
Scientific Creationism:
Adding Imagination to Scripture
Stanley Rice

Scientific creationism has been interpreted by most observers as a resurgence of
belief in biblical literalism. I have surveyed the material of sixteen years of the
creationist joumal Creation Research Society Quarterly and have discovered that
many creationist beliefs, while based upon biblical literalism, consist largely of
extrabiblical and occasionally wild imagination. Therefore, a discussion of the
appropriateness or the inappropriateness ofbiblical literalism can only be a partial
treatrnent of the controversy.

Most theologians have not only rejected the literalist approach to the Bible
but insist that such an interpretation was never intended by the Bible writers. Bernard

Ramm called the version ofliteralism that is specific enough to give rise to scien-

tific creationism "hyper-orthodox" (1954). Bruce Vawter made a distinction be-

tween the "literalistic" interpretation used by scientific creationists, in which each

word has an exact meaning independent ofthe context, dnd a "literal" interpreta-
tion, which conveys the author's intended meaning (1983). Langdon Gilkey says

that the kind ofliteralism used by scientific creationists is not a 'tarry over from
the old" traditional Christianity blt is a producl of our technological society's very
literalistic way of thinking (1983). Bernard Anderson insists that the meaning of
Genesis accounts cannot be made to stand as an independent basis of science and

separated from the historical context of Israel's liberation from Egypt (D83). There

are manf other Christian books and articles critical ofthe young-Earth creationist
position (Beck, 1982; Btbe,1972; Fischer, 1981; Kenkel, 1985; Peacocke, 1979;

Olson, 1982; Hyers, 1984; Young, 1982).

All of these publications have made the incorrect assumption that scientific
creationism emerges directly and only from biblical literalism. The extrabiblical
additions, which I will describe later on, include belief in not just one blt tvto
or more additional creations and in not just oni worldwide catastrophe but in two
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or more. writers such as Hyers (19g4), Newel (19g2), and Ruse (1982), who base

their criticism of 
"t"utio"iti" 

o'lu" a few of the popular creationist books' would

not encounter these beriefs, io *ii"t ,tr" creationists do not generally like to alert

*" 
'#iT;rrr-Earth creationists' therefore' do 

1ot 
subscribe to the motto of those

true, humble literalists *f'o"'uy'1Sn"ak where the Bible speaks' and keep silence

where it keeps silencei' I;;;' they want to help the Bible out' This 
:eems 

to

occurfortworeasons.so*""'t*uiulicalbeliefsarenecessaryinordertorescue
biblical literalism and bring iti"io fi'" with-modern scientific knowledge' Because

these beliefs -" n""".ru[";;;;i*", of biblicat literalism, they have achieved a

doctrinalstatusamongthescientificcreationistsandaregivennearlyequal'credence
with scripture itself' In;t;;;;"t' the extrabiblical emendations are wholly un-

necessary flights of fancy, upon which manY creationists place as much emphasis

as upon scripture it'Ar' iacl 
'ot 

impute perional blame upon all young-Earth cre-

ationists for these excesses, of course, and many ofthem are no doubt embarrassed

bythem.Ionlywishto'Uo'*'f'"t"ndencyofcreationistwriterstomiximagina-
tion *itft scripture and then to defend both'

AsaChristian,Iamdistressedthatthesecreationistspresenttheirownspecula-
tions as ifthey were UiUiicat truth' It is my hope that the critics of creationism

will concentrate ,h"' ";i;;; 
on those inoividuat creationists who have proved

themselvesscientificallyandscripturallyirresponsibleratherthanontheBibleand
the christian church i, g"""r"r. lra ii ir my further hope that these creationists

will begin to be more careful in their handling of scripture'

Events Suffounding the Fall

Some young-Earth creationists have attempted to translate the FaU of Man into

scientific terms. The niit" i"u"t 
"* 

that 'As in Adam all die . ' ." (1 corinthians

l5:21'22).fm pa*suge und others have-led to the doctrine of original sin' which

has inspired lengthy d;;;;t;"ngttreologians for centuries' one central dif6-

culty the theologians i'"* i"A to tu"Ji, that they believe that Jesus was without

sin yet was born u f'u-un;o't as we have U""n' pid Jesus inherit original sin?

Arri, if so, how could he have been sinless?

In his 1980 book, The Seed of the Woman' Arthur Custance suggested that

there was a poison i*""-p"ihaps alcohol-in the forbidden fruit pf Eden'

Adem and Eve partook of it' but in some manner or other this poison got itself

incorporated ira ao"r"'. ,p"rm but not-into Eve's eggs. The poison-which causes

original sin-is passJon o"fy through the.-spermin each generation' Needless

to say, such a r""n*io*i'-"o*pietety iipos*itie' A poison cannot get passed from

one generation to the next' sirce only genes are passed on' Moreovpr' the genes

get rcscrambled each g"t"*ti"rr O.o'in! *'" cell divisions thgt produce eggs and
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sperm. There is no way in which an entity wouid be passed on only in the sperm

and never in the eggs unless it is in the Y-chromosome. But an appeal to the

Y-chromosome does not hetp in this case because, on the average, half of the sperm

have no Y-chrornosome. Would Custance suggest that half of all children--specifi-

cally, all girls-are born free of original sin? And, of course, the littie bit of alcohol

Adam might have assimilated would have gotten overwhelmed by the massive

amounts of drinking that his descendants did. Custance's elaborate scheme seems

to have been motivated by one thing: he uanted to beiieve that original sin has

a chemical basis.

Many scientific creationists have interpreted the word death to refer not only

to human spiritual death but also to human physical death. In doing so, they fly di-

rectlyintothefaceofthescripturethatsays"lnthedaltthatthoueatestthereof' ' " ""
Adam lived nine hundred years or so after the FalI, but God told hirn he would

die the very day he ate of the tree. Obviously, God was referring to spiritual death.

"I die dailyl'said Paul (1 Corinthians 15:31). "For you have died,'" he says in Colos-

sians 3:3. These passages use the same word, @pothnesko, as in 1 Corinthians 15:22"

"We have passed from death into life" (1 John 3:14) uses the same word, thanatos,

as in 1 Corinthians 15:2i. Thus, the Bible uses deathin more than one way. But

many scientific creationists insist that whenever the word is used it must imply

all of its meanings and therefore can never refer only to spiritual death. Riss insists

that, if our resurreetion is to he physiea], like Christ's, then the death from which

we are saved must likewise by physical (1983). (He atrviously does not believe that

Christians live forever physically after being saved, but he does not explain ade-

quately how he escapes the necessity of this conclusion.) The Bible, however,

unabashediy uses the word in more than one way-rvhether or not the creationists

like it.

No death of animals. But many creationists clo not stop there. They insist that there

was no death of animals before the Fall, becar-lse Romans 8:19-22 mentions that

the whole ofcreation is under bondage to sin and trecause the "very good" world

that Genesis says God created could not have contained death ofanimals. To con-

ciude from this that animals did not die before Adam's fall is at least uncertain.

Lambert goes scl far as to claim that there was no death of animals before the Flood

(1983). Thus, the scientific creationists are obliged to explain, first, how carnivores

were supposed to survive without eating meat and, second, horv the populations

of organisms were supposed to be controlled before the Fall.

Since most creationists have not attempted to address these implications of

their doctrine, they refer to thern, ifat all, in vague generalities. A few creationists,

however, have atternpted to be rnore specific. Colin Brown claims that carnivores

can get along just fine on a vegetarian diet (1983). He cites one example: Elsa the

lioness in Born Free. From this one example, Brown concludes that all the lions,

tigers, wolves, falcons, eagles, vultures. and so forth, in the world could get along
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on plant food if they had to. Never mind the fact that we do not see them doing

;o in nature even when they are starving. But suppose that all mammalian carnivores

couldconverttovegetarianism,Therearemanyothercarnivoresthatthesecreation-
istshaveforgottenabout'Whatdidspiders,withtheirsuckingmouthparts'eatbefore
theFall?Andtherearecountlessspeciesofparasiticwaspsandmitesthatareunable
to eat anything other than specihc host animals' Can you imagine a mosquito' with

;; il: tryiig 1o suck blood out of a beet? Did ticks and fleas find satisfaction

in biting dogbane and catnip rather than dogs and cats?

Browndealtwiththesecondproblembysayingthatpredatorsarenotneces-
sary to ke.ep animal populations in check' Animals keep their own populations under

cont ol byierritoriality and instinct' This is sometimes true' of course' but some

notable exceptions stand out-for instance, the explosion of deer populations on

the Kaibab Plateau in Arizona, resulting, apparently' from overhunting by humans

;ifi** ;;-ur, und of moose populations on Isle Royale in Lake Superior be-

fore the introduction of wolves. even iim animal populations could be kept in check

without predation, they could not be kept in check without death' They continue

reproducing, the way God commanded ihem to in Genesis l' and overshoot their

foodsupply'orrlydeathcanpreventorsolveoverpopulation.Jansmabrot,ghtthis
pri" ," it 

" 
utt"ntion of the Lreationist readership (1970 ' He added that humans

couldnotreproducewithoutcausingdeath'sinceduringhumanprocreationbil-
lions of sperm die. White responOeJ tnat God commanded the animals to fill the

Earth-not overfill it (1975);it'"'"tot", when the Earth was filled with animals'

reproduction ceased' But this is not what the Bible says' Genesis 1 gives no hint

that..befruitfulandmultiply,,hadanyanti-overpopulationmechanismbuiltinto
it.Howweretheanimals.toknowthatthemomenthadcomeforthemtostop
reproducing?

In addition to not having death, a world created "very good" could not' claim

these creationists, have hao-any decay or disease. Thus, all disease-causing patho-

g"rt h"a some alternative innocuous life-style before the Fall' Viruses-which can

Iny Uu" inside ofliving cells and can reproduce onty by tricking host cells into

repiicating-could not have existed as we know them today' Because there was no

O""uy, ,ui*tu."s could not have existed; their bald heads and gastrointestinal tracts

are specially designed to facilitate the eating and digesting of rotting flesh'

Anincalculablylargenumberofbiologicalmodificationswouldhavebeen
necessary to transform a.pre-Fall world-without predators, disease, or decay-

into our present fallen woid; in other words' a whole new biology was needed'

To accommodate their interpretation of just a few verses of scripture-verses that

were themselves capable oi other literal interpretations-many creationists have

fabricated a whole new dogma of biology'

Everrett peterson is onJcreationist who believes that God intended carnivores

to eat meat, even before the Fall; he claims they acted as "housekeepers" helping

Adam keep the populations ofprey in check (1982)' As far as I am aware' his article



CrcnroN/EvownoN XXIY - 29

is unique in the scientific creationist literature.

Eil design. Who created this whole new biology at the moment of Mam's fall-
God or satan? Most creationists believe the former, but A. E. Wilder Smith hints

in his book, why Does God Allow It? thatthe latter is true (1980). He described

an imaginary atheist saYing:

Thke, for example, the process of malaria transmission. It shows signs of

what looks like careful, well-devised planning, with the single purpose of

plaguing and torturing the victim. To me, the whole system looks like a

iemarkable plan, as if both the good and the bad were planned for mankind

and biology.

wilder Smith is aware of, and sympathetic with, the trouble caused by such ap-

pearances of not just evil but evll design of such an extent that it seems to him

to be beyond the power of evolution to accomplish. Just as the builders of the

Cologne Cathedral cannot be blamed for the rubble of its destruction by bombing

in world war II, so the designer of all life (God, according to wilder Smith in

hisotherbooks,1970,1981)cannotbeblamedforthisevildesign.Someoneelse
came in and messed things up. Although he does not make it explicit, he clearly

implies that this someone was Satan. But the Bible nowhere indicates that Satan

is powerful enough to have redesigned the world of nature'

Wilder Smith was aware of this paradox of evil design, but other scientific

creationists seem to not even notice it. Willis Keithley, for instance, wrote an article

about a certain carnivorous plant, the serpent's snare:

The translucent top ofthe head entices those hapless insects into its crown

with a false corona of light. As they buzz futilely around that unholy halo'

they eventually fall exhausted into the main stem, where barbaric bristles ' . .

thrust them relentlessly down the stalk' t19801

One can almost hear the flower hissing, he says. His conclusion was that this plant

could not have evolved. This "sinister" plant had to be designed by a loving intel-

ligence! He never notices that he contradicts himself'

Entrow. But many creationists won't even stop there! Another doctrine, almost

universa among the scientific creationists, is that the second lar of thermodynamics

came into existence at the time of the Fall' The universe is currently "running dotiln"'

becoming more disorderly. But since God is not the author of confusion (1 Corinthi-

ans 14:33), then disorder, or entropy, could not have existed in a sinless Eden.

It has been known since the time of E. Willard Gibbs early this century that

the change in energy status ofmolecules as they undergo a chemical reaction can



t 30 - Cnnanou/E'voufftou XXIY

becalculatedasthechangeinheatminustheproductofthetemperatureandthe
change in entropy" if, indled' this law of entropy was not in effect before the Fall '

then every chemical t"uti'-J in int *o'fa was different at that time' God would

havehadtopractically,*..""."theentireEarthandallitslivingandnonliving
components in order to i"'titut" the second law of thermodynamics'

Yet,whenRobertn.Kofahlatterrrptedtoconvincethescientificcreationist
readership that the second iaw of *rermodynamics would have to have been a com-

ponent of the or<lerlv ^";;;'*;;'o it^g:d 
originailv createcl it (1973)' he was

rebuked by Henry r'4" M"ilt itS73)' Kofahl said' "Such speculations' if correct'

would surely require a to;Iy 
"a"uignea 

and re-createtl physical universe ' ' ' of

such there is no suggestJn in tt'" Sciiptural record ' ' l' (1973)' Ifthere had been

no entropy in Eclen, it *"-fi have been "irrational' crazy' a nightmare to live

in. . . ." Morris's t"pfy iu tf*t 2 Peter 3:4-5 relbl"s to and condemns uniformitarian

scientistsandchargesthatKofahlisoneoftheseunifarrnitarians,statingthatKofahl
is opening a "can of *"t"'j'ityi'g io "'yield.to pressures from uniformitarian-

ists," antl making u "to"*'i"*- to tL'" which is "dangerous theologically" (193)'

Morris's view remains in the ascendancy among scie*tific creationists-after all'

heisdirectorofthelnstituteforCreationResearch...NoentropybeforetheFall,,
seems to be a creationi;;;;;i""' since any objection raised to it is treated as at

least mild heresY'

Events Surrounding the Flood

Re-creating the whnie universe in response to Adam's sin is not the only gigantic

re-creationinventedby.,*".'.""-ists'TheFloodanditsaftermathprovideother
irnaginative oPPortunities

Avaporcanopy.TheFloclditselfhasbeenexpandedinscopebycreationiststo
require numerous *;;tbu;-' miracles' This becomes abundantly clear when

reading The Genesis iiToi *n'tcomb and Morris as well as Whircomb's 7he

wortd That peished.lntiinrrion Reseaft:h society Quarterly, D' Russell Hum-

phreys claimea tnut tt'" niUt" uugttt' clr at least suggested' that Earth's pre-Flood

core consisted "f 
*"*riifi;i. Uil Uitfi""f evidence was that the Bible made occa-

sionalrefbren"",o*u*."omingfromunderground:thespringsfeedingtherivers
of Eden, the rnists ,h;; ;'f."- the earth in Genesis 2, the opening of the "foun-

tains of the deep" t' tt'" fit"A" Joseph C' Dillow criticized Whitcomb in a letter

to Lhe Quarte'fy, tuyl"g it'* the biblical writer could not have had this theory in

mind when t 
" 

*tot" ir'!'"-;;;t;s"t (t979a) ' rhis same Joseph c-' 
llY' 

however'

was not bothered uy"".*iiUUi speculation when he wrote a series of articles

fortheQuarrerly,whichsincehavebeenorganizedintobookform,abrrut..Earth's
pre-Flood vapor canopy" (1982)' He presents many calculatic'ns concerning how
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a vapor canopy could have remained suspended above the atmosphere without falling

to Earth and how it would have produced a unilbrnliy tropical Earth and later pro-

vided the Flood rains. He admits that the Bi-ble does not unmis[akably teach that

there was such a vapor canopy; the most he could say is that "scripture does not

rule out a vapor canopy" (1979b).

Gienn Morton caiculates that Dillow's modei would produce an Earth with

surface temperatures far in excess ol what life could tolerate (1979). He encouraged

"new thinking about the causer of the Flooci and the antediluvian climate." In his

artictre, "The Warm Earth Faliary," he indicaterj that belief in a canopy and universal-

Iy rvarm planet was not a necessary biblicat teaching (1980). But this same Glenn

Morton invented perhaps the most imaginative extrabiblical emendation of all.

Fosr-Fbtttl catastrophistn j\,Iost creationists believe that virtually all of the fossil-

bearing rocks were deposited during the Flood anrl that the apparent evolutionary

order ofthe lossils resulted from ecologicitl zonation, organism mobility, and hydro-

dynaniic sorting. "Ecological zonation" rneans that tho "oldest" deposits were the

ocean habitats, and, since they were already at the bottom, they were buried first

by the lr1ooi1. The lowland terrestrial habitats were trtrried next. and so forth. "Organ-

ism mobility" means that the "most ad.ranced" animals were able to outrun the

flooti waters and so were buried last. "Hytlrodynamic sorting" occurs when smaller,

denser objects settie to the bottom first in iurbulent water. Whitcomb and Morris

wrate The Genesis Ftood (1961), which is still the standard creationist book on

the subject, an<l therein describe these extrabibiical explanations' Glenn Morton,

however, rejected the entire idea that fossil-bearing rocks were deposited during the

Flood (1982). Indeed, he clairned that practically c// the fossilif'erous deposits were

produced aJter the Flood during several hundred years of local catastrophes (floods.

Larthquakes, ancl so forth). While his theory is an improvement on the usual Flood

geologV, it provides a breathtaking amount r.rf extrabiblical emendation: the Bible

provicles genealogies and an outline of historical events from Noah to Abraham

and totally neglects to mention that Earth was still writhing and seething with local

catastrophes on a scale many hundreds of tirnes greater than today. Morton has

filled in this major component of Earth history that the Bible writers forgot to

mention.
Gienn Morton is not the oniy creationist to have put forward an imaginative

reinterpretation of the fossil record. Steven Austin studied some Cenozoic deposits

in Oregon up to seventy-five-hundred t'eet thick and concludes that they could not

have been deposited underwater (a.k.a. Stuart Nevins, 1974). He argues that they

were terrestrial volcanic deposits, although he accepts the Paleozoic and Mesozoic

strata underneath thern as Flood deposits. Constrained by the young-Earth creation-

is[ time-frarne that insists on a Flood aboilt fbur thousand years ago, however, the

question arose as to how he could preserve beliefin a young Eath, a global Flood'

ancl yet explain seventy-five-hundred feet ofterrestrial deposition. There was only
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During this time. the *"J,#;;;ef warm-1he concrudes this from the pr'

of tropical plants in the ;;;";;sits)' How did the weather become so

He postulates tt'" to'*ution of a new vapor canonv' similar to the old one

had covered eartt' uefore"t;";;;;' [t was'this n"* tunopy that caused E

become tropical "t"" ;;' 
t";n hundred years after the Flood' the nev

;*#;;;;r*":r,""*ru1*i;$1,:;iru:l',:"1",',!'fffi .#:i
the catastroPhe Produce

sasa of a postdiluvian ;# ffi, ;opy..and c"atastrophe in order to b

rrja oata rn o .onrorrriiv'*t* r*"c-fu-creationist 
doctrine' 

]

It is not quite *" 
""' 

t* if'"'"lt ry 
t"'iptu'ut Uasis for this scenario' There

is a verse that r"na' it'"'rr'#d"' 
""0 "t 

*no i*uginuti*-one we have seen before'

It is good old Genesis l;;.,.wiil 'il' th,"t:!;llwas aiuioeo'' in the davs of

Peleg. The Genesis #;;;; no"p"tity *t''xiiia'ameant' so these creationists

reel j u st i ned i, "" i e" i'e l;' ;:;lli l'^: Y:J,::: ;:::;l)1r i,7,,,, Qu a r t e r t v

-,. mlllf"y.t"l;il'X"Xt'i*"il::#i ;"'i*" "' 
the Fr ood' it cou r d

not have (without " 
,,"i"* oi ii" ,""ona ru*-oiit'"',odynamics) distributed

enoughsediments."'ll""u'Jtr';i*1.r;"EJf:t',i"$:::I"Hi'H*:ff [
[3**i";;".:'JJ;ii'#til1!:lJ:"fi 

:#;;ffi;;'fheral'ferna'1ive:

the radius of Earth -y":'*;;;;'t'" t"t"'"r*t" ru"oa' sin"" he does'not specify

howEarthexpanded"'*[t-n*thenewlycreatedvolumewasfilled'Ipresume
he is positing " 

rn'# '"t 
n'*d at anywhere in 

'"tipt''tte' 
Glenn Morton wrote

;;;i" w-ith a similar viewpoint (1983)'

Postfloodcreation.Whilemanycreationistspositpost.Floodcatastrophes,others
believe in post-Flood c'#"''in"' fitd it it;;tfie io 

"*ptuin-tto* 
all the genetic

variationinanimar'r"iiffi ;;;J*x* j*ru;:.rY,ffi ff #il:
n**l*l;,::: .1i"T,"1':ffi[riiil':;il;;"';*:;"e"e 

rrom Frood

survivors that disper'Ja;;;;;".. so-r,ut.io tr'ey do? egain, it ls no problem

atanto'nu"n'uno*iil;;#;;*":'o:f.ff.il**ffi :ii::*';'T"#

',g';f;*l5ffi 

T::';Hlfl;ryi:Ji:f ;;i",i'iii'orn'"'ii*'J"1lll'.r
sincecenesis''''H'"*"o"li:::f !':!.\:ir'fru::l.T*?#ff :fr:T

;f;i,fi;m;:T:[J*:.-'f 
yJ:::Ti:;;;;*;'issmos'[rrequen'lrv
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used verses (Morris, 1974). Lammerts defends himself by saying that psalm 104:30
makes reference to post-Flood creation (195). Morris likes to believe that there
was no entropy before the Fall, even though the Bible does not teach this, but he
criticizes Lammerts on the grounds that the Bible does not teach post-Flood cre-
ation. Thus, many leading creationists take their imaginary emendations to scrip-
ture very seriously, elevating them to doctrinal status.

The Tower of Babel. From the story in Genesis ll:1-9 of the Tower of Babel, many
creationists conclude that, after the Flood, God miraculously intervened in history
and supernaturaliy created all of the world's languages in one fell swoop. Thus,
the origin of linguistic diversity was instantaneous rather than evolutionary.

However, James E. Strickling warned readers of the euarterly not to read too
much into the Tower of Babel accounr (1980). He argued that the only thing need-
ed was for the faculty of speech to be interrupted (the ..confusion of tongues,,, the
loss of the ability to communicate) and the people would disperse. From this,
linguistic diversification would follow. The supernatural creation oflanguages, com-
plete with vocabulary and grammar, is not an essential teaching of Genesis ll.

Peleg's diision. This same author, however, did not use such caution when he
wrote an article in the same journal two years earlier concerning "peleg's Divi-
sion" (Strickling, 1978). Here he focused on Genesis 10:25, which says in part:
". . . the name of one was Peleg; for in his days was the earth divided. . . ." This
might mean a political division, but Strickling opted for a geographical meaning.
He claimed that this passage refers to the catastrophic cracking open of East Africa's
Rift valley and formation of the Red Sea after the Flood. Patrick Hansen was even
more imaginative in his interpretation of this passage, claiming that it referred to
the splitting up of the New and Old Worlds, leaving the Mid-Atlantic Ridge as a
scar (1983).

Concluslon

So we see from these examples that the scientific creationists have a proclivity to
blithely flesh out the skeleton of biblical history with their own fruitful imagina-
tions and even add extra vertebrae to the skeleton and, in some cases, whole new
body parts. There is a recurring pattern of one creationist criticizing another's
imaginative new theories, only to do a great amount of such theorizing in return.
Some theories, like those surrounding Peleg's division, are totally useless, while
Clers, like the vapor canopy and post-Flood catastrophism, are necessary to
creationists in their attempts to force geological history into a "biblical" mold.

scientific creationists are not the only people within christian tradition to pos-
sss extrabiblical emendations. The Catholic church, ofcourse, has a large body
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oftraditionandliturSiesthatfunctionparalleltoscripture.TheMclrmonshare
wholebooksfullofemendations.AnrieachdenomillationofProtestantisnrand
fundamentalismhasitsowntraditionswhichcanandoftendofunctitrnparallel
toscripture'TheBibleisthecorearoundwhichtheirdoctrinesareeiaborated.
butthegenuinenessofthecoredoesntltaulomalicallvrnakea|ltheirentendation:
acceptaile to the rest of us. The ernendations must statld on their own'

Manyold-Earthcreationistsandtheisticevolutionistshave,otcourse,alsogone

outsidetheBibletoobtaininformationaboutthehistoryofEath.Sonreoftheir
theories-forinstance,the..gap,,or'.ruin.recclnstruction',theory(see,tslocher.
1984)-arelargelyimaginu,y-wt'y,then,dolbringcriticismupontheyorrng-Earth
creationists for a practice that appears common among Christians?

Thereasonisthat,sinceyoung-narthcreationistsciairnthemselvert()bethe
sole defenders of biblical truth anci- to base their beliefs upon direct and straight-

forwardbiblicalteaching,theyhaveimplierlthattheiropinionshavebihiicalsanc-
tion and that these opinions ttr"t"tu' respect from all people who revere the Bible

asinspiredscripture.TheimpressioniscreatedthatthesegiganticSaEa$arenot
only true science but straight trvo-hundred-proof christianity' ln this way' despite

their zeal to defend the Blble, these creafionists are bringing harm upon it.

Ireachtwoconclusions,ollelorthehenefitofthecreationistsa;"liinefor
the benefit of their critics^

First, the creationists shlluld be more careful about the way they u"'se the Bible

and be more careful about the quality of articles-rvhether scientific or therilogical-

thattheyallowtorepresentthemint.heirCrecitionResearchsclcietl'Qwarterly.
Indeed, the most recent issues af the Qttarterly, and the pr-lblications of ttre youiiger

creationists in the Students for origins Researclr, tiave had far fbwer reprehensrhle

articles in them than dicl the issues csf the Quarterly I reviewed for this arl.icle'

problems remain. The creationists have still not faced up to the ertrabiblical status

ofthe vapor canopy theorv and the no-entropy-beforethe-Faltr theory' which they

still defend in Print.
Second,lencouragethecriticsofcreationisrntonotlettheiropinionoft}ie

Bible be lowered by ttr-e flights of fancy published by these creationists'
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