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 This paper will defend the view that Adam and Eve are the original human pair from whom all 

other humans descend, that they were specially and directly created by God in His image, and that 

Adam’s sin resulted in the corruption of God’s original creation and the introduction of sin and death 

into the world and to mankind.  Unfortunately, at the present time, this position is being challenged, not 

only by critical scholars who could be expected to disregard biblical teaching, but increasingly, even by 

those who present themselves as having a high view of Scripture.  Consequently, this paper begins with 

a review of some recent discussions concerning the historicity of Adam and Eve, it continues with an 

analysis of the biblical teaching concerning the historical Adam and Eve, and it concludes with a 

consideration of some important theological truths that are compromised when the biblical teaching 

concerning Adam and Eve is jettisoned. 

Review of Some Recent Discussions 

 One of the key figures in the current discussion is Dr. Francis Collins, a physician and geneticist 

known for his work with the Human Genome Project.  Collins is a former atheist who has become a 

Christian and believes that Christianity is compatible with belief in biological evolution.1  Collins is 

founder of the BioLogos Foundation, “a community of evangelical Christians committed to exploring and 

celebrating the compatibility of evolutionary creation and biblical faith, guided by the truth that ‘all 

                                                           
1
 “Science and Faith, Coexisting Peacefully.” http://biologos.org/science-and-faith-coexisting-peacefully (accessed 

15 March 2012). 
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things hold together in Christ.’ *Colossians 1:17+”2  In his 2006 book, The Language of God,  he argues 

that scientific analysis points to the origin of modern humans approximately a hundred thousand years 

ago from an initial breeding population of approximately ten thousand ancestors.  That being the case, 

he states, “The real dilemma for the believer comes down to whether Genesis 2 is describing a special 

act of miraculous creation that applied to a historic couple, making them biologically different from all 

other creatures that had walked the earth, or whether this is a poetic and powerful allegory of God’s 

plan for the entrance of the spiritual nature (the soul) and the Moral Law into humanity.”3  Collins 

concludes that Genesis 1-2 “can best be understood as poetry and allegory rather than a literal scientific 

description of origins.”4  Collins is not a theologian, but his views have had a significant influence on a 

number of the theologians discussed below. 

 In September 2010, Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith published a series of articles 

related to the historicity of Adam and Eve, genomics, and evolutionary science.5  In his article, Jack 

Collins presented “a version of the traditional view” that Adam and Eve are “an original human couple 

through whom sin and death came into the world.”6  He reads Genesis as an account of actual events 

that uses “rhetorical and literary techniques to shape the readers’ attitudes toward those events”7 and 

states as his goal to “set up some guidelines that preserve the historical core and allow some freedom 

for those who would explore.”8  As a minimum, he insists “that this particular couple were a fresh start, 

for whom physical death was not their intended outcome. The spiritual death resulting from their 

                                                           
2
 “About the BioLogos Foundation.” http://biologos.org/about (accessed 15 March 2012). 

3
 Francis Collins, The Language of God (New York: Free Press, 2006), 207. 

4
 Collins, The Language of God, 206.  See further, “Were Adam and Eve Historical Figures?” 

http://biologos.org/questions/evolution-and-the-fall (accessed 21 March 2012). 
5
 The articles included are revisions of papers originally delivered at a Symposium for the 64

th
 annual meeting of 

the American Scientific Affiliation at Baylor University in 2009 (Arie Leegwater, “In This Issue.” Perspectives on 
Science and Christian Faith 62.3 [Sept 2010]: 146). 
6
 C. John Collins, “Adam and Eve as Historical People, and Why It Matters.” Perspectives on Science and Christian 

Faith 62.3 (Sept 2010): 147-148. 
7
 Collins, “Adam and Eve as Historical People,” 149. 

8
 Collins, “Adam and Eve as Historical People,” 159. 
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disobedience ruined whatever process would have kept them alive.”9
  Collins further insists 1) that the 

origin of humans “goes beyond a merely natural process,”10 2) that Adam and Eve stand “at the 

headwaters of the human race,”11 3) and that “[t]he Fall, in whatever form it took, was both historical (it 

happened) and moral (it involved disobeying God), and occurred at the beginning of the human race.”12  

Finally, Collins entertains the possibility that there were more humans than just Adam and Eve at the 

beginning, in which case he suggests that these should be seen as a single tribe with Adam as chief (and 

Eve as his wife) and that the entire tribe fell under the representative leadership of Adam.13 

 Dennis Venema presents genomics evidence for the common ancestry of humans and primates 

and for an original population size for humans at the time of speciation of around 10,000.  Based on this 

evidence, he argues for theistic evolution and regards the Genesis creation narratives as an 

accommodation to Ancient Near Eastern culture which should not be expected to concord with modern 

scientific positions.14 

 Daniel Harlow also finds the scientific evidence conclusive in favor of the evolutionary origin of 

the human race.  Faced with this evidence, he considers three options for how one might approach the 

biblical narratives concerning Adam and Eve.  First, one might take a literalist approach to Scripture and 

dispute the science.  Second, one might take a concordist approach and “finesse one’s interpretation of 

Scripture to accord with the science.”15 Or third, one might “assign the Bible and science to two separate 

spheres of authoritative discourse.”16  Harlow opts for the third, arguing that, “Adam and Eve are strictly 

                                                           
9
 Collins, “Adam and Eve as Historical People,” 159. 

10
 Collins, “Adam and Eve as Historical People,” 159. 

11
 Collins, “Adam and Eve as Historical People,” 159. 

12
 Collins, “Adam and Eve as Historical People,” 159. 

13
 Collins, “Adam and Eve as Historical People,” 160.  Collins credits Derek Kidner (Genesis [Downers Grove: 

InterVarsity, 1967], 26-31) for this view and it is not entirely clear that this is his preferred position, but he does 
allow for it as a possibility. 
14

 Dennis R. Venema, “Genesis and the Genome: Genomics Evidence for Human-Ape Common Ancestry and 
Ancestral Hominid Population Sizes.” Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith 62.3 (Sept 2010): 166-178. 
15

 Daniel C. Harlow, “After Adam: Reading Genesis in an Age of Evolutionary Science.” Perspectives on Science and 
Christian Faith 62.3 (Sept 2010): 180. 
16

 Harlow, “After Adam,” 180. 
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literary figures—characters in a divinely inspired story about the imagined past that intends to teach 

primarily theological, not historical, truths about God, creation, and humanity.”17  He argues that 

Genesis 1-11 should be read as “story, not history.”18  These chapters represent an inspired retelling, 

adaptation, and critique of the Ancient Near Eastern stories about the origin of the world and 

mankind.19  But Harlow recognizes that the view he espouses has profound implications for several 

critical Christian doctrines.  If human origins are the result of millions of years of natural selection, this 

not only presupposes death before the fall, it calls in question the very nature of the fall and the 

beginning of mankind’s sinful condition.  Many of the behaviors that are commonly identified as “sinful” 

are also present in the animal kingdom and a natural part of the evolutionary process.  Harlow states 

that, “Far from infecting the rest of the animal creation with selfish behaviors, we humans inherited 

these tendencies from our animal past.”20  He concludes that the doctrine of the fall and of original sin 

can only be retained if it is reformulated as a byproduct of evolutionary processes.  Self-preservation at 

the expense of others is a natural tendency of all living creatures.  This tendency became sinful for 

humans once they evolved to the point of God-awareness and developed the ability to exercise free-

will.  Likewise, each individual becomes a culpable sinner as personal moral awareness is reached and 

selfish behavior inevitably results.  “So understood, original sin is not the result of a single fall but of 

repeated falls in the life of every human being and of their cumulative, systemic effects in society and 

culture. And humanity’s constant falling away is not a descent from some primordial state of integrity 

but a failure to live up to a divinely posed ideal.”21  Once the doctrine of original sin is reformulated, 

Harlow also finds it necessary to reformulate the doctrine of the atonement.  He finds the Christus Victor 

or moral influence theories of the atonement much more amenable to his revised hamartiology.22 

                                                           
17

 Harlow, “After Adam,” 181. 
18

 Harlow, “After Adam,” 181. 
19

 Harlow, “After Adam,” 182. 
20

 Harlow, “After Adam,” 180. 
21

 Harlow, “After Adam,” 191. 
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 John Schneider also realizes that acceptance of an evolutionary position will require rethinking 

critical Christian doctrines.  He states, “[T]hey will have (in some instances) to abandon belief in the 

verbal inerrancy of Scripture, and (in all instances) they will seriously have to consider reformulations of 

confessional teaching on human origins, and particularly on the historical Fall. This, in turn, will demand 

rethinking a connected cluster of traditional Protestant teachings logically linked with other doctrines 

that constitute the confessional core of their institutional identities.”23  Schneider acknowledges that 

“[i]n the instance of a theory of science that is still by definition ‘unproven,’ but has presumed currency 

in science, and also is in conflict with the presumed reading of Scripture, there is no sure-fire rule for 

knowing where the default probability lies for either the science or the reading.”24  He seems to consider 

science more authoritative in this instance.  Schneider describes the traditional view of the Fall as 

follows: 

When I use the phrase “historical Fall,” it will henceforth be shorthand for the doctrine that 
affirms this account of human origins, or something like it: that God originally created a first pair 
of human beings, positioned them in idyllic spiritual and moral conditions, so that when 
deliberately subjected to temptation, they were genuinely free to obey God or not. They freely 
chose not to obey God, and as a consequence, they “fell” from these utopian beginnings, so that 
they and all their descendants, by heredity, became mortal, and enslaved from birth to a natural 
desire to embrace their disobedience (sin). Finally, somehow, their disobedience brought about 
a “Fall” for the cosmos and nature, too.25 
 

But he rejects this view since on an evolutionary account of origins, the world did not begin as an idyllic 

place.  Rather, most of the so called consequences of the “curse,” should be recognized as having been 

part of the history of the world since long before the existence of humans.  He concludes that God’s plan 

is to bring the world and humans to maturity and perfection in the end, but that He did not do so at the 

beginning.26 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
22

 Harlow, “After Adam,” 192. 
23

 John R. Schneider, “Recent Genetic Science and Christian Theology on Human Origins: An ‘Aesthetic 
Supralapsarianism.’” Perspectives on Science and Christian Faith 62.3 (Sept 2010): 197. 
24

 Schneider, “Recent Genetic Science and Christian Theology,” 197. 
25

 Schneider, “Recent Genetic Science and Christian Theology,” 199-200. 
26

 Schneider, “Recent Genetic Science and Christian Theology,” 203. 
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On 30 September - 1 October 2011, the Bryan Institute for Critical Thought and Practice 

sponsored a seminar on “Reading Genesis 1-2: An Evangelical Conversation” with Richard Averbeck, 

Todd Beall, Jack Collins, Tremper Longman, and John Walton.  On the second day of the seminar, 

panelists were asked to address the question of a historical Adam and Eve.27  Four out of five claimed to 

accept a historical Adam and Eve, but only two out of five clearly articulated belief in Adam and Eve as 

the original human pair from whom all other humans descend.  Averbeck views Adam and Eve as a real 

man and a real woman, the first two people.  Beall also clearly expressed support for seeing Adam and 

Eve as the original human pair.  Collins stated that he accepts a historical reference to Adam and Eve, 

but with a different hermeneutic.  While he prefers to see them as the original human pair, he 

expressed a willingness, if scientific evidence required a larger original population, to see Adam and Eve 

as an original pair that has a relationship to that larger population, rather than as the fountainhead of all 

humans.  Longman clearly stated that he does not consider it necessary for Adam to be a historical 

individual for Genesis 2-3 to be true in what it teaches.  He considers Adam a literary character who 

represents humanity.  Walton considers Adam and Eve the original functional and archetypal human 

pair.  The mention of Adam in biblical genealogies suggests strongly that he is a historical person.  

However, Walton is less certain about the material origins of humanity.  He argues that the figurative 

language in Genesis 2 leaves that question very much open to discussion. 

In January of this year,  Brazos Press published Peter Enns’ The Evolution of Adam, in which he 

argues that the scientific evidence supporting evolution and the literary evidence from the ancient 

world make a literal understanding of the historical Adam as presented in Genesis and Paul untenable.  

Faced with this situation, he argues that Christians are left with four alternatives:  

1) Accept evolution and reject Christianity. 

                                                           
27

 Richard Averbeck, Todd Beall, Jack Collins, Tremper Longman, and John Walton.  “Saturday Session Two: 
Historical Adam and Eve.”  Bryan Institute (1 Oct 2011) 
http://www.bryan.edu/assets/files/Podcasts/BryanInstitute/20111001%20Saturday%20Session%20Two.mp3 
(accessed 26 March 2012) 
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 2) accept Paul’s view of Adam as binding and reject evolution. 
 3) Reconcile evolution and Christianity by positing a first human pair (or group) at some point in 

the evolutionary process. 
4) Rethink Genesis and Paul.28 
 

The third option, he rules out because it results in an Adam who is “utterly foreign to the biblical 

portrait.”29  This leaves him with the fourth option.  Enns argues for a view of inspiration that sees the 

Bible as a very human book, speaking in the cultural idioms of the day.30  He suggests that the Adam 

narrative is a story of Israel’s self-definition.  Adam is not a figure for the original human being, but for 

the original Israelite.31  He acknowledges that Paul considers Adam to be a historical individual whose 

“primordial act of disobedience invariably brought all subsequent humanity to be enslaved to the power 

of death and sin [emphasis in original],” but Enns does not consider this a viable option.32  He considers 

Paul’s thinking on this matter to be an accommodation to his second temple milieu.  And yet, Enns does 

not think much of importance is lost by discarding Paul’s understanding of the cause of sin and death as 

long as one retains the concepts of death as a universal problem, sin as a universal problem, and the 

historical event of the death and resurrection of Christ as the solution to those problems.33 

Biblical Teaching Concerning the Historical Adam and Eve 

Three main approaches have been taken to understanding the creation narratives in Genesis.34  

First, there are those who understand these chapters as similar to the Ancient Near Eastern creation 

myths, with little or no historical value.  Their primary purpose is to teach theological truth that is 

timeless and not anchored in actual historical events.  Those who take this approach give themselves 

maximum flexibility to accept whatever the dictates of modern science require since neither science nor 

                                                           
28

 Peter Enns, The Evolution of Adam (Grand Rapids: Brazos, 2012), xvii-xviii. 
29

 Enns, The Evolution of Adam, xvii. 
30

 Enns, The Evolution of Adam, 143-145. 
31

 Enns, The Evolution of Adam, 65-70. 
32

 Enns, The Evolution of Adam, 122. 
33

 Enns, The Evolution of Adam, 123-125. 
34

 The following material is indebted largely to Todd S. Beall, “Contemporary Hermeneutical Approaches to Genesis 
1-11” in Coming to Grips with Genesis, eds. Terry Mortenson and Thane H. Ury (Green Forest, AR: Master Books, 
2008), 131-162, who identifies four basic approaches, but those four have been reduced to three here. 
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history is expected from the biblical text. 35  In favor of this conceptual approach, it might be noted that 

the Ancient Near East was , indeed, the conceptual world in which the early Hebrews lived and one 

should attempt to interpret Genesis in its own historical context.    However, there are also profound 

differences between Genesis and the Ancient Near Eastern creation myths.   The most striking 

characteristic of the Genesis account is its monotheism, which stands in stark contrast to the polytheism 

of all the surrounding cultures.  In Genesis, there is no discussion of God’s origin, which is a significant 

feature in the Ancient Near Eastern counterparts.   Genesis is intensely interested in history, while its 

Ancient Near Eastern counterparts have little interest in history.36  Rather than seeing Genesis as 

borrowing from these Ancient Near Eastern mythological accounts, it seems better to regard Genesis as 

preserving the true story and to regard these other accounts as distant and faint memories of that story 

among those who have rejected the true God and written Him out of their story.37 

Second, there are those who treat the early chapters of Genesis as partly literal and partly 

figurative.38   This is frequently associated with a concordist perspective.  It attempts to read the text as 

literally as possible, but is willing to accept a more figurative reading if this helps to accommodate a 

scientific perspective.  It seeks to agree with modern science as much as possible without doing 

complete violence to the biblical text.  Unfortunately, this approach rarely satisfies anyone.  Scientists 

are not satisfied with its handling of the scientific data and it is not the most natural reading of the 

biblical text either.  Also, there seems to be little warrant for treating the opening chapters of Genesis 

any differently than the rest of the book.   

                                                           
35

 Harlow, Schneider, Longman, and Walton fit in this category.  See also Peter Enns, Inspiration and Incarnation 
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2005); 49-56; Peter Enns, The Evolution of Adam, passim;  John H. Walton, The Lost World of 
Genesis One (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2009); John H. Walton, Genesis 1 As Ancient Cosmology (Winona Lake: 
Eisenbrauns, 2011). 
36

 Beall, “Contemporary Hermeneutical Approaches to Genesis 1-11,” 138. 
37

 Beall, “Contemporary Hermeneutical Approaches to Genesis 1-11,” 140. 
38

 John Collins fist in this category. 



Myron C. Kauk Page 9 

 

The best approach, and the one taken here, is to read the opening chapters of Genesis as 

essentially literal.  As Beall has noted, chapter 12 is connected to chapter 11 by a waw consecutive 

 which indicates that “what follows is a continuation of chapter 11, not a major break in the ,(ַויֹאֶמר)

narrative.”39  The entire book is structured by the תֹוְלדֹות  sections which occur throughout the book.40  

The genealogies in Genesis 5 and 11 also speak strongly in favor of a literal interpretation.  Why should 

Abraham be considered a historical character and Terah, his father, be a literary figure?  But if Terah is a 

historical character, then why not Nahor too, and Serug, and so on back to Shem?  And if Shem is a 

historical character, why not Noah and the rest of the line all the way back to Adam?  There is no 

compelling reason in the text for seeing any of these as less historical than any of the others.  The best 

approach to reading the creation narratives in Genesis is to read them as essentially literal narratives.   

That is not to say that there is no figurative language in these chapters, but the figurative language is 

such as is normal to narrative prose and understandable within that context.  

The first mention of ָאָדם   comes in Gen 1:26-27.  Here the term is clearly used generically of 

mankind since God creates ָאָדם  male and female.  Humans were created on the sixth day and they were 

created in God’s image.  What exactly this means has been much debated.  Jack Collins suggests that it 

means humans resemble God in some way, are meant to have a relationship with Him, and are meant to 

represent Him.41  Enns insists that “[t]he image of God is not that spark in us that makes us human 

rather than animal,” but that “[i]t refers to humanity’s role of ruling God’s creation as God’s 

representatives.”42  Walton defines it as “a physical manifestation of divine (or royal) essence that bears 

the function of that which it represents; this gives the image-bearer the capacity to reflect the attributes 

                                                           
39

 Beall, “Contemporary Hermeneutical Approaches to Genesis 1-11,” 145. 
40

 2:4; 5:1; 6:9;  10:1; 11:10; 11:27; 25:12; 25:19; 36:1; 37:2. 
41

 C. John Collins, Genesis 1-4: A Linguistic, Literary, and Theological Commentary (Phillipsburg, NJ:  P & R 
Publishing, 2006), 61-67. 
42

 Enns, The Evolution of Adam, xv. 
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of the one represented and act on his behalf.”43  At the very least, this means that mankind is special.  

No other created being, not even the angels, are said to be created in God’s image.  This separates 

humans from the rest of animate creation.  They have a unique relationship with God that no other 

creature has. 

The details concerning the creation of man are given in chapter 2, which, far from being a 

contradictory second account of creation,44 is best seen as an expanded description of the sixth day of 

creation. 45  Gen 2:5-6 places the setting of this narrative at a time when “no shrub of the field was yet in 

the earth, and no plant of the field had yet sprouted, for the LORD God had not sent rain upon the earth, 

and there was no man to cultivate the ground.  But a mist used to rise from the earth and water the 

whole surface of the ground.”46  Collins argues that ֶאֶרץ in this context should be translated “land” as it 

is in vv 11-12, rather than “earth,” and that it refers to a specific land where Adam is formed rather than 

to the whole earth.47  There is not conflict, therefore, with the Genesis 1 account which places the 

creation of plants on the third day, before the creation of man.  All this passage is saying is that there 

were not plants in this land, and the reason given is because there was no rain and there was no farmer.  

Collins suggests that the language, “the LORD God had not sent rain upon the earth … But a mist used to 

rise from the earth,” implies the end of the dry season when rain clouds were beginning to form, and 

therefore implies a period of time consisting of at least several years.48  But such an interpretation is 

neither necessary nor preferable.  The timing of these events is set in 2:4 as “the day when the LORD 

God made earth and heaven.” This refers to the creation week and speaks of a time before any rain had 

                                                           
43

 John H. Walton, Genesis (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2001), 131. 
44

 Harlow, “After Adam,” 185; Francis Collins, The Language of God, 150-153. 
45

 Collins (Genesis 1-4, 110) notes that “the ‘not good’ of 2:18 puts us prior to the ‘very good’ of 1:31.” 
46

 Scripture quotations taken from the New American Standard Bible. 
47

 Collins, Genesis 1-4, 111.  So also Kenneth A. Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26 (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 1996), 
194. 
48

 Collins, Genesis 1-4, 111.  See also the comments by Richard Averbeck in “Saturday Session Two: Historical Adam 
and Eve.” 
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ever fallen.  The emphasis here is on how things were different before the creation of man and before 

the fall.49 

The depiction of Adam’s formation in v 7 is a clear anthropomorphism.  It need not be presumed 

that God took on a physical form to mold the raw materials into a human figure and then performed 

mouth to mouth resuscitation to bring His image bearer to life.  This is not a scientific description.  And 

yet there are limits to how far this figure can be stretched.  It is difficult to imagine that this was 

intended to communicate a long process involving many intermediate life forms.  There is something 

very “hands on” about this picture.  Walton has argued that the creation account is more concerned 

with “function” than it is with material forms.  And yet, there is something very material about this 

picture (the verb is יַָצר  an older, concrete word for ָבָרא).50  Adam is made from the stuff of earth, the 

dust of the ground.  Enns suggests that the individual ָאָדם in chapters 2-3 may refer to an individual 

selected later from the generic group ָאָדם in chapter 1.51  But again, it needs to be remembered that the 

canonical context places the events of chapter 2 within the creation week.  It seems clear that v 7 is 

intended to depict the creation of the first human. 

In Gen 2:17, Adam is threatened with the certainty of death (מֹות ָתמּות) if he disobeys and eats 

from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil.  It is frequently noted that Adam and Eve did not die 

after eating of the tree, at least not immediately.  So what kind of death is intended here?  Is it merely 

spiritual death that is being threatened?  It seems that there are three aspects to this death that must 

be considered.  First, Adam and Eve died spiritually, immediately upon eating from the forbidden tree.  

Their relationship with God was broken.  But secondly, while Adam and Eve did not die physically 

immediately, they did become mortal.  Their physical deaths became inevitable as depicted in Gen 

                                                           
49

 Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26, 193-195; Allen P, Ross, Creation and Blessing (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996), 121. 
50

 .in Ludwig Koehler and Walter Baumgartner, The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament, ed יַָצר 
Johann Jakob Stam, trans. M. E. J. Richardson, CD-ROM ed. (Leiden: Brill, 1994), BibleWorks, v.8. 
51

 Enns, The Evolution of Adam, 69. 
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3:19.52  And this mortality applied not only to them.  It was also passed down to their offspring.  This is 

seen clearly, for instance, in the genealogy in Gen 5 where the repeated refrain, “and he died,” follows 

every entry except Enoch, the lone exception who proves the rule that everybody dies.  But thirdly, 

Adam and Eve experienced death when God replaced their garments of leaves with garments of animal 

skins (Gen 2:7, 21).  No details are given, but it is not too much to assume that here is a first lesson on 

the need for substitutionary atonement, a prefiguring of the later sacrificial system and eventually of 

Christ.53  Presumably an animal had to die to provide these skins.  So every time that Adam and Eve 

donned their new clothes, they would be reminded that they should have died instead of this animal. 

The formation of the first woman is described in Gen 2:21-22.  Again, the language is admittedly 

figurative, and again, the figure can only be stretched so far.  In this case, Eve is derived from a previous 

life form, but contrary to evolutionary expectations, it is Adam who is the source of Eve.   

Chapter 3 details the account of the fall of Adam and Eve into sin.  “Serpent” in this account 

refers to Satan, the great tempter and not to a snake.  Whether Satan appeared to Eve in the form of a 

talking snake is uncertain and irrelevant.  As a result of Adam and Eve’s sin, the whole world changes.54  

Pain becomes a part of childbirth.  Agriculture changes as the ground is cursed and brings forth “thorns 

and thistles.”  At the end of the chapter, Eve is affirmed as “the mother of all living” (Gen 3:20). 

Adam heads the genealogy in Gen 5:1-5 and again in 1 Chron 1:1.  After that, he is mentioned 

again in the Old Testament at Job 31:33, where Job denies hiding his transgressions like Adam.  In the 

New Testament, Jesus assumes the existence of Adam and Eve “from the beginning” when he teaches 

                                                           
52

 Collins argues that spiritual death is primarily in view, but that physical death is one of the consequences of this 
spiritual death.  See Collins, “Adam and Eve as Historical People,” 158; Collins, Genesis 1-4, 116-119, 160-162.  Enns 
(The Evolution of Adam, 67) argues that Gen 2:17 refers to “the physical death that becomes Adam’s inevitable end 
once he eats the forbidden fruit.”  Ross (Creation and Blessing, 125) states that “*t+he death predicted here 
certainly includes physical death, as Genesis 5 attests, but it involves more than just physical death.” 
53

 Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26, 255;  Ross, Creation and Blessing, 149; Bruce K. Waltke with Cathi J. Fredericks.  
Genesis: A Commentary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2001), 95; John J. Davis, Paradise to Prison (Grand Rapids: 
Baker, 1975), 95; Contra Walton, Genesis, 229-230; Victor P. Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-17 (Grand 
Rapids:  Eerdmans, 1990), 207. 
54

 Cf. Rom 8:20-22. 
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on marriage in Matt 19:4-6; Mark 10:6-8.  Paul states clearly that God “made from one man every nation 

of mankind to live on all the face of the earth” and makes this a linchpin of his apologetic argument to 

the Athenian philosophers.  Paul accepts the temptation of Eve as an actual event in 2 Cor 11:3 and 1 

Tim 2:13, and he affirms that Eve was created after Adam in 1 Tim 2:14.  1 Cor 11:8-9 likewise affirms 

that woman originated from man.  In 1 Cor 15:21-22 Paul connects the life received in Jesus Christ with 

the death that comes from Adam and in the remainder of the chapter he treats physical death as the 

great enemy that was introduced by Adam and overcome by Christ.  Finally, in Rom 5:12-21, Paul affirms 

that sin and death entered the world through one man and that the transgression of Adam had an effect 

on the rest of mankind.  Then he contrasts the death that applies to all who are in Adam with the life 

that is available to all who are in Christ.  It seems clear that Paul accepts Adam as a historical person and 

the Fall as a historical event.55 

Theological Implications 

The discussion concerning the historicity of Adam and Eve finally boils down to two main issues, 

the question of worldview and the question of authority.  On the one hand, there is the biblical 

worldview that runs broadly from creation, to fall, to redemption, to consummation.  On the other hand  

is the evolutionary worldview which begins with a big bang and billions of years, continues with millions 

of years of natural selection, and ends in a very different place.  The two worldviews really are not 

compatible.  In a chapel service concerning this issue at the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary on 8 

November 2011,  Al Mohler made the statement that “when the biblical meta-narrative of creation, fall, 

                                                           
55

 For further discussion of Old and New Testament passages outside of Gen 1-5 that reference Adam, Eve, and the 
Fall, see C. John Collins, Did Adam and Eve Really Exist?  Who They Were and Why You Should Care (Wheaton:  
Crossway, 2011), 66-92 
 



Myron C. Kauk Page 14 

 

redemption, and consummation is denied at the beginning, it has to be denied in the middle and 

modified at the end as well.”56   

Denial of a historical Adam results in denial of a historical fall.  If mankind is the result of millions 

of years of death and survival of the most self-serving, then there was no pristine state from which to 

fall and there were no moral innocents to fall.  And if there was no historical fall, then the nature of the 

atonement must necessarily change.  If there is no vicarious guilt from Adam’s sin, then there is no need 

for vicarious righteousness from Christ’s sacrifice.  Harlow has suggested that a Christus Victor or moral 

influence theory of the atonement may be more appropriate in the paradigm he envisions.57 

Denial of a historical Adam results in a very different view of death.  Physical death is not the 

great enemy as Paul describes in 1 Cor 15:53-57.  In the evolutionary worldview, death is not the great 

enemy to be defeated.  As Enns states, “[D]eath is not the unnatural state introduced by a disobedient 

couple in a primordial garden.  Actually, it is the means that promotes the continued evolution of life on 

this planet and even ensures workable population numbers.  Death may hurt, but it is evolution’s ally.”58  

And if sin is not the cause of physical death, but only spiritual death, then from what does Jesus save?  

And what hope does the Christian have beyond this life? 

There is also a very different view of the eternal state.  In his discussion of Rev 21-22, Enns 

acknowledges that the new heaven and new earth are described in ways that are quite reminiscent of 

Gen 1.  “The Christian Bible ends where it begins; thus it is no surprise to see the re-creation of the 

cosmos described in ways that recall primordial time.”59  But if the beginning is just a literary fiction, can 

the ending be anything more? 

                                                           
56

 R. Albert Mohler, Jr., Chad Brand, Jim Hamilton, Thomas Schreiner, Stephen Wellum, “Adam and the Gospel: Is a 
Historical Adam Necessary?” Southern Baptist Theological Seminary (8 November 2011) 
http://www.sbts.edu/resources/chapel/adam-and-the-gospel-is-a-historical-adam-necessary/ (accessed 29 March 
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In the final analysis, it all comes down to sources of authority.  On the one side are those who 

simply accept the Bible as the final authority on whatever matters it speaks.  They realize that it is not a 

science textbook, but whenever it touches on a matter of science, it does so accurately.  And they do not 

totally ignore other sources of data, but they insist on passing them through a biblical grid, which is their 

final source of authority. 

On the other side are those who may claim to have a high view of Scripture, may claim to 

believe the Bible, but in reality there are other sources that have greater authority for them.  Consider 

the following question asked by Enns in the introduction to The Evolution of Adam:  “If evolution is true, 

what do I do with my Bible?”60  Shouldn’t the question rather be reversed?  “If my Bible is true, what do 

I do with evolution?”  Or consider the following statement by Harlow, “[M]any Bible-believing Christians 

have long found it difficult to read Genesis 1–3 as a factual account of human origins.”61  Can someone 

who does not accept Genesis 1-3 be called “Bible believing?”  Perhaps he should have said, “Many 

otherwise Bible-believing Christians have difficulty with Genesis.”  The truth is, in both of these cases a 

source other than the Bible has been given higher authority than the Bible. 

How then should Bible-believing Christians regard those in the science community that seem so 

convinced that the evidence points towards an evolutionary beginning for human life?  Mohler 

suggested that “they are doing the best they can with the data they have.”  They are limited, in many 

cases, to data in the natural world, and the natural world is broken, under the curse of sin.  But “we are 

accountable to different data.”62 
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