the compatibility of animal death and the goodness 
RI� *RG·V� FUHDWLRQ�� �2Q� WKLV� VXEMHFW� JHQHUDOO\�� VHH�
*XUQH\� ������ 0RUWHQVRQ� ������ 6WDPEDXJK� ������
Turpin 2013.) 

The fact God originally forbid animals and humans 
from all carnivory (Genesis 1:29–30) indicates 
FOHDUO\� WKDW� WKH� NLOOLQJ� RI� DQLPDOV� ZDV� FRQWUDU\�
WR�+LV�JRRG�FUHDWLYH�SXUSRVH��7KDW� LV� FRQÀUPHG�E\�
the eschatological image of the lion eating straw 
OLNH� WKH� R[� �,VDLDK� ������ �������� $V� FDUQLYRU\� ZLOO�
be inconsistent with redeemed creation, so it was 
inconsistent with the original very good creation. 
0DQ\�VFKRODUV��DQFLHQW�DQG�PRGHUQ��XQGHUVWDQG�

Genesis 1:29–30 to be saying that creation in 
LWV� RULJLQDO� VWDWH� ODFNHG� SUHGDWLRQ�� )RU� H[DPSOH��
Hamilton (1990) comments:

What God creates he preserves. What he brings into 
EHLQJ�KH�SURYLGHV�IRU��0DQ�LV�WR�KDYH�DV�KLV�IRRG�WKH�
seed and fruit of plants. Animals and birds are to 
have the leaves. (The latter point accords with the 
description of the eschatological age when “the lion 
VKDOO� HDW� VWUDZ� OLNH� WKH�R[�µ� ,VD���������������$W�QR�
point is anything (human beings, animals, birds) 
DOORZHG�WR�WDNH�WKH�OLIH�RI�DQRWKHU�OLYLQJ�EHLQJ�DQG�
consume it for food. The dominion assigned to the 
human couple over the animal world does not include 
WKH� SUHURJDWLYH� WR� EXWFKHU�� ,QVWHDG�� KXPDQNLQG�
survives on a vegetarian diet. (p. 140)
Keil and Delitzsch (2006) comment:

From [vv. 29–30] it follows, that, according to the 
creative will of God, men were not to slaughter 
animals for food, nor were animals to prey upon 
RQH�DQRWKHU��FRQVHTXHQWO\��WKDW�WKH�IDFW�ZKLFK�QRZ�
prevails universally in nature and the order of the 
world, the violent and often painful destruction 
of life, is not a primary law of nature, nor a divine 
institution founded in the creation itself, but entered 
the world along with death at the fall of man, and 
became a necessity of nature through the curse of sin. 
(p. 40)
Cassuto (1961) says:
7KH�7RUDK�SUHVHQWV�KHUH�D�NLQG�RI�LGHDOL]HG�SLFWXUH�RI�
the primeval world situation. Not only man but even 
the animals were expected to show reverence for the 
principle of life (see v. 30, which, too, is governed by 
the verb I have given of v. 29). In full accord with this 
standpoint is the prophetic view that the prohibition 
ZDV�QHYHU�DQQXOOHG��DQG�WKDW�LQ�WKH�0HVVLDQLF�HUD�LW�
would be operative again and even the carnivorous 
EHDVWV�ZRXOG�WKHQ�IHHG�RQO\�RQ�YHJHWDWLRQ��,VD��[L����
lxv 25: the lion shall eat straw like the ox). (p. 59)
0DWKHZV� ������� VD\V�� ´*RG� LV� GHSLFWHG� DV� WKH�

EHQHÀFHQW�3URYLGHU��ZKR�LQVXUHV�IRRG�IRU�ERWK�PDQ�
and animal life without fear of competition or threat 
for survival” (p. 175). Wenham (1987) notes that meat 
eating may be envisaged from the time of the Fall, in 
which case “9:3 is ratifying the post-fall practice of 
meat-eating rather than inaugurating it” (pp. 33–34). 
$FFRUGLQJ�WR�*HUKDUG�YRQ�5DG���������WKH�XQLYHUVDO�
vegetarianism indicated in these verses is “the only 
suggestion of the paradisiacal peace in the creation 
as it came God-willed from God’s hand” (p. 61).
7KLV� XQGHUVWDQGLQJ� LV� FRUURERUDWHG� E\� 5RPDQV�

8:18–22. As Feinberg (2001) explains: 
>5RPDQV�����²��@�VD\V�WKDW�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�ZDV�VXEMHFWHG�
WR�IXWLOLW\��EXW�QRW�RI�LWV�RZQ�ZLOO��Y�������0RUHRYHU��LW�
ZDV�VXEMHFWHG�LQ�KRSH�RI�D�UHPRYDO�RI�WKDW�IXWLOH�VWDWH�
ZKHQ�WKH�VRQV�RI�*RG�DUH�UHYHDOHG� �Y�������$V�0RR��
&UDQÀHOG��DQG�RWKHU�DEOH�FRPPHQWDWRUV�H[SODLQ��WKLV�
PXVW�UHIHU�EDFN�WR�WKH�UHVXOWV�RI�WKH�IDOO�LQ�*HQHVLV�
3 and the anticipation of the lifting of the curse 
ZKHQ�EHOLHYHUV�DUH�JORULÀHG�DQG�FUHDWLRQ�LV�UHVWRUHG�
in a coming day. But note also what verse 21 says 
DERXW�FUHDWLRQ·V�VXEMHFWLRQ��,W�VD\V�WKDW�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�
is enslaved to corruption or decay, a corruption that 
will lift with the revelation of the glory of the sons of 
God. To what does this decay and corruption refer? 
Certainly not moral corruption, because animals 
and plants are not moral agents capable of moral 
decline. It must refer to physical decay, but doesn’t 
that ultimately involve physical death? If not, then 
what? Certainly whatever it is, it must be rather 
SDLQIXO��VLQFH�3DXO�WDONV�DERXW�WKH�FUHDWLRQ�JURDQLQJ�
and suffering the pains of childbirth as it awaits its 
restoration. What can such language mean if not that 
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there is pain and suffering within the natural order? 
And the most natural understanding of this is that 
such decay includes death. Hence, it seem [sic] that 
Adam’s sin brought death into the whole world, not 
MXVW�LQWR�WKH�KXPDQ�UDFH� (p. 622)
7H[WV� OLNH�3VDOP�����������²���DUH� IURP�D�SRVW�

Fall perspective. Notice that in the psalm man is 
cultivating plants to bring forth food from the earth 
UDWKHU�WKDQ�HDWLQJ�IUXLW�RI�WKH�*DUGHQ��YHUVHV���������
Genesis 3:17–18), ships are sailing the sea (verse 26), 
cedars are in the country of Lebanon (verse 16), and 
sinners are on the earth (verse 35). No one doubts 
that God governs the post-Fall world so that He is 
the ultimate source of provision for all His creatures. 
The question is whether that provision originally did 
not involve the death of creatures as it does after the 
)DOO��2QH�FDQQRW�MXPS�IURP�*RG·V�SURYLVLRQ�RI�IRRG�
in a predatory post-Fall world to the conclusion that 
animal death and suffering were part of creation as it 
came from God’s hand. 
7KH� VHFRQG� ZD\� *RUGRQ� DWWHPSWV� WR� MXVWLI\� KLV�

assertion that animal death was an original part of 
*RG·V�YHU\�JRRG�FUHDWLRQ� LV�E\�DSSHDO�WR�'HPEVNL·V�
novel claim that animal death and suffering was a 
result of the Fall even though it existed long before 
WKH�)DOO��7KH�FODLP�LV�WKDW�WKH�QHJDWLYH�MXGJPHQW�IRU�
Adam’s sin in terms of animal death was administered 
before Adam actually sinned, which allegedly is 
analogous to the way forgiveness was bestowed on 
people in the Old Testament by means of Christ’s 
DWRQLQJ�ZRUN�SULRU�WR�+LV�KDYLQJ�EHHQ�FUXFLÀHG��$V�
God forgave in anticipation of Christ’s coming, so 
He condemned in anticipation of Adam’s sinning. As 
PXFK�DV�,�UHVSHFW�DQG�DSSUHFLDWH�'HPEVNL��ZH�SDUW�
company on this claim. 
*HQHVLV� �� PDNHV� FOHDU� WKDW� WKH� MXGJPHQW� IRU�

Adam’s sin was meted out after that sin. Paul 
LQGLFDWHV� LQ� 5RPDQV� ����²��� WKDW� WKLV� MXGJPHQW�
LQFOXGHG� VXEMHFWLRQ� RI� WKH� QRQ�KXPDQ� FUHDWLRQ� WR�
corruption and decay, which as Feinberg notes in 
the quote above, ultimately involves physical death. 
&RQWUDU\� WR� *RUGRQ·V� DVVHUWLRQ�� 5RPDQV� ����²���
GRHV� QRW� LQGLFDWH� WKDW� FUHDWLRQ� ZDV� VXEMHFWHG� WR�
IUXVWUDWLRQ�´IURP�WKH�VWDUW�µ�5DWKHU��LW�ZDV�VXEMHFWHG�
WR� IUXVWUDWLRQ� E\� WKH� ZLOO� RI� *RG� LQ� WKH� MXGJPHQW�
in Genesis 3 following human sin. This is almost 
XQLYHUVDOO\�WKH�YLHZ�RI�PDMRU�LQWHUSUHWHUV�RI�5RPDQV�
�&RWWUHOO� ������ SS�����²����� &UDQÀHOG� ������ S�������
'XQQ�������SS�����²����������)LW]P\HU�������S�������
+XOWJUHQ� ������ S������� -HZHWW� ������ SS�����²�����
.lVHPDQQ� ������ SS�����²����� .UXVH� ������ S�������
0XUUD\� ������ S�������0RUULV� ������ S������� 2VERUQH�
������ S�������6WRWW� ������ S�������6WXKOPDFKHU� ������

S�������0RR�������SS�����²�����0RXQFH�1995, pp. 184–
�����6FKUHLQHU�������S�������:LWKHULQJWRn and Hyatt 
2004, p. 223. See also Smith 2007). There is no 
WH[WXDO� UHDVRQ� IRU� WKLQNLQJ� *RG� DGPLQLVWHUHG� WKH�
condemnation prior to Adam’s sin and thus no reason 
WR�WKLQN�*RG�LQWHQGHG�WR�FRPPXQLFDWH�VXFK�D�WKLQJ��
7KLV�LV�XQOLNH�WKH�FDVH�RI�WKH�DQWLFLSDWRU\�EHQHÀWV�RI�
&KULVW·V�DWRQLQJ�GHDWK�EHFDXVH�*RG�PDNHV�FOHDU� LQ�
His word that He forgave prior to Christ’s death and 
that all divine forgiveness is based on that death. 
0RUHRYHU��XQGHU�WKLV�VFHQDULR�*RG·V�FUHDWLRQ�ZDV�

XQGHU�DQ�DQWLFLSDWRU\�MXGJPHQW�WKDW�LQFOXGHG�GHDWK�
and suffering before Adam was created. So it has 
*RG�SURQRXQFLQJ�DV�´YHU\�JRRGµ�D�ÀQLVKHG�FUHDWLRQ�
WKDW� ZDV� DOUHDG\� VXIIHULQJ� MXGJPHQW� IRU� VLQ�� 7KDW�
completely warps the biblical scheme of restoration 
RI� SDUDGLVH� ORVW�� $QG� LI� DQLPDOV� ZHUH� VXEMHFWHG� WR�
anticipatory condemnation for Adam’s sin, why were 
PRGHUQ�KXPDQV�VXEMHFW�WR�GHDWK�RQO\�DIWHU�$GDP·V�
sin?15 The whole thing seems ad hoc and driven by 
concerns having nothing to do with Scripture. For 
IXOO�FULWLFDO�UHYLHZV�RI�'HPEVNL·V�SRVLWLRQ�VHH�+RGJH�
������0RUWHQVRQ�������1HWWOHV�������������

Noah’s Flood
Gordon asserts that Scripture favors the notion of 

D�ORFDO�UDWKHU�WKDQ�D�JOREDO�ÁRRG��RQH�WKDW�GHVWUR\HG�
only the people living in the region of land where 
Noah and his family lived. The universal language 
should be understood to mean only that the Flood 
ZDWHUV�FRYHUHG�WKH�ODQG�NQRZQ�WR�1RDK�DV�IDU�DV�KLV�
eyes could see. The fact no one understood Scripture 
WKDW�ZD\�IRU�PLOOHQQLD�JLYHV�KLP�QR�SDXVH��LQGHHG��
he fails even to mention it. But as Bradshaw (1999) 
concludes, after citing to the relevant texts of Philo, 
-RVHSKXV�� -XVWLQ� 0DUW\U�� 7KHRSKLOXV� RI� $QWLRFK��
7HUWXOOLDQ��*UHJRU\�RI�1D]LDQ]XV��-RKQ�&KU\VRVWRP��
and Augustine: “It was the unanimous opinion of the 
-HZLVK� DQG� HDUO\� &KULVWLDQ� ZULWHUV� ZKR� ZURWH� RQ�
WKH�VXEMHFW�WKDW�1RDK·V�)ORRG�ZDV�D�JOREDO�HYHQW��,Q�
this the fathers cannot be said to be simply parroting 
the commonly held views of contemporary culture, 
EHFDXVH�PDQ\�XVHG�LW�WR�FRXQWHU�WKH�ORFDO�ÁRRG�YLHZ�
ZKLFK�ZDV�KHOG�E\�DOO�WKH�*UHHN�SKLORVRSKHUV��H[FHSW�
;HQRSKDQHV�F�����²F������BC).” 
:KDW� WKHVH� FRXQWOHVV� -HZLVK� DQG� &KULVWLDQ�

theologians failed to adequately appreciate, according 
to Gordon, is that God would have used the Hebrew 
word for the whole earth (WřEřO) if he had intended to 
communicate the Flood was global. But as Davidson 
(1995) has noted: 
6RPH� KDYH� DUJXHG� WKDW� LI� 0RVHV� KDG� ZLVKHG� WR�
indicate the entire world, he would have used the 

15�$V�IDU�DV�,�NQRZ��QR�RQH�DUJXHV�WKDW�PDQNLQG�ZDV�FUHDWHG�inherently or intrinsically�LPPRUWDO��*RG�DORQH�LV�LPPRUWDO�LQ�WKDW�
VHQVH� ���7LPRWK\��������%XW�WKDW�GRHV�QRW�DOWHU� WKH� IDFW�GHDWK�GLG�QRW�FRPH�WR�PDQNLQG�XQWLO�$GDP�VLQQHG� �5RPDQV����������� 
��&RULQWKLDQV��������VHH�DOVR����&RULQWKLDQV��������
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Hebrew term WřbřO, which means the world as a 
whole, or dry land in the sense of continents. This 
word is never used in the Flood narrative. But it 
should be pointed out that WřbřO is never used in the 
entire Pentateuch, including the creation account. 
In fact, the term appears nowhere in the narrative 
portions of the Hebrew Bible, but only in poetic texts 
(39 times) usually as a poetic synonym in parallel with 
Kœ·œUHV̙ “the earth.” Thus this argument from silence 
does not adequately consider the contextual and 
poetic use of terminology, and carries little weight 
(p. 62, emphasis in original.) See also, Smith 2012.
The textual indications that the Flood was global 

DUH� RYHUZKHOPLQJ� DQG� KDYH� EHHQ� LGHQWLÀHG� PDQ\�
times. That is why everyone for ages understood the 
QDUUDWLYH�WR�GHVFULEH�D�ZRUOGZLGH�LQXQGDWLRQ��5DWKHU�
than repeat that evidence here, I refer the reader 
WR�'DYLGVRQ�������+DVHO�������������.UXJHU�������
Batten et al. 2007, and Lisle and Chaffey 2008, all 
RI�ZKLFK�DUH�DYDLODEOH�RQOLQH�DW� WKH� OLQNV�SURYLGHG�
in the references section. They will repay your time. 

Gordon claims that the reference in 2 Peter 3:6 to 
the destruction in the Flood of “the world of that time” 
LPSOLHV� D� ORFDO�ÁRRG�� EXW� ,�PXVW� VD\�KLV� UHDVRQLQJ�
HVFDSHV�PH��3HWHU� LV�ZULWLQJ� LQ�WKH�ÀUVW�FHQWXU\�WR�
people well aware of a broad world. His reference to 
“the world of that time” is to the world in the time of 
Noah. It does not in the least imply any geographical 
restriction on the scope of the Flood. This appears to 
be a case of the best defense is a good offense, as the 
text is quite damaging to Gordon’s position. 
��3HWHU����²���(69��VWDWHV��́ 7KLV�LV�QRZ�WKH�VHFRQG�

letter that I am writing to you, beloved. In both of 
them I am stirring up your sincere mind by way of 
reminder, 2that you should remember the predictions 
of the holy prophets and the commandment of the 
L25' and Savior through your apostles, 3NQRZLQJ�
WKLV� ÀUVW� RI� DOO�� WKDW� VFRIIHUV� ZLOO� FRPH� LQ� WKH� ODVW�
GD\V�ZLWK�VFRIÀQJ��IROORZLQJ�WKHLU�RZQ�VLQIXO�GHVLUHV��
4They will say, ‘Where is the promise of his coming? 
For ever since the fathers fell asleep, all things 
are continuing as they were from the beginning of 
creation.’ 5)RU� WKH\� GHOLEHUDWHO\� RYHUORRN� WKLV� IDFW��
that the heavens existed long ago, and the earth was 
formed out of water and through water by the word of 
God, 6and that by means of these the world that then 
existed was deluged with water and perished. 7But 
by the same word the heavens and earth that now 
H[LVW�DUH�VWRUHG�XS�IRU�ÀUH��EHLQJ�NHSW�XQWLO�WKH�GD\�RI�
MXGJPHQW�DQG�GHVWUXFWLRQ�RI�WKH�XQJRGO\�µ

Peter indicates that they are seeing in the false 
WHDFKHUV� D� IXOÀOOPHQW� RI� HDUOLHU� SUHGLFWLRQV� WKDW�
PRFNHUV�ZRXOG�DULVH�LQ�WKH�ODVW�GD\V��1HZ�7HVWDPHQW�
writers emphasized that the last days had begun 
ZLWK� &KULVW·V� UHGHPSWLYH� ZRUN� �H�J��� $FWV� ������
Hebrews 1:2), and the false teachers were people 

who, while indulging their own lusts, scoffed at the 
LGHD�RI�&KULVW·V�UHWXUQ�LQ�MXGJPHQW��7KHVH�WZR�WKLQJV�
JR� WRJHWKHU�� LQGXOJLQJ� OXVWV� DQG� VFRIÀQJ� DW� GLYLQH�
MXGJPHQW��7KH\�DVVHUWHG�WKDW�WKH�SK\VLFDO�ZRUOG�KDG�
always been characterized by continuity and stability 
DQG� WKXV� WKDW� LW� ZDV� IRROLVK� WR� H[SHFW� WKH� NLQG� RI�
radical transformation of the world that was taught 
ZRXOG�RFFXU�LQ�FRQMXQFWLRQ�ZLWK�&KULVW·V�UHWXUQ��

Because of their desire for sin, they chose to 
be unaware or unappreciative of the fact God by 
His word previously had a dramatic effect on the 
physical world. By that word He brought into being 
the heavens and formed the earth, sculpting it by 
gathering the covering waters into a place called seas. 
(He probably is emphasizing water in the creation 
account because of the following clause dealing with 
WKH�)ORRG�ZKLFK�UHYHUVHV�WKH�SURFHVV�RI�PDNLQJ�GU\�
land.) Through that same word and water the world 
(kosmos) of Noah’s day perished in the Flood. The 
same mighty word that dramatically affected the 
SK\VLFDO�ZRUOG�LQ�WKLV�VZHHSLQJ�MXGJPHQW�RI�WKH�SDVW�
KDV�UHVHUYHG�WKH�SUHVHQW�KHDYHQV�DQG�HDUWK�IRU�ÀUH�
LQ�WKH�GD\�RI�MXGJPHQW����3HWHU�����������
6R�1RDK·V�)ORRG�VHUYHV�DV�D�W\SH�RI�GLYLQH�MXGJPHQW��

WKH� DQWLW\SH� RI� ZKLFK� LV� WKH� FDWDFO\VPLF� MXGJPHQW�
DW� &KULVW·V� UHWXUQ�� 5HVWULFWLQJ� WKH� )ORRG� WR� D� ORFDO�
MXGJPHQW�LQYROYLQJ�D�IUDFWLRQ�RI�WKH�HDUWK�PLVVHV�WKH�
SDUDOOHO�RI� WKH�ÀQDO� MXGJPHQW·V�JOREDO� LPSDFW��7KLV�
parallel is all the more obvious in light of Peter’s prior 
statement (2 Peter 2:5) that God brought the Flood 
on the world of the ungodly and preserved only eight 
people through it. 

Next Gordon claims that several Scriptures 
preclude an understanding of Noah’s Flood as global. 
That would be news to the innumerable theologians 
throughout history who concluded otherwise, but in 
IDFW��*RUGRQ�LV�PLVWDNHQ��7KH�WH[WV�KH�FLWHV³3VDOP�
�����²��� -RE������� �²����3URYHUEV�����²��³FDQQRW�
bear the weight he is putting on them.

The argument from Psalm 104:5–9 is that these 
verses are alluding to the initial creation of the land 
and seas on Day 3 in Genesis 1:9–10. The statement 
in verse 9 that God set a boundary that they (the 
waters) may not pass so that they might not again 
cover the earth�LV�WDNHQ�DV�D�GLYLQH�SURPLVH�WKDW�WKHUH�
ZRXOG�QHYHU�EH�D�JOREDO�ÁRRG��7KHUHIRUH��GHVSLWH�ZKDW�
Genesis 6–9 seems clearly to indicate, the Flood of 
Noah’s day could not have been global because that 
would violate the commitment expressed in Psalm 
104:9. 

In arguing that Psalm 104:9 precludes a global 
ÁRRG�EXW�QRW�D�ORFDO�ÁRRG��*RUGRQ�DVVHUWV�LPSOLFLWO\�
that the Hebrew phrase in verse 9 (Kœ·œUHVҕ, “the 
HDUWKµ��LV�EHLQJ�XVHG�WR�GLVWLQJXLVK�D�JOREDO�ÁRRG�IURP�
D� ORFDO�ÁRRG��<HW��KH� MXVW�ÀQLVKHG�DUJXLQJ�WKDW�WKH�
use of Kœ·œUHVҕ in the Flood narrative was suggestive 
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RI�D�ORFDO�ÁRRG��6R�KH�VD\V�WKDW�D�JOREDO�ÁRRG�ZRXOG�
be a covering of Kœ·œUHVҕ for the purpose of violating 
Psalm 104:9 but a covering of Kœ·œUHVҕ in Genesis 6–9 
ZRXOG�QRW�EH�D�JOREDO�ÁRRG���

That inconsistency aside, it is not at all clear 
that Psalm 104:5–9 relates entirely to the creation 
account. There are echoes of the Flood narrative in 
verses 6–9, and some scholars are convinced the 
focus shifts to the Flood at verse 6. For example, 
%DUNHU��������GHFODUHV�DIWHU�D�OHQJWK\�DQDO\VLV�RI�WKH�
psalm’s setting, literary structure, and grammar that 
“vv 6–9 clearly point to the Noahic deluge of Genesis 
6–9 rather than the creation account of Genesis 1” 
(p. 80). See also, Lisle and Chaffey 2008. In that case, 
verse 9 refers to God’s promise after the Flood never 
DJDLQ�WR�LQXQGDWH�WKH�HDUWK��*HQHVLV�����������������
Isaiah 54:9). 

But even if one grants that the psalmist has the 
creation account in mind throughout verses 5–9, it is 
a misreading of the text to see it as a divine promise 
WKDW�WKHUH�ZRXOG�QHYHU�EH�D�JOREDO�ÁRRG�XQGHU�DQ\�
FLUFXPVWDQFH�� 5DWKHU�� LW� LV� D� UHIHUHQFH� WR� *RG·V�
dominion over the waters, which were viewed in 
ancient Near Eastern thought as a chaotic and hostile 
force that had to be overcome in creation. The waters 
are poetically portrayed as God’s foe, something He 
UHEXNHG�DQG�FDXVHG�WR�ÁHH��YHUVH����DQG�RQ�ZKLFK�+H�
had imposed a limit. In that context, the statement 
that the waters will not return to cover the earth 
PHDQV�WKH\�ZLOO�QRW�UHYHUVH�*RG·V�YLFWRU\�RYHU�WKHP��
they will not defeat His intention or successfully 
UHEHO�DJDLQVW�+LV�FRPPDQG��3URYHUEV�������WR�FRQÀQH�
them. That says nothing about whether God will use 
WKHP� DV�+LV� LQVWUXPHQW� RI� MXGJPHQW� RQ� D� ZLFNHG�
world. In that case, they remain under His dominion 
and are doing His bidding every bit as much as in 
WKHLU�FRQÀQHPHQW��7KH�REYLRXVO\�JOREDO�ODQJXDJH�RI�
the Flood narrative (see Batten et al.�������'DYLGVRQ�
������ +DVHO� ������ ������ .UXJHU� ������ /LVOH� DQG�
Chaffey 2008), including the covenant in Genesis 
���²����FRQÀUPV�WKH�LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ��
1HLWKHU�-RE��������²���QRU�3URYHUEV�����²���DGGV�

anything. These poetical texts simply indicate that 
*RG�FRQÀQHG�WKH�ZDWHUV�DW�FUHDWLRQ�WR�WKH�SODFH�+H�
intended. They cannot be parlayed into a divine 
promise never to use the waters as instruments 
RI� MXGJPHQW� RQ� D� ZLFNHG� ZRUOG�� 7KH� *RG� ZKR� DW�
creation put the sea in its proper place later, when 
He was grieved in His heart over the sinfulness of 
PDQNLQG� �*HQHVLV� ���²���� ´XQPDGHµ� +LV� FUHDWLRQ�
by again covering the entire earth with water. His 
having done the former does not preclude His doing 

the latter. These texts were rightly understood by all 
expositors for millennia to pose no problem for the 
global Flood of Noah’s day. 
*RUGRQ� DVVXPHV� ´IRU� WKH� VDNH� RI� FRQFUHWHQHVVµ�

that Noah’s Flood was around 5600 BC when the 
0HGLWHUUDQHDQ�SRXUHG�LQWR�WKH�%ODFN�6HD��+H�DFFHSWV�
the standard archaeological dating which has animal 
domestication appearing by 11,000 BC� DQG� ÁXWHV�
appearing by 30,000 BC. Eager to preserve, in the 
name of evangelicalism, a “core of historicity” from 
WKH�SUH�)ORRG�QDUUDWLYH��KH�DOVR�DFFHSWV�WKDW�-DEDO��
-XEDO��DQG�7XEDO�&DLQ�ZHUH�UHDO�KXPDQ�EHLQJV��%XW�
WKLV�UDLVHV�WKH�TXHVWLRQ�RI�KRZ�-DEDO�FDQ�EH�FDOOHG�
the father� RI� WKRVH� ZKR� UDLVH� OLYHVWRFN� DQG� -XEDO�
can be called the father�RI�WKRVH�ZKR�SOD\�WKH�ÁXWH�
ZKHQ�SHRSOH�DOOHJHGO\�KDG�EHHQ�UDLVLQJ�OLYHVWRFN�DQG�
SOD\LQJ�ÁXWHV�IRU�WKRXVDQGV�RI�\HDUV�EHIRUH�WKH\�ZHUH�
born.16� )RU�*RUGRQ�� LW� LV� VXIÀFLHQW� WR� VXJJHVW� WKH\�
ZHUH� ´WKH�ÀUVW�NQRZQ�E\�ZD\� RI� WKH� RUDO� WUDGLWLRQ�
behind the biblical text to have performed these 
activities,” but the narrative presents them as the 
actual originators. 
*RUGRQ�DFNQRZOHGJHV�WKHUH�DUH�VWRULHV�RI�D�JUHDW�

ÁRRG�LQ�KXQGUHGV�RI�FXOWXUHV�DURXQG�WKH�ZRUOG�ZLWK�
similarities to the Genesis account, but he assures 
the reader these were myths rooted in independent 
ORFDO� ÁRRGV� DQG� QRW� D� JDUEOHG� UHFROOHFWLRQ� RI� WKH�
cataclysmic event of Noah’s day. He declares without 
FLWLQJ�DQ\�VXSSRUW�WKDW�WKHVH�ÁRRG�OHJHQGV�LQYDULDEO\�
have their origin in locations vulnerable to local 
ÁRRGLQJ�DQG�UHÁHFW�RQO\�PLVWDNHQ�LPSUHVVLRQV�WKDW�
WKH�ÁRRG�ZDV�JOREDO��%XW�KLV�VXPPDU\�GLVPLVVDO�RI�
these stories ignores how often they have elements 
in common with the biblical Flood narrative, a fact 
that points to their being an echo of that event. For 
H[DPSOH��0RUULV��������KDV�ZULWWHQ�

Over the years I have collected more than 200 of these 
stories, originally reported by various missionaries, 
anthropologists, and ethnologists. While the 
differences are not always trivial, the common 
essence of the stories is instructive as compiled below.
1. Was there a favored family? 88%
2. Were they forewarned? 66%
��� :DV�WKH�ÁRRG�GXH�WR�WKH�ZLFNHGQHVV�RI�PDQ"����
��� :DV�WKH�FDWDVWURSKH�RQO\�D�ÁRRG"����
��� :DV�WKH�ÁRRG�JOREDO"����
6. Was survival due to a boat? 70%
7. Were animals also saved? 67%
8. Did animals play any part? 73%
9. Did survivors land on a mountain? 57%
10. Was the geography local? 82%
11. Were birds sent out? 35%

16�-DEDO�DQG�-XEDO�DUH�GHVFHQGDQWV�RI�/DPHFK��*HQHVLV�����²�����VR�WKH\�FDQQRW�SUHGDWH�KLP��/DPHFK�ZDV�FHUWDLQO\�WKH�DFWXDO�
father of Noah (not a more distant ancestor) as shown by the fact he is said not only to have fathered Noah but also to have named 
him (Genesis 5:28–29). Since Lamech was 182 years old when he fathered Noah, and Noah was 600 years old when the Flood began 
�*HQHVLV��������-DEDO�DQG�-XEDO�ZHUH�ERUQ�OHVV�WKDQ�����\HDUV�EHIRUH�WKH�)ORRG��ZKLFK�RQ�*RUGRQ·V�DVVXPSWLRQ�ZDV�LQ������BC.



60 A. L. Camp

12. Was the rainbow mentioned? 7%
����'LG�VXUYLYRUV�RIIHU�D�VDFULÀFH"����
����:HUH�VSHFLÀFDOO\�HLJKW�SHUVRQV�VDYHG"���
3XWWLQJ�WKHP�DOO�EDFN�WRJHWKHU��WKH�VWRU\�ZRXOG�UHDG�
VRPHWKLQJ�OLNH�WKLV�
2QFH� WKHUH� ZDV� D� ZRUOGZLGH� ÁRRG� VHQW� E\� *RG� WR�
MXGJH� WKH� ZLFNHGQHVV� RI� PDQ�� %XW� WKHUH� ZDV� RQH�
righteous family that was forewarned of the coming 
ÁRRG��7KH\�EXLOW�D�ERDW�RQ�ZKLFK�WKH\�VXUYLYHG�WKH�
ÁRRG�DORQJ�ZLWK�WKH�DQLPDOV��$V�WKH�ÁRRG�HQGHG��WKHLU�
boat landed on a high mountain, and they descended 
and repopulated the whole earth. See also Lyons 
DQG�%XWW�������5RWK�������6KHD������
When comparing the Atrahasis Epic and the 

Gilgamesh Epic with the biblical account of the 
Flood, Gordon recognizes how common elements in 
the stories point to a common historical origin. He 
writes, “When we compare these stories to Genesis, 
there are a number of common elements that 
indicate the three accounts are related in some way. 
It seems clear that all three accounts derive from a 
FDWDVWURSKLF�ÁRRG�WKDW�WRRN�SODFH�DW�DQ�HDUOLHU�WLPHµ�
(p. 158). That principle�ZRUNV�ZLWK�RWKHU�ÁRRG�VWRULHV�
as well. 
*RUGRQ� MXPSV� IURP� WKH� IDFW� WKH� *HQHVLV� )ORRG�

account has a literary structure to the conclusion it 
LV�QRQOLWHUDO�UHJDUGLQJ�FKURQRORJ\�RU�VSHFLÀF�GHWDLOV��
but that does not follow. Chronology and details 
can be communicated within an artfully composed 
narrative. Evangelicals would not, for example, 
MHWWLVRQ� DV� QRQKLVWRULFDO� HOHPHQWV� LQ� WKH� DFFRXQW�
of the Hebrew midwives in Exodus 1:15–22 on the 
basis it has a chiastic structure (see, e.g., Bailey 
2007, pp. 68–69). Indeed, Gordon presumably accepts 
as part of his “historical core” the elements that the 
Genesis narrative has in common with the Atrahasis 
Epic and the Gilgamesh Epic³D� SULQFLSDO� ÀJXUH�
�1RDK��� D�ÁRRG�� D�ERDW�� DQLPDOV�� FRPLQJ� WR� UHVW� RQ�
D� PRXQWDLQ�� HWF�³EXW� LQVLVWV� WKDW� WKH� DEXQGDQW�
chronological information is bleached out by the 
literary structure. That is a convenient selectivity. 

The Tower of Babel
Gordon accepts conventional dating which 

places modern humanity on every continent except 
Antarctica and the Americas by 40,000 years ago 
and on every continent except Antarctica by 20,000 
\HDUV�DJR��*LYHQ�KLV�ZRUNLQJ�DFFHSWDQFH�RI������BC 
as the date for Noah’s Flood, he is forced to restrict 
WKH� PLUDFXORXV� GLYHUVLÀFDWLRQ� RI� ODQJXDJHV� LQ� WKH�
account of the Tower of Babel to the small subset 
of the human population that was ancestral to the 
language-groups of peoples in the ancient Near East 
at the time Genesis was composed, which he puts 
around 1400 BC. The language, however, does not 
read that way.

Genesis 11:1 declares: “Now the whole earth (NœO�
KD·œUHV̙) had one language and one [set of] words.” 
When the Lord confused the people’s one language, 
He scattered them over “the face of all the earth” 
�*HQHVLV� ����²���� 9HUVH� �� VD\V� WKH� /RUG� FRQIXVHG�
“the language of all the earth.” The impression of 
XQLYHUVDOLW\�FRXOG�QRW�EH�VWURQJHU��DQG�WKDW�ÀWV�ZLWK�
WKH�ÁRZ�RI�WKH�HQWLUH�QDUUDWLYH��6R�LW�LV�QRW�VXUSULVLQJ�
the early church, including Augustine, disagreed 
ZLWK�*RUGRQ·V�UHDGLQJ��%UDGVKDZ��������UHPDUNV��

It appears to have been generally accepted that Babel 
UHVXOWHG�LQ�WKH�GLYLVLRQ�RI�PDQNLQG�LQWR����ODQJXDJH�
JURXSV�� EHLQJ� WKH� QXPEHU� RI� SRVW�ÁRRG� FKLHIWDLQV�
[citing Epiphanius, Hippolytus, and Pseudo-
Clementine Homilies 18.4]. Augustine referred to 
Genesis 11 on numerous occasions and clearly held 
WKH�PDMRULW\�YLHZ�WKDW�DOO�WKH�ODQJXDJHV�RI�WKH�ZRUOG�
are explained by the events at Babel.
Augustine (1982) wrote in The Literal Meaning 

of Genesis�� ´:H� NQRZ�� RI� FRXUVH�� WKDW� WKHUH� ZDV�
RULJLQDOO\�MXVW�RQH�ODQJXDJH�EHIRUH�PDQ�LQ�KLV�SULGH�
EXLOW� WKH� WRZHU� DIWHU� WKH� ÁRRG� DQG� FDXVHG� KXPDQ�
society to be divided according to different languages. 
And whatever the original language was, what point 
is there in trying to discover it?” (p. 84). Bradshaw 
1999 notes that by the time Augustine wrote City of 
God he had come to believe that the original single 
language was Hebrew. 

Conclusion
$W� HYHU\� WXUQ�� ,� ÀQG� *RUGRQ·V� DUJXPHQWV� DQG�

LQWHUSUHWDWLRQV�RI�6FULSWXUH�WR�EH�H[FHHGLQJO\�ZHDN�
and contrary to the historical understanding of the 
church. It is as though he comes to the text with 
preconceived notions of what it must mean and then 
forces the text into that mold. And he does so with no 
sense of humility, no sense that he might be twisting 
the word of God, but rather with a triumphalism that 
GHFODUHV�SHRSOH�OLNH�PH�DQG�JUHDW�WKHRORJLDQV�RI�WKH�
SDVW�WR�EH�H[HJHWLFDO�UXEHV�ZKR�ODFN�WKH�VRSKLVWLFDWLRQ�
to see with his clarity. He lectures us to abandon our 
rudimentary analysis and to grow up into his robust 
grammatical-historical methodology, but I see very 
little to commend in his approach. 

As noted, I am leaving Gordon’s science claims 
to those more capable of addressing them. I should 
point out, however, that many of his criticisms are 
aimed at straw men, long abandoned theories or 
those held by a small minority of creation scientists, 
ZKLFK� KH�PLVWDNHQO\� ODEHOV� ´VWDQGDUG� \RXQJ�HDUWK�
creationist arguments.” He shows no familiarity with 
WKH� FXUUHQW� WKLQNLQJ� DQG� WHFKQLFDO� SXEOLFDWLRQV� RI�
leading creation scientists, dismissing any need to 
stay up to date as a wearisome exercise. Wearisome 
or not, it seems incumbent upon one railing against a 
view to fairly represent it.  
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I am not a scientist, but I am versed enough to be 
FRQÀGHQW�WKDW�WKH�GDWD�*RUGRQ�WDNHV�WR�EH�LUUHIXWDEOH�
SURRI�RI�YDVW�DJHV�DUH�QRW�WKH�VLOYHU�EXOOHWV�KH�WKLQNV�
WKH\�DUH��,I�KH�LQWHUSUHWHG�WKH�VFLHQWLÀF�GDWD�ZLWK�KDOI�
the ingenuity, creativity, and disregard for traditional 
WKLQNLQJ� WKDW� KH� EULQJV� WR� WKH� LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ� RI�
6FULSWXUH�� ,� WKLQN� KH� ZRXOG� ÀQG� WKDW� \RXQJ�HDUWK�
creationists are not so misguided after all. 
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Addendum
The following may be of interest to some. They provide a 

\RXQJ�HDUWK�FUHDWLRQLVW�SHUVSHFWLYH�RQ�D�YDULHW\�RI� VFLHQWLÀF�
issues:

Bill Nye ‘the Uninformed Guy’: Examining Nye’s Claims in 
His Debate with Ken Ham
What Science Tells Us about the Age of Creation
Online articles on astronomy, planetary science, and 
cosmology
Online articles on the geologic column and the fossil record
2QOLQH�DUWLFOHV�RQ�PDWWHUV�UHODWLQJ�WR�WKH�ÁRRG
2QOLQH�DUWLFOHV�RQ�SRVW�ÁRRG�PDWWHUV
Online articles on various fossils, geological features, and 
phenomena
Online articles on additional matters relating to age
2QOLQH�DUWLFOHV�RQ�PLVFHOODQHRXV�REMHFWLRQV�WR�FUHDWLRQ��WKH�
ÁRRG��DQG�D�\RXQJ�DJH

http://theoutlet.us/Response_to_Nye_TOC.pdf
http://www.sbts.edu/resources/files/2010/02/sbjt_111_wise.pdf
http://trueorigin.org/camplist.php#astronomy
http://trueorigin.org/camplist.php#geologic
http://trueorigin.org/camplist.php#flood
http://trueorigin.org/camplist.php#post_flood
http://trueorigin.org/camplist.php#fossils
http://trueorigin.org/camplist.php#age
http://trueorigin.org/camplist.php#objections
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