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Abstract

Of three po si tions re gard ing the pre-Fall con sump -
tion of lower aquatic crea tures, one is sel dom taken 
(and right fully so): that these crea tures are ac tu ally
plants. A sec ond po si tion is that these small crea -
tures in deed ex pe ri enced pre-Fall death, but that
lack ing nephesh life, this death was and is as be nign 
as veg e ta tive death. Thus, there is an im plied cre -
ative cat e gory be tween “veg e ta tion” and “crea -

ture.” A third view is pos ited here: that these
pri mary and sec ond ary crea tures in deed pos sess
nephesh life, yet their orig i nal provisionary na ture
for other crea tures’ con sump tion is phys i o log i cally
ev i dent and bib li cally al low able. This third view of
pre-Fall mor tal ity can be adopted with out sup port -
ing the evolutionary idea of death as a creative
mechanism.

Introduction

The im pe tus for ex plor ing var i ous as pects of pre-Fall mor -
tal ity is that pres ent cre ation schol ar ship does not of fer a
nor ma tive, com pel ling po si tion on the mat ter. In ad di tion, 
evo lu tion ists might find am ple op por tu nity in this re gard
to dis credit bib li cal creation presuppositions.

It is not dif fi cult for bib li cal creationists to en vi sion the
pre-Fall “mor tal ity” of veg e ta tion. Plant ma te rial was clear -
ly given for orig i nal con sump tion (Gen e sis 1:29–30).
Though con sump tion need not af fect an en tire plant, it is
none the less fa tal to grazed her ba ceous seed lings, or to
seeds them selves (vi a ble em bry onic plants) eaten by birds.

In ad di tion to stat ing this pur pose out right, the cre ation
ac count also gives ra tio nale for this pro vi sion, at trib ut ing to
veg e ta tion none of the nephesh (Con sult glos sary at the end
for def i ni tions of this and other He brew words) pos sessed by
crea tures (see Fig ure 1). This nephesh prin ci ple in volves be -
ing cre ated from noth ing (bara) rather
than sim ply brought forth or pro duced
(asah, yatsa, re spec tively) of ma te rial al -
ready in ex is tence. In fact, veg e ta tive
kinds are not re garded as “liv ing”
(Stambaugh, 1989) or “liv ing crea tures”
(Mor ris, 1993; Ham, et al., 1990) in
Scrip ture. These are set apart from prior
works of cre ation in that they fol low re -
pro duc tion ac cord ing to kinds, but this
is the only bib li cal ra tio nale for re gard -
ing veg e ta tion as “liv ing” or gan isms in
the sense used to day. Hav ing an en tirely
unique life na ture, it is there fore rea son -
able to re gard veg e ta tive death as
unique. In a sim i lar vein, we speak of

apoptosis, or pre-programmed cell “death” as yet another
benign and usually purposeful end.

Ac cept ing the pos si bil ity of nephesh death be fore the
Fall, how ever, is an other mat ter, re sisted by bib li cal crea -
tionists for good rea sons in clud ing: 1) the bib li cal in fer -
ence that such wide spread death re sulted from the Fall of
man, and 2) the bib li cal fact that death was not of fered as
God’s mech a nism for bring ing forth created kinds.

Dif fi culty in the mat ter of pre-Fall death arises when
dis crim i na tion is un clear be tween veg e ta tion and “crea -
tures,” or be tween the life na ture of plant cells and the life
na ture of crea tures. For ex am ple, aquatic pro duc ers in -
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Fig ure 1. Nested hi er ar chy of life-na tures in the cre ation. Suc ces sive acts of
cre ation es tab lished kinds that are in clu sive of the life-na tures of pre vi ously
cre ated kinds. For ex am ple: An an te lope breathes / which an i mates its life as a
crea ture / that be longs to a unique kind / which is a spe cial in for ma tion-driven 
form of mat ter and en ergy. An an te lope, how ever, does not pos sess God-im age, 
and a squid pos sesses nei ther spirit nor God-im age. Def i ni tions in glos sary.



clude “phytoplankton” that are no lon ger re garded as
“plants” merely be cause of their photosynthetic na ture,
nor as “an i mals” sim ply be cause of their mo til ity. The five-
king dom sys tem now has these for mer “plants” dis trib uted
among two new king doms other than the Plantae and
Animalia king doms. The cyanobacteria, or blue-green
bac te ria, for ex am ple, are placed in the Monera, and the
dinoflagellates, euglenoids, and di a toms are found in the
Protista. In the scheme of the days of cre ation, though,
where do these phytoplankton forms be long, and what is
their place in the pre-Fall food supply?

Possible Biblical Classification Scenarios

Three bib li cal sce nar ios have been of fered for clas si fy ing
the phytoplankton:

1. Per haps these photosynthetic or gan isms should be re -
garded as day three veg e ta tive kinds be cause they are
photosynthetic, in which case the idea of no pre-Fall crea -
ture death is pre served. Un der stand ably, one is hard-
pressed to find this po si tion in creationist lit er a ture, be -
cause it places too much value on the cri te rion of pho to -
syn the sis, and is there fore at odds with both bib li cal and
pres ent taxonomic categories.

2. These or gan isms (and per haps oth ers) might be re -
garded as “non-nephesh” an i mals, al low ing for them to be
day five (or day six) crea tures while re tain ing a be nign
death akin to that of veg e ta tion. Many hold this po si tion,
but it is a bib li cal stretch. Sev eral creationists state this ab -
sence of nephesh in some crea tures ex plic itly, as char ac ter -
ized per haps by the ab sence of con scious ness (Stambaugh, 
1989), or by the lack of blood, though prob lems are ad mit -
ted with this cri te rion (Ham et al., 1990). At other times
the qual i fy ing term “nephesh an i mals” (AIG, Il lus tra tions)
is used, which also sug gests, though less ex plic itly, that
there are some an i mals that do not pos sess nephesh. It
seems that this spe cial clas si fi ca tion is in serted so as to not
com pro mise with the death gen er al iza tion made by the
same sci en tists, such as “death only en tered the world
when sin came in through man” (Mor ris, 1976), or “death, 
both phys i cal and spir i tual, en tered into this world sub se -
quent to—and as a di rect con se quence of—man’s sin”
(AIG State ment of Faith). De spite these pre vail ing in ter -
pre ta tions, here is one bib li cal in di ca tion that nephesh
should instead be applied more liberally: 

And God cre ated great whales, and ev ery liv ing
crea ture [nephesh] that moveth, which the wa ters
brought forth abun dantly... (Gen e sis 1:21a KJV, em -
pha sis and brack ets added)

The NIV ren ders this pas sage as fol lows: 
So God cre ated the great crea tures of the sea and

ev ery liv ing and mov ing thing with which the wa ter
teems...(em pha sis added)

At the very least, then, any crea ture that is self-motile
can not be placed in a non-nephesh life clas si fi ca tion be -
tween veg e ta tion and nephesh crea tures. None the less,
“mov ing” need not be re stricted to self-pow ered lo co mo -
tion, and is likely stated sim ply in con trast to the rooted na -
ture of veg e ta tion. To des ig nate a small clas si fi ca tion of
crea tures that are not self-motile at any stage of de vel op -
ment (and per haps that also lack con scious ness or blood) is 
not war ranted by the bib li cal re cord. There fore I do not ac -
cept the ex is tence of “non-nephesh” an i mals. Note that
such a des ig na tion would pro duce an ad di tional “bub ble”
in Fig ure 1 (be tween the sec ond and third group ings)
which would have no biblical Hebrew descriptor.

3. These or gan isms can be as sessed as day five crea tures, 
pos sess ing nephesh, and thus some pre-Fall nephesh mor -
tal ity is im plied. I ar gue for this po si tion. Do ing so does not 
nec es sar ily jus tify pre-Ad am ic death as a mech a nism for
evo lu tion, nor need it lead to a wa ter ing-down of the pri -
mary phys i cal con se quence of the Fall of man. Man kind
and all kinds were cre ated orig i nally com plex and by
God’s su per nat u ral ac tion, not through pro cesses in volv -
ing death, as main tained in evo lu tion the o ries. And man -
kind’s death is a di rect con se quence of the Fall. The
con ten tion here is sim ply that the phys i o log i cal ev i dence
and the bib li cal re cord both sug gest that cer tain des ig -
nated nephesh creatures possessed a purposeful pre-Fall
mortality.

Arguments for Designated Pre-Fall
Nephesh Mortality

First, we should es tab lish that mor tal ity among non-veg e -
ta tive kinds is in deed im plied by the bib li cal re cord of cre -
ation. It can be ar gued bib li cally that aquatic autotrophic
crea tures are by de fault a pro vi sion for the aquatic food
chain. To see this, we look at the pro vi sion that is ex plic itly
stated for man kind, and crea tures of land and sky: 

And God said, Be hold, I have give you [man kind]
ev ery herb [eseb] bear ing seed, which is upon the
face of all the earth, and ev ery tree [ets],in the which
is the fruit of a tree yield ing seed; to you it shall be for
meat. And to ev ery beast of the earth, and to ev ery
fowl of the air, and to ev ery thing that creepeth upon
the earth, wherein there is life, I have given ev ery
green herb [eseb] for meat: and it was so. (Gen e sis 1:
29–30 KJV, brack ets added)

Orig i nally, all veg e ta tive kinds, her ba ceous (eseb) and
woody (ets), were given to man kind. Only her ba ceous veg -
e ta tive kinds (eseb), how ever, were given to crea tures of the 
land and sky. Aquatic crea tures are con spic u ously ab sent
from re ceiv ing ei ther pro vi sion. What they were sup posed
to con sume is left to rea son. If plants were the only auto -
trophic or gan isms, this would in deed be puz zling; yet one
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can ob serve very small aquatic or gan isms that are food by
de sign, for other aquatic crea tures. Aquatic autotrophs can 
be in ferred to fit this bib li cal void regarding aquatic pro -
vision.

Sec ond, we can fur ther ex am ine the phys i ol ogy of phy -
to plankton to see that they in deed would have car ried out
this role from the out set, and not sim ply as a post-Fall mod -
i fi ca tion. One can re al is ti cally posit the ex trav a gant (but
bounded) ex pres sion of a ge nome as suf fi cient for the
“switch ing” on of car niv o rous mech a nisms in many an i -
mals to day (Ty ler, 1996; Catchpoole, 2000; Wieland,
1995). Yet it is un likely, and not ob served, that pho to -
synthetic pro cesses emerged af ter the Fall in for merly non-
photosynthetic crea tures. Pho to syn the sis is ir re duc ibly
com plex, and very much a part of the es sen tial teleonomy
of an or gan ism that pos sesses it. Creationists ac knowl edge
God as the de signer of ir re duc ibly com plex struc tures. A
dis tinc tion can be made, how ever, be tween de vel op men -
tal pro grams (those embryological pro cesses that gov ern
dif fer en ti a tion it self), and ge netic pro grams (that ex press
those fixed struc tures in var i ous ways). The level of com -
plex ity of photosynthetic mech a nisms is some thing dic -
tated by in nate de vel op men tal pro grams, and not an
ex pres sion of mi nor ge netic al ter ations. To be sure, it is
pos si ble that God might have over rid den and aug mented
such large-scale body type char ac ter is tics af ter the Fall, but 
this type of “re-cre ation” is not ne ces si tated bib li cally, and
such a mech a nism is typ i cally not fa vored by creationist
bib li cal schol ar ship, as in di cated by the au thors above as
well as Mor ris (1976). One might also note that sug gested
post-Fall ex pres sions of la tent genes are thought to af fect
an or gan ism’s ad van tage in pre da tion (e.g., at tack in stinct
or sharp claws) or defense (e.g., disguise or foul taste). Yet
an emergence of photosynthetic mechanisms would not
be consistent with such advantages.

Pre-Fall mor tal ity in phytoplankton hav ing been es tab -
lished, the third mat ter is to dis cern that these are in deed
nephesh or gan isms. They can not be re garded as “veg e ta -
tion” bib li cally, just as they are no lon ger re garded as
“plants” tax o nom i cally. Bib li cal veg e ta tion, or deshe (see
Fig ure 1 and glos sary), is “sprung forth” from the land and
rooted, not motile. Never are the main bib li cal He brew
words for veg e ta tion (deshe, eseb,  and ets,) used in any
other con text. The crea tures of day five, how ever, are re -
garded as “mov ing” (sherets), and this would in clude the
phytoplankton, whether ac tively motile or pas sively mo -
tile, in con trast to the rooted na ture of veg e ta tion. As stated
ear lier, the bib li cal re cord of cre ation moves di rectly from
veg e ta tion to crea tures, and does not in di cate an in-be -
tween cat e gory. In this re gard, the for mer two-king dom
tax o nomic sys tem more closely par al lels bib li cal cri te ria
(other than in its treat ment of man kind), as it forces or gan -
isms to be re garded as ei ther plant or an i mal based on mo -
til ity rather than de vis ing other large-scale king doms based 

on other cri te ria, e.g. Monera as uni cel lu lar and pro -
karyotic, Protista as uni cel lu lar and eukaryotic, or Al gae as
photosynthetic yet un like “higher” plants phys i o log i cally.
The sug ges tion of pre-Flood “float ing for ests,” with ra dial
roots and hol low in te ri ors (Wieland, 1995) may call into
ques tion whether all veg e ta tion is orig i nally rooted in
land, but this is an other topic for dis cus sion that does not
bear upon the minute organisms in question here. Such
floating vegetation would still be accepted unilaterally as a
day three work. 

Fourth, one can ex am ine the com par a tively be nign
type of death that these aquatic autotrophs ex pe ri enced be -
fore the Fall. Even as nephesh or gan isms, their death was
not the ces sa tion of breath, or ruwach, a higher mode of
life than nephesh alone (see Fig ure 1 and glos sary). (This
dis tinc tion may be in part why some per sons in tu itively en -
dorse fish ing while ab hor ring hunt ing and whal ing.) Fur -
ther more, their death was not dis ease-in duced, or the
re sult of life span lim its. Even to day, their con sump tive
death is not waste ful, be cause the whole or gan ism is com -
pletely ac quired for en ergy. And it is not ex tended in suf -
fer ing, since the or gan ism is con sumed im me di ately.
Death in such small autotrophs is not the cruel “fu til ity of
na ture” (Stambaugh, 1996) that “makes God out to be a
mon ster” (Mor ris, 1976), lead ing the un in formed the ist to
ques tion God’s good ness (Mor ris, 1993); nor does it sup -
port the is tic evo lu tion. To be con sumed was their es sen tial 
pur pose, and it is a pur pose pre served among these aquatic 
autotrophs to day. In short, the teleological considerations
outweigh the mortality “problems.”

Fifth, one must ac knowl edge that the death in tro duced
at the Fall of man is spo ken of ex plic itly re gard ing only
man kind. One can in fer that the “groan ing” and “de cay”
of cre ation is a re sult of man’s death. Crea tures die, not be -
cause they have sinned (Mor ris, 1976), but be cause of the
con di tion to which the cre ation has been sub jected. But
this does not mean that all types of death were in tro duced
at the Fall. 

For the wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is
eter nal life in Christ Je sus our Lord. (Romans 6:23
KJV)

Note the spe cific con text of the above: The wages of
[man’s] sin is [man’s] death, but the gift of God [to man] is
eter nal life....Paul ob vi ously was di rect ing both sides of this 
verse to hu man be ings only. Other Scrip tures re in force the 
same spec i fic ity: 

There fore, just as [man’s] sin en tered the world
through one man, and [man’s] death through sin,
and in this way death came to all men, be cause all
sinned—for be fore the law was given, sin was in the
world. But sin is not taken into ac count when there is 
no law. Nev er the less, [man’s] death reigned from the 
time of Adam to the time of Mo ses, even over those
who did not sin by break ing a com mand, as did
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Adam, who was a pat tern of the one to come.
(Romans 5:12–14 KJV, brack ets added) 

And the LORD God com manded the man, “You
are free to eat from any tree in the gar den; but you
must not eat from the tree of the knowl edge of good
and evil, for when you eat of it you [man kind] will
surely die.” (Gen e sis 2:16–17 KJV, brack ets added)

Fi nally, one might note that most of the ar gu ments
above need not be re stricted to autotrophs. Given the am -
bi gu ity of the orig i nal aquatic food pro vi sion, the un cer -
tain scope of non-hu man death re sult ing from the Fall,
and the pres ence of sim i lar non-ruwach modes of nephesh
life in many aquatic crea tures other than the autotrophs,
one is left to won der whether other aquatic crea tures were
also pro duc ers orig i nally. If God em ployed one orig i nal
level of con sump tion (of chemosynthetic and photo syn -
thetic pro duc ers), what is to say that a sec ond level (zoo -
plank ton, or sec ond ary pro duc ers) was not also in place?
Per haps all self-sac ri fic ing kinds are not nec es sar ily auto -
trophic. Di a toms, cyanobacteria, and other autotrophs
could just as well have joined cil i ates, small crus ta ceans,
and other zoo plank ton in pro vid ing nour ish ment for the
rest of aquatic crea tures. As sup port, con sider that ba leen
whales ob tain their plank ton by strain ing large vol umes of
wa ter, with out the ca pac ity to se lect only autotrophs.
Though feed ing se lec tiv ity by zoo plank ton may be ob -
served, ac cord ing to size, shape, and smell, these crea tures
can only dis crim i nate pro por tion ally (not com pletely),
and do so typ i cally among autotrophs (Koehl, 1984). Can
one sup pose re al is ti cally that much larger con sum ers
somehow accomplished selectivity between minute
autotrophs and non-autotrophs before the Fall?

Conclusion

We can thus see that the rec og ni tion of pre-Fall mor tal ity
of autotrophs and other nephesh or gan isms hinges largely
on two mat ters: First, the ac cep tance that pri mary and sec -
ond ary pro duc ers other than veg e ta tive kinds must have
had an orig i nal place in sup ply ing the aquatic food chain,
and sec ond, that these or gan isms in deed pos sess nephesh
life.

Ed i tor’s Note: In ter ested read ers may wish to con sult
the fol low ing CRSQ notes and let ters deal ing with the sub -
ject mat ter in this article:
Klotz, J. W. 1980. Is the de struc tion of plants death in the

Bib li cal sense? CRSQ 16:202–203.
Akers, Jr., H. 1993. Tree of life. CRSQ 30:62.
Vorpahl, P. V. 1997. Pred a tors and par a dise, one more

time. CRSQ 34:84–85.
Pe ter son, E. 1998. Re ply to P. V. Vorpahl’s ar ti cle. CRSQ

35:48–49.

Klevberg, P. 1998. More com ments on “Pred a tors and par -
a dise: one more time.” CRSQ 35:49–50.

Glossary

deshe: Used first in Gen e sis 1:11, trans lated as “grass”
(KJV, NKJV), or “veg e ta tion” (NIV, NASB, RSV).
From the root dasha, which car ries the idea of “spring -
ing forth” (On line Bi ble, 2001). Al though sev eral trans -
la tions and com men tar ies (Mor ris, 1976) re gard deshe
as one in a list of three broad or ders of plants, e.g. “let
the earth put forth veg e ta tion [deshe], plants [eseb]...,
and fruit trees [ets]...” (RSV), the NIV re gards deshe as
in clu sive of the lat ter two by fol low ing it with a co lon.
The au thor pre fers the lat ter, in which deshe is the most
ge neric word for veg e ta tion (Berndt, 2000). Veg e ta tive
kinds, though clearly unique from non-liv ing mat ter,
are not re garded bib li cally as a “liv ing souls” (chayyay
nephesh).

nephesh: Used first in Gen e sis 1:20 at the cre ation of wa ter
and sky crea tures, and cor re lated to the words for move -
ment (sherets) and life it self (chay). Trans lated as “soul”
pri mar ily in the KJV, and “crea ture” pri mar ily in the
NIV. Par al leled by the New Tes ta ment’s Greek word
psuche.

ruwach: Not used un til the Flood ac count in Gen e sis 6:17, 
yet as cribed to both man kind and many crea tures (Mor -
ris, 1976). Most of ten trans lated “spirit,” but also “wind” 
or “breath.” Its less-fre quent coun ter part is the word
neshamah which is used in Gen e sis 2:7 of man’s cre -
ation and typ i cally trans lated “breath [neshamah] of life 
[chay].” Thus, the em pha sis is made of God’s per sonal
breath ing of life into man, such that he be came a liv ing
soul [nephesh] in this spe cial way. It is this em pha sis
taken with out com par i son to Scrip tures out side of the
cre ation ac count, that per haps leads to the er ro ne ous
un der stand ing that “spirit” is what sets man kind apart
from an i mals. Neshamah, as with ruwach, is not ex clu -
sive to man kind, as it is as cribed to other crea tures in
Gen e sis 7:22. For a fur ther dis cus sion of the dis tinc tion
be tween ruwach and neshamah in bib li cal use, see ref -
er ence (Berndt, 2002). Ruwach is paralled by the new
Tes ta ment’s Greek word pneuma.

elohiym tselem: This “God-im age” is what ul ti mately sets
man’s life na ture apart from all other or gan isms. (Man
is also set apart in his man date to rule over the earth and
its crea tures, in the per sonal man ner of his cre ation,
and in the fact that he is the lone kind in God’s fi nal act
of cre ation, cre ated with no other crea tures si mul ta -
neously.) Some writ ers have at tempted to de fine the
char ac ter is tics and out work ing of this God-im age
through ob serv ing man kind in the pres ent. Con sult ref -
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er ences for fur ther read ing on the char ac ter is tics of
God-image (Gitt, 1999; Morris, 1976).
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Book Review

Unlocking the Mysteries of Creation by Dennis Peterson
Master Books, Green Forest, AR. 2002, 240 pages, $33

Au thor Den nis Pe ter son has an ac tive min is try giv ing cre -
ation sem i nars. This book is a new edi tion of the guide to
his ma te rial. It in cludes in-depth back ground on many
apologetics top ics. The vol ume is beau ti fully done with at -
trac tive color pic tures on nearly every page.

Since Den nis speaks to many peo ple, one should be
aware of cer tain con tro ver sial top ics that are pro moted.
These in clude an un con ven tional “Lucas Model” for at oms 
(p. 19), the gos pel in the stars (p. 198), and shrink ing sun (p.
58). The idea of ozone de ple tion is strongly at tacked (p. 38)
with heavy re li ance on the words of the late Dixy Lee Ray.
Re gard ing the con struc tion of an cient mon u ments such as
the pyr a mids, there is the bi zarre sug ges tion that an cients
may have some how lev i tated multi-ton lime stone blocks
into the air by using sound waves (p. 219).

There are ex cel lent de scrip tions of de sign in na ture. Ex -
am ples in clude the fire fly, hum ming bird, gi raffe, ko ala,

sea horse, and her mit crab. These an i mals sto ries would
make good de vo tions for chil dren. Den nis of ten uses the
ba lo ney de tec tor ter mi nol ogy of Phillip John son in seek ing
cre ation truth re gard ing evo lu tion. Some of the top ics
high lighted are out-of-place ar ti facts found in rock strata,
liv ing fos sils, and di no saurs. Lit tle space is given to the cre -
ation dis cus sion of as tron omy, stew ard ship, or the weather. 
A list of cre ation re sources and web sites is in cluded with -
out any men tion of the Cre ation Re search So ci ety which
pre dates all the oth ers. Nor are any CRS books or re search
ar ti cles ref er enced, even though they are the source of
much of the in cluded cre ation science data. Hopefully the 
CRS can be added in a future edition. 
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