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Evangelicals, Evolution, and the Bible:

Moving Toward a Synthesis

BY PETE ENNS

Introduction

How can Evangelical Christians who accept evolution as a viable model of human origin also
O2y AydzS G2 OFftdzS {ONALIIdzZNE |4 D2RQaA ¢2NRK Ly (K
outlining the specific hermeneutical and doctrinal problem as | see it. Rethinking how one reads the Bible
and what one even expects from it may be a key for moving Evangelicals toward a more meaningful
synthesis.

| realize that not everyone may be convinced of the pressing nature of the problem caused by
evolution for Evangelical views of the Bible. Most Evangelicals, however, at least in my experience, sense
the seriousness of the hermeneutical, theological, and doctrinal issues raised by evolution and are not
O2yiGSyid G2 1SSLI GKS . Ao0fS Id FIN¥Y¥Qa tSy3adkKe ¢KSe
view of the Bible. Rather, they have come to accept as compelling the findings of several generations of
scientific inquiry. Some may have significant firahd experience with the scientific details of this theory,
while others may have a less sophisticated grasp of the data, but who nevertheless accept it. Members of
this latter group accept evolutionary theory either because they trust the work of the scientific community
in general, or because they may trust those scientists who have made peace with their scientific work and
their Christian faith. Regardless of how they come to their views of evolution, they know there is a problem
and are looking for ways to bring together their faith and their intellect.

¢CKS LAa&dzS Aa &/ KNAadGAFYyAOGe YR 9@2ftdziAzy >
There is a vast amount of literature that addresses how science and faith can and should be
partners rather than enemies. Many different angles are taken to tackle this problem, but the basic
compatibility of science and faith is a view shared by scientists and theologians across the ideological
spectrum’ | agree with this basic position, but my perspective is that of a biblical scholar. What is not
always addressed in the science/faith discussion is the more focused, and | feel ultimately more important
and problematic, issue of biblical interpretation. This is particularly important when the topic is evolution.
CKSNBE>X aaOASYyOS FyR FILAGKE Aa y20 NBlItfe GKS Aaa
normally understood JA @2 (i f &aSOGA2ya 2F (GUKS . A0ftSd® Ly 20KSN
S22t dziAzy A& (NHZSZI %BTKehérmdrautichl issRecongerns fot ovilg the. creadidn S K ¢
storiesin Genesis-d = 0 dzi Y2NB | Odzi St & t I dzf QA aridi CdRirithlagsaA5: A T |
-22, 4449. The dilemma is almost selvident, and it is not long before these passages are brought into the
discussion.

The science vs. religion question, although relevant, does not address the true heart of the
hermeneutical and doctrinal problem and misses why significant tensions continue to exist. Other scientific
issues, like the heliocentric solar system or age of the universe, are things that most Christians have more
2N f Saa NBO2yOAt SR (2 (KS . RedtEhistas énfetstydihkbtieden | vy R
though the Bible assumes a certain way of looking at the cosmos, femeatificpoint of view the Bible is
wrong. And that is perfectly fine. The conclusion most draw is not that the Bible falls short of being a sacred
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text, but that it speaks in an ancient idiom, and so cannot be expected to speak to modern scientific
matters. Problem solved.

2 KSy Al 0O2YSa (2 S@2ftdziizys K26SOSNE GKA&A Gao
Evolution strikes at issues that are of central importance to anyone whose Christian faith involves a serious
accounting of the Bible. Evolution poses that humanity is not the product of a special creative act by God,
but of a process that began with the simplest of ezedl life forms and over billions of years developed into
the vast array of life on this plarmetplants, reptiles, fish, mammals, etc., and, of course, humanity. These
KdzYlya Ffa2 KISy (2 aKFENB I 02YY2y |yOSaiNE gA
initiating and providentially guiding such a process, but that is not the point here. The tension evolution
creates with the Bible is far more significant than heliocentricity or the age of the universe, and the reasons
are well known to anyone who has thought about this issue.

To cut to the chase, if evolution is correct, one can no longer accept in any true sense of the word
GKAZG2NROIt ¢ GKS AyadlydlyS2dza |yR aLISOALFT ONBIF
might hypothesize that there is a point in the evolutionary chain where humanity was elevated to the
status of image bearer of God (Genesis 1:26), and so Bible and science are minimally reconciled. That may
very well be true, but the tension still exists, since the proposed scenathscand still light years from
what the biblical writers assume. For them, the first human, Adam, was created from-laviman
substance, dust. He had no living ancestors to which he was genetically related.

Attempts to reconcile Genesis and evolution are admirable, but invariably lead to serious
adjustments in the biblical story. It seems that anyone even minimally interested in having science and
Genesis talk to each other need to make some sort of dedisadten on the flyy about how Genesis
should be read differently. And those decisions, at the end of the day, move us away from a strictly literal/
KAaU2NAROFE NBIFIRAY3I 2F DSySaira (261 NR az2yYSaKAy3a S
ydzi aKSt X (KS A 3 alieflysHddweIsan del readiGenedis2 \Whatag yhe
LI N} YSGSNBR GKIFIG GKS / KNAadGALFY FILAGK asSdia F2N I ya

Perhaps the area where these questions are most pressing concerns the origin of death and the fall.
LA DSySaAira G2 oS GlF1Sy tAGSNIftte KSNB 2N I NB GKS
adAatt OFfft A0 &/ KNRARAGAIFIYKE ¢KS 2NAIAY 2F RSIHGK ¢
Geologists in the eighteenth century came to the conclusion that the earth is many millions of years old, a
scenario not envisioned in Gene$i®ne reason for arriving at this conclusion was the fossil record, which
shows that, many millions of years before the first humans came on the scene, lifedmdand left their
mark, quite literally, in earth and mud. The traditional Christian understandinigath entering the world
OKNRdzZAK ! R YQa RAA20SRASYOS 66FaSR 2y NBIFIRAy3a 2
0KS FT2aaif NBO2NR® 5AR ' RIFYQa RA&A20SRASYOS OI dza S
Genesis 3:19 as referring only to human death, so the record chonaman death is irrelevant, but this
reading seemad hoc Moreover, there is still the hominid fossil record that extends back much further
than the chronology of Genesis allows. At what point does death count? There are answers offered to
these and other related questions, and we should keep our minds open to various possibilities. The point,
however, is thatany such solution requires some hermeneutical adjustment of reading Genesis or Paul,
whether or not that adjustment is explicit or implicit.

It does indeed take a lot effort to harmonize a literal reading of Genesis and the fossil record, but
that effort is regularly expended because the stakes are seen to be so higher than with
heliocentricity and the age of the universe. For many, the Gospel itself is under threat. If the fundamental
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historical value of Genesis is called into question, and if therefore there was no first pair created by God
YR @¢K2 RAAa20 4&8ahs &guineftyoedsFSdz t1ENBE y 20 FIFNJ FNRY |jdzSa
crucifixion can really be about reversing a fall that never happened. It is easy to see how some Christians
continue to insist on some sort of literal/historical interpretation of Genesis even while being comfortable
with nonliteral readings of Scripture elsewhere, even in sections of Genesis in close proximity to the
creation story (Flood and Tower of Babel). As we can see, the issue before us is not whether science and
religionin generalcan be reconciled but evolution and one religion, Christiasigcifically.

With respect to an issue like heliocentricity, most agree that the biblical authors were only
expressing theiassumptionsabout the nature of the cosmos. But with the biblical account of the origin of
humanity, we seem to be dealing not with assumptions but witilical teachingshat have formed the
foundation of the Christian faith, stemming from no one other than the Apostle Paul. If Genesis were the
only portion of the Christian Bible that referred to the story of the creation of Adam and Eve, the path to
reconciliation with evolutionary theory might not be as formidable. But Christians have to reckon not only
with Genesis but with Paul. Here we come to the heart of the matter, what | believe is the ultimate source
of the disease for Christians who are seeking a synthesis between the Bible and modern thought.

After a virtual scriptural silence on the subject in the intervening centuries from Gene3Rau,
suddenly appeals to Adam and holds him digeside with Jesus (Romans 5 and 1 Corinthians 15). Paul
RN} ga |y Fyltz23e 06SG6SSy GKSYXZ | NHdZAy3 GKFEG ! RIEY
significance. Just as the first Adam introduced sin and death to all humanity through his disobedience in the
garden, now the second Adam (Jesus) introduces life through his obedience on the cross. The first Adam is
I LI GaGSNYE FT2N GKS aS02yR o6w2Ylya p¥YmnoX FYyR tl

Adam —>>Disobedience —=>Death to all

Jesus —> Obedience —> Life to all

As the argument goes, for the analogy to have any force, the first Adam must be every bit as much an
actualhistorical figure (not metaphorical, symbolic, mythical, etc.) as the second. The implications can be
quickly grasped. Evolution demands that the special creation of the first Adam as described in the Bible is
not literally historical. Paul, however, seems to require it. What purpose does the obedience of the second
Adam have if not to counter the actual disobedience of the first Adam? If there really was no first Adam,
from whom every human is descended, then there is no fall. If there is no fall, there is no true inescapably
AAYy TFdzxd O2yRAGAZ2Y BHKSNBE 6S NS aRSIFIRE Ay aAy 6So13
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sin, there is no need for a Savior. Christianity, for those who track with this line of thinking, seems to need
the Adam story to be an essentially accurate literal/historical account of human origins. Hence, evolution
can be acceptable in some a limited sense (merolution), but when it comes to the origin of humanity
(macrcevolution), it is completely out of bounds, for, if maewolution is true, then Christianity is false.

The latter is unthinkable, therefore the former must be judged incorrect, regardless of how eager most
Christians are to accept most any other scientifically supported theories about other natural phenomena.
This is a conclusion drawn not simply by isolationist Fundamentalists, but by thoughtfelevestl

Christians.

; With this in mind, we can see that the ultimate issue for nfdeyangelicals is very specific. Which is

| rightt what evolution tells us about human origins or what Paul tells us about Genesis? Deep Christian

. commitments lead one to read Paul with utmost seriousness, but scientific sensibilities do not allow one to
dismiss evolution. This is the conundrum, and, as | see it, there are essentially four options before us:

1. Accept evolutioras valid and embodying tremendous explanatory power, and reject Christianityon
! the whole as untenable;

2. Develop a true scientific modelopen to peer review, that supplies Christian theology with a first
pair of some sort and so reconcile Christianity and evolution;

3. Rethinkthe biblical origin story and related passages so as to synthesizeChristianity with scientific
reality;

4.1 O 0O S LJ0undetstaatiir & human origins as scientifically accurate and reject evolution

The second option is somewhat problematic. If one understands the first human pair of Genesis, not on
. scientific grounds but on theological grounds, as, for example, (1) the progenitors of Israel (not all of
 KdzYlFyAGeo 2NJ 6H0 GKS FANARG K2YAYARAa AYOodzZSR 4AGK
| evolution is lessened significantly. Yet, one must admit that this &ddrocY 2 S G2 4FAYR Yy
C A2YSBKSNB 2y GKS S@2tdziAz2zy | NBE LINRPOS&aad Riwihfaz R
. Adam is neither a progenitor of Israel nor a first pair chosen among other hominids to bear the image of
God. For Paul, Adam certainly seems to be the first person created from dust, and Eve was formed from
him. There are certainly ways of reconciling evolution and a general notion of a first pair of some sort, but
these explanations are driven by perceived theological needs rather than the kind of evidence that raised
evolution as a problem to be reckoned with. One can certainly accept a hypothetical first pair in an effort to
altgrasS [/ KNRAGALY (GKS2ft23ex a t2y3 a ¢S | NB @S
- Adam without scientific support. This second option maintains some sort of Adam, but, | feel, at the
| expense of inadequately engaging the hermeneutical issues involved in understanding both Genesis and
Paul. Ironically, such ad hocapproach leads to so many qualifications of the biblical portrait of origins as
to defeat the purposé.

The fourth option is untenable as members of the human race in the twrstycentury. Ignoring
the scientific and archaeological evidence is not an option.

The first option, rejecting Christianity, is more viable than the fourth and does not suffer from the
ad hocposture of the second, but it is certainly not the necessary one. Another option remains, the third
listed above: synthesis. In my opinion, it is with this third option that our intellectual energies are most
profitably expended, and that should be the focus of future theological and hermeneutical work.
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It is important to note that the other three options all share an assumption about the Bible,

Ff K2dzZaK (GKS@& I RRNBaa Al RAFFSNByilifed ¢KSe& | aadzy
presentation of physical reality into some conversation with contemporary scientific perspectives. The fact
that Genesis and science are incompatible explanations of the physical world, therefore, explains why some
reject faith (option one), why others work hard to reconcile the two (option two), and why others simply
reject the science (option four). It is the third option that attempts a true synthesisrésgectghe two

elements by asking what they are each uniquely prepared to deliver. In effect, the issue before us is to
explore and then articulate convincingly what the biblical part of that equation is prepared to deliver. This

is a fundamental question that is not always raised in this debate, and it moves beyond piecemeal attempts
G2 GNBO2yOAtS¢ a0ASYyOS IyR FrLHAGKD® LG OFftfta F2NJ I
from Genesis or Paul on the question of origins.

Such a reorientation is needed. It is important (1) to explore fresh ways for how evolution and a
biblically informed faith can be in conversation with each other rather than rejecting, forcing them together
artificially, or worse keeping the two at a safe distance from each other, a path that often leads to
unbearable cognitive dissonance; (2) to investigate how other Christian traditions, that do not share
Evangelical convictions, have already addressed this issue so we can learn and, if necessary, rethink those
theological convictions.

Sketching the Nature of the Hermeneutical Reorientation

There are three areas that must ultimately be addressed in order to foster an Evangelical
hermeneutical reorientation. The first concerns Genesis, the second concerns Paul, and the third concerns
what the Bible as a whole is, i.e., what is often referred to as Doctrine of Scripture.

What Is GenesisPhe conversation between evolution and Christianity does not just depend on
gKFEG 2yS GKAyla 2F S@2ftdziAz2ys odzi 2F (GKS . Ao0fS=Z
Genesis is seen as a ndabatable starting point and science needs to be adjusted to it. But what if our
understanding of Genesis is actually contributing to the problem?

A way to encourage a reorientation toward Genesis is to become familiar with two important issues
that have come to be pillars of contemporary Old Testament scholarship. These issues came to a head in
the nineteenth century and have succeeded in reorienting the kinds of assumptions that informed readers
make about Genesis, namelyhenwas Genesis written andow would it have been understood by the
ancient Israelites. Briefly stated, not only Genesis but the Pentateashwell as most of the Old
Testament NS OSA QPGSR GKSANI FAYIES OFy2yAO0Ff F2NX a2YS(A
differently, much of the Hebrew Bible ifNaS & LJ2 Y & S (2 L & antl <erived &s aydhidle\f@y | £ C
national selfdefinition: Who are we? Are we still Israelites? How are we still connected to our past as the
people of Yahweh? Have we been rejected? These were deeply religious and pressing questions at the
GAYS® DSySaArazx a YdzOK Fa Fyeé 20KSN LixéeEdenttypas 2 F
I LIS2L)X S dzyRSNJ KS NHzA S 2F | I K¢SK odzi 6K2 KIR SE
Brueggemann puts it well:

It is now increasingly agreed thtite Old Testament in its final form is a product of and response to the
Babylonian ExileThis premise needs to be stated more precisely. The Torah (Pentateuch) was likely
completed in response to the exile, and the subsequent formation of the prophetic corpus and the
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a product of Second Temple Judaism [=postexilic period]. This suggests that by their intention, these
YFGSNRFEA FNBXFY AyaSydAiazylf FyR O2KSNByGd NBaLX
older materials may have been utilized (and the use of old materials can hardly be doubted), the exilic
and/or postexilic location of the final form of the text suggests that the Old Testament materials,
understood normatively, are to be taken precisely in an acute crisis of displacement, when old

certitudes: sociopolitical as well as theologicahad failed™®

This is not to say Genesis was written from scratch after the exile. In fact, Genesis is certainly made up of
older, traditional material likely going back hundreds of years. But in the form in which we have it, it

Fdzy OliAz2zya (2 aLlSI] G2 K2¢ LANIStf aSSa KSNAStET | a
G202S0GAGBS | O02dzyt 2F 2NRAIAyazé odzi |y SyOdz GdzNB

The postexilic setting of the Pentateuch as a whole came to be generally accepted by the time we
get to the nineteenth century. During that time, another factor came to light that likewise affected how
Genesis should be read. The burgeoning discipline of archaeology introduced texts and artifacts from the
FYOASYG bSEFENI 9FadSNYy ¢2NIRX LaNIStQa ySAIKoz2NE |
intellectual world in which the Bible was written. This provided a basisdmparison and contrast
between Israel and the surrounding nations. Perhaps the best known of these is the discovery of a
Babylonian creation story known to uslsuma Elishit is hard to overstate the immediate and lasting
impact this text has had on how people have come to understand Genesis 1. However distinct Genesis 1
and Enuma Eliskvere from each other in some important respects, it was quickly seen that they were also
disturbingly similar in how they described the creation of the world. This raised rather obvious questions
about the unigueness of Genesis as revelation from God, as well as its value as an historical document. To
put it bluntly, however much the stories of the early chapters of Genesis may have looked fanciful to
modern readers beforehand, there was now concrete evidence that Genesis was somehow connected to
the mythologies of other ancient peoples.

What these extrabiblical creation stories highlight for us is how very much at home Genesis is in
theancientworld A G aLISF{14a GKSANI fly3dz3Ss aoNBlI GKSa GKS
modern questions of origins, but ancient ones. And those questions were not primarily abstract questions
of universal scientific interest, but very practical questions of how wWes Egyptians, Assyrians,

. loef2yAlyar FYyR LaNIStAGSa oFyY2y3a 2G6KSNARO OF YS
expect Genesis to answer our questions is to ignore its ancient setting and purptseh is to say, it is to

not truly read Genesis. Much has happened over the last 200 years (roughly) that have affected how
Genesis should be read. Understanding something of these developments will help us see the kinds of
guestions Genesis is prepared to answand conversely, not answer.

How Do We Understand Paul?

¢tKS OSYidNIf Aa&dadzS F2NJ/KNRAGALFIYa Aa tldzx Qi dza
Corinthians 15 as well. As mentioned above, the analogy seems to rest on the unquestioned historical
nature of both Adam and Jesus, and if one of those figures is deemed unhistorical, the entire analogy falls
F LI NGS YR GKSNBF2NBE GKS D2allSt o . dzi t | dzZ Qa dzyRS
GKS LI FTAY YSIYyAy3aé 2F || FSg OSNASA Ay t !l dZ Qa S
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context of other factors that are not always considered in the context of the evolution debate. For
example,

OM0O 126 R2Sa tlhdzZ Qa @ASg 2F ! RIY &ljda NB 6AGK
particular? Does either say or imply that every human is dead in sin by inheriting the guilt of the first
KdzYlys +ta Yrye 9@FyaStAO0olfa dzyRSNBRUOFIYR tlhdzZ (G2 0o
Testament teach or assume that either humanity in general or Israel in particular are slaves to sin?

OHO 126 R2Sa tlhdzZ Qa AYOISNILINBGFGA2Y 2F GKS ! RI
ISYSNIfK 52Sa& tldzZ GeLAOrtfte KIYyRfS GKS hftR ¢Sai
handling of Genesis or any portion of the Old Testament affected by his Second Temple Jewish
SYGBANRYYSyYy (K | 2 gRomahSaatext dffattthanehe ihdeRs1@rRis things like the cosmos,
biology, and anthropology?

(3) As obvious as it may seem, what exactly is Paul getting at in Romans and 1 Corinthians? What is
0KS GKS2f23A0Ftf f23A0 2F GKS WSadzak! RFY LI NIt St
of those letters generally for appealing to Adam the way he does? How does Adam function theologically in
these two correspondences?

All of these questions have been or are being addressed by biblical scholars, thus even giving a
glimpse of the state of the discussion would take us far beyond the purposes of this essay (and the allotted
space). It is enough to know that these questions are not obscurantist or rebellious, but fully legitimate and
AYLR2NIFYG AY @ASSs 2F GKS AaadzS 0SF2NB dzad ¢KS 02
straightforward matter, and his ancient assumptions of human origins cannot be expected to direct or
influence scientific models of human origins.

What is the Bible and what does it mean to read it well?

This is perhaps the most important issue of the three, for thinking differently about the nature of
the Bible and what it means to read it will allow greater flexibility in how Evangelicals address Genesis and
Paul.

¢2 0SS adiNBzI GKS 0A0fAOFt @GASg 2F KdzYly 2NAIAAY
to say so and press on, with a quaint nod or an embarrassed shuffling of the feet. The truth is deeper and
more significant than that and touches upon the very nature of the Christian faith. It is important for future
generations of Christians, now more than ever, to have a view of the Bible where its rootedness in ancient
ways of thinking is theological positivelt is not a problem to be overcome. It shows us the glory of God.
hyS ¢6lé& (KS2t23Alya KI@S SELINBaaSR GKS (KS2t23A0
an analogy between the person of Christ and Scripttdthough no analogy is ever complete, fully
consistent, or without other problems, they serve a valuable role in offering creative intellectual models for
addressing difficult concepts. With that in mind, Dutch theologian Herman Bavinck puts the matter
succinctly. He writes that a Doctrine of Scripture,

is the working out and application of the central fact of revelation: the incarnation of the Word. The
Word (logos) has become flesh (sarx), and the word has become Scripese;two facts do not

only run parallel but are most intimately connecté&hrist became flesh, a servant, without form or
comeliness, the most despised of human beings; he descended to the nethermost parts of the earth

78 Evangelicals, Evolution, and the Bible:
Moving Toward a Synthesis
By PETE ENNS



BIOLOGOS

FOUNDATION The BioLogos Foundation « www.BioLogos.org/projects/scholar-essays

! and became obedient even to death on the cross. So also the word, the revelation of God, entered
; the world of creatureliness, the life and history of humanity, in all the human forms of dream and

; vision, of investigation and reflectipnght down into that which is humanly weak and despised and

| ignobleX ® ! £ f GKAAa (G221 LXIFOS Ay 2NRSN) GKFdG GKS S
| and not ours:*

Bavinck, here and elsewhet2is certainly enthusiastic to draw a vital connection between the nature of
GKS . A0fS YR /KNRAadQa AyOFrNYylraAz2y |yR (2 KAIKEA
CKdzYATAFGA2YyZé a2 (G2 aLISIF1® ¢KSNB Aa + NBlFazy gKe
| bruises, peaks and valleys, gaps and gaslitds to exaltD 2 R@46 SNE y 2 2dz2NB P ¢ KA &

| humanity should not be misunderstood as a failure to give the divine authorship of Scripture its due
place this is a common yet regrettable mistake among Fundamentalists and some Evangelicals. Rather, to
accent the notion that Scripture reflects the ancient contexts in which it was written is to proclaim as good
and powerful what that divine author has actually, by his wisdom, produced. The status of Scripture as

08 GKAOK {ONARLIidzZNBEa OFly o6S GNHzZ & aSSy | a b#®&yRQa
be seerbecauseof its humanity D2 RQa OK2 aSy Y S| y dotbg BokiGgasitdAnditGs: A 2

. Thatis what points us to the divine, just as Christ does in his state of humiliation. To marginalize, or
CYAYAYAT ST 2NJ az2YSK2g 3ISG 0SKAYR GKS . Ao0fSQa aONB
- strip God of his glory.
| Ly F Y2NB LRLdzZ I N gSAys /& {d [SgAa | RRNBaasSa
' translation of the New Testament letters into contemporary English. Although the topic here is translation,
[ S6AaQa RSTSyasS 27T t KAf {“ALédds observetiaSte Bifeak stilof tie Blew i
Testament betrays writers for whom Greek was not a language at their full command. He writes:

i Does this shock us? It ought not to, except as the Incarnation itself ought to shock us. The same
divine humility which decreed that God should become a baby in a ped@sany' | y Qa o6 NB I a
later an arrested fielgpreacher in the hands of the Roman police, decreed also that He should be
preached in a vulgar, prosaic and unliterary language. If you can stomach the one, you can stomach
the other. The Incarnation is in that sense an irreverent doctrine: Christianity, in that sense, an
incurably irreverent religion. When we expect that it should have come before the World in all the
beauty that we now feel in the Authorized Version we are as wide of the mark as the Jews were in
expecting that the Messiah would come as an earthly King. The real sanctity, the real beauty and

in.t°

[ S6AaQa 20aSNBFGA2Y Aa YIFENJSR gAGK | NXSG2NXOI €
Bavinck. Neither Jesus nor Scripture are quite what we might have expected. And it is precisely that fact
that drives us to see a more real sanctity, a more real beauty, and a more real subliboth.idgain, as
@AY Ol Lz AGZ AG0 A& GKNER dzA KpoyedNJodiseket&IQa > | YR
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The theological point made by Bavinck and Lewis should be applied to the evolution issue. Might it
0S GKIG AG Aa Ay GKS @SNER 2FFSyasS 2F (GKS . Ao0ftS f
D2RQa KFYyR 4 2N}l K /2dfdR AG oS (dKIFId S aSS D2RQ
GyYSaarySaae 2F GUKS . A0fST o6dzi LINBOAaSte Ay AlGK a
and brief collection of things to believe or not believe (a doctrinal statement or the l&enething that
could be more easily controlled and transmitted through the centuribat by seeing the lengths to which
he has gone to enter the human drama, with all the risk that entails?

The state of scientific knowledge at this moment in history is driving us to ask questions such as
these. The challenges presented to Christianity by the various scientific disciplines, most formidably those
that pertain to evolutionary theory, cannot be swept aside with the wave of a doctrinal hand. They are here
to stay, and we must decide whether to address them and so make adjustments to our understanding of
the Bible, or to declare that no force in heaven, on earth, or below the earth can affect what we already
know to be the case. That is our choice, and this essay is written for those who adopt the former point of
view.

Notes

1. This point is made most recently in several essays in Ronald L. Numbegslieb, Goes to Jail: And
Other Myths about Science and Religi@ambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009).

2. Recently, Denis O. Lamoureux has brought a deliberate hermeneutical dimension to this discussion in his
Evolutionary Creation: A Christian Approach to Evolinigene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2008) and in his

popular treatmentl Love Jesus and | Accept Evolutieugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2009). Lamoureux
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nature of Scripture is understood as a necessary element of inspiration rather than obscuring it
(Evolutionary Creatigril69376). My own work expresses the matter similathyspiration and Incarnation:
Evangelicals and the Problem of the Old Testarftérand Rapids: Baker, 2005]).
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4. See the recent comprehensive and authoritative treatment, Davis A. Young and Ralph F. Reekkey,
and Time: Geological Evidence for the Age of the EBdtvners Grove, IL: IVP, 2008). Dave Young.

5. After Genesis 5:3, Adam is mentioned elsewhere in the Old Testament only in the genealogy in 1

/| KNBYAOt S&a mYMd 'y alFRIFEYé Aa YSYUuAz2ySR Ay W23aKdz
and almost certainly in Hosea, too (or perhaps a reference to humanity as a whole, but certainly not to the
Adam of Genesis). This is further complicated by the fact that the HebrewWbrd ¢arYrefer to an

individual by that name or to humanity in general. In the New Testament, Adam appears in two
genealogical contexts, Luke 3:38 and Jude 14. The only place in the Bible, other than Genebisra

Adam is of any theological importance is Romans 5 and 1 Corinthians 15, mentioned here, and 1 Timothy
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2:13, where Paul is addressing the role of women in church matters. The importance Paul places on Adam
relative to the apparent lack of importance elsewhere, especially in the Old Testament, seems like a matter
worth considering seriously, which we will do in a later section of this paper. Also, Eve is not mentioned
elsewhere in the Old Testament, and only in two polemical passages in the New Testament (2 Corinthians
11:3 and 1 Timothy 2:13).
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- hardly makes Paul a universalist. It is JUSt a matter of maintaining the force of the analogy The fact that
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that he himself realized the analogy is not perfect.

7. 1 want to be clear that this is certainly not the casedibEvangelicals although even the fluidity of the
GSNY a9@yaStAl0lrté Ay NBOSyd &SkHNmR O2dzyasSta OF dzi
| others who consider themselves within a general Evangelical paradigm have already made hermeneutical
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the word, e.g. as defined by the Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy and the Chicago Statement on

. Biblical Hermeneutics. This is because hermeneutical issues, and their doctrinal implications, are part of
9 g y3StNIOX d A BAYRENE i Fnthesis between evolution and Evangelicalism will require

. the latter to make hermeneutical adjustments that have been resisted for much of its history, and still exist
| today.

| 8. Readers interested in a balanced and popular treatment of this issue can see Denis Aléaaadion
' or Evolution: Do We Have to Choof@®ford: Monarch, 2008).

9. Without expanding on this point too much, it seems that a fair degree of Evangelical difficulties with
. evolution and other areas of science is a sociological boundary issue. Evangelicalism and Fundamentalism
. were born out of conflict and so the protection of borders often surfaces as a prime objective. To boot,
Ff 6K2dzZ3K YdzOK 2F 9@l y3aStAO0FftAaYyQa R2OUGNAYLFE NR2G
within pre-modern (i.e., posReformational) paradigms. When intellectual categories shifted, it was not

always easy to rethink doctrinal commitments when those commitments were tied to earlier intellectual
paradigms. Other Christian traditions have not had the same sociological history as Evangelicals have, and
the latter might very well learn from the former. For a succinct summary of the history of the current
9@ yaASt A0t LINRPOofSYZ 4SS al Nl b2tfsx d9@Fy3sStaAolft
| March 2010]. Onlinéttp://biologos.org/uploads/projects/Noll_scholarly essay.pdf.

10. W. Brueggemaniiheology of the Old Testament: Testimony, Dispute, Advdkacgeapolis: Fortress,
1997), 7475.

11. The implications of this analogy is one | attempt to explicate iimspiration and Incarnatiori.address
various nuances of this analogy, including its shortcomingsjat/peterennsonline.com/2009/09/13/
fleshingout-arrincarnationaimodelof-the-bible/. Also, some of my thoughts here are fleshed out more
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Calvin Theological Journé2/2 (2007): 21986.

|
| 12. Herman BavincReformed Dogmatics: Volume 1: Prolegomérens. J. Vriend; Grand Rapids: Baker,

| 2003) 43435; my emphasis.
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word of God, did not spurn anything human to serve as an organ of the divine. The revelation of God is not
abstractly supernatural but has entered into the human fabric, into persons and states of beings, into forms
and usages, into history and life. It does not fly high above us but descends into our situation; it has
become flesh and blood, like us in all things except sin. Divine revelation is now an ineradicable constituent
of this cosmos in which we live and, effecting renewal and restoration, continues its operét®muman

has become an instrument of the divirtke natural has become a revelation of the supernatural; the

visible has become a sign and seal of the invisible. In the process of inspiration, use has been made of all
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| He certainly was quite in touch with the many difficulties inherent in a literalistic view of inerrancy, for
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NBEfAIA2dza OANDTE SaG. S.dewks OnSeriptiire: WISThoughisTorittie lstureSoyBiblical
Inspiration, the Role of Revelation and the Question of Inerfddago: Word, 1979), 23).

Testament Epistle@New York: Macmillan, 1953),-viii.
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