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Adam & Eve’

There is only one central issue that needs to be addressed. Is Dr Swamidass 
a concordist? Swamidass himself vehemently states that he is not, as does Seth 
Hart. I claim that he is a concordist and Dennis Venema agrees with me. How 
do we deal with this impasse? Let me suggest that readers re-examine two dia-
grams from my paper, and they can decide for themselves.

In Figure 1 (p. 201) of my paper1, I offered a well-known example of con-
cordism - the day-age theory of James Dana with the days of Genesis 1 on one 
side, which are aligned with scientific evidence from cosmology and geology 
on the other. The eminent historian of science Professor Edward Davis agrees 
with my selection and stated in 2003, “Dana was a classical concordist who 
viewed Genesis as a broadly historical account of the origins of the world.”2 
Note that this is not an ‘old’ definition of concordism, as Swamidass and Hart 
attempt to dismiss. It is the current standard definition. 

In Figure 3 (p. 208), I presented Swamidass’ genealogical hypothesis. Simi-
lar to Dana, scientific categories are on one side, and they are aligned with 
biblical references on the other. Swamidass and Hart never mention these two 
diagrams and their striking similarities. Swamidass is therefore a concordist 
who is unaware that he is a concordist.

 I must also address a few comments by Seth Hart. He claims that my defini-
tion of concordism would completely undermine the field of biblical archaeol-
ogy. This claim is incorrect. In footnote 29, I clearly stated, ‘I believe that real 
history in the Bible begins with Abraham around Genesis 12. This makes me a 
“historical concordist”. And I embrace without any reservation historical con-
cordism in the New Testament.’ In other words, I firmly accept that Scripture 
from Genesis 12 onward and the archaeological record are tightly aligned. Hart 
therefore misrepresents my views of the Word of God.

Another of Hart’s misreadings of my paper is when he states, ‘[R]ather that 
treating Scripture, as received by the church, as wholly inspired, Lamoureux’s 

1  Lamoureux, D.O. ‘The Swamidass Genealogical Adam & Eve Hypothesis: Rooted in Genre 
Misidentification, Ad Hoc Concordism, and a Biblical Proof-Text’ Science & Christian Belief 
(2024), 36, 188-215
2  Davis, E.B ‘The Word and the Works: Concordism and American Evangelicals’ in Miller, K.B. 
(ed) Perspectives on an Evolving Creation, Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans (2003), pp 34-58. In a 
personal email from Professor Davis on 20 January 2025, he informs me that he still holds this 
same definition of concordism. 
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position divides up which of the sources one ought to consider inspired; in this 
case, the Priestly and Jahwist sources are inspired, and the work of the Redac-
tor and later editors are not’. This assertion is not correct. Twice in my paper, 
I make it abundantly clear that “Genesis 2-4 is a Holy Spirit-inspired account 
of origins” (p. 192), and I refer to ‘the Holy Spirit-inspired opening chapters of 
the Word of God’ (p. 200). Hart creates a false dichotomy that does not exist in 
my paper. 

So, let me state my position in the simplest way: The Holy Spirit inspired 
the P writer, the J writer, the Redactor and the unknown editor (J2). The entire 
canonical Genesis 1-11 is the Holy Spirit-inspired Word of God.

In a less than subtle comment, Hart asserts that my views lead to Rudolf 
Bultman’s demythologization of Holy Scripture. This is a classic fundamentalist 
ad hominem argument. To make my beliefs very clear: In 44 years of being a 
Christian, I have never denied the bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ nor have I 
denied the miracles of the Lord. 

Hart also attacks my acceptance of the Documentary Hypothesis. I offered 
two introductory supplements with my paper for those not familiar with this 
theory. Hart offers no argument against this theory. But more seriously, both 
Hart and Swamidass do not address the blatant contradiction that Cain was 
condemned three times to be a wanderer on the earth in Genesis 4:12-16; and 
then in Genesis 4:17, he marries a woman, has a son, and is obviously seden-
tary because he builds a city. Contradictions in a biblical passage are the classic 
evidence that the passage is composed of different sources.

Swamidass’ genealogical hypothesis is completely dependent on Cain hav-
ing a wife from outside the garden. But the account of Cain marrying a woman 
and the list of his descendants in Genesis 4:17-24 is an addition to Genesis 
2:1-4:16 in an attempt by an unknown editor (J2) to historicize this parable-
like (or mythical) story. In other words, Swamidass’ theory is dependent on an 
incidental editorial artifact that was never part of the original account of Adam 
and Eve and their sons Cain and Abel in Genesis 2:1-4:16.

Finally, I highly commend Dr Venema’s incisive critique of Swamidass’ hy-
pothesis. Venema’s category of ‘ratcheting concordism’ is brilliant and proven 
to be correct, as demonstrated by the responses of Swamidass and Hart. For 
example, they offer a new concordist argument that attempts to see parallels 
between the biblical creation stories and the Greek accounts of the Illiad and 
the Odyssey. But once again, Swamidass and Hart misidentify these two differ-
ent literary genres, and worse, they conflate them. The former are Creation 
Myths with no historical referents, and the latter are Epic Poems with some 
modest references to real historical people and events. I refer the reader to 
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David Leeming’s excellent two-volume Creation Myths of the World,3 in which 
they will discover that there is not one myth that can affirm the historicity of 
the first people created. The de novo creation of humans is an ancient concep-
tualization of the origin of people, not a fact of history.

Dr Venema is also quite correct in emphasizing that Swamidass’ so-called 
‘traditional interpretation’ of Adam is notoriously ‘idiosyncratic’. It has never 
been part of the Christian tradition. Instead, Christians throughout history 
have claimed that all humans descend directly and only from Adam and Eve, 
because as Genesis 3:20 states, Eve “would become the mother of all the living.” 
Swamidass and Hart do not deal with this critical verse, which undermines the 
genealogical hypothesis.

To close, I am reminded of two academic colleagues who heard Swamidass 
present his hypothesis. Afterward, one simply said to the other, “Epicycles.” 
Indeed, the genealogical theory of Swamidass is quite similar to Ptolemy’s geo-
centric astronomy and its clutter of multiple epicycles, deferents, and equants 
in order “to save the appearances” of the movements of heavenly bodies from 
the ancient perspective of the earth being at the centre of the universe. As 
the history of science reveals, Copernicus denounced Ptolemy’s astronomical 
theory as a “monster” because it lacked beauty and simplicity. 

Similarly, Swamidass attempts to save the appearance of a historical Adam 
and Eve. But he fails to acknowledge that the de novo creation of humans is an 
ancient understanding of origins akin to geocentricity. Swamidass’ concordism 
is littered with several Ptolemaic-like hermeneutical notions—biological hu-
mans, textual humans, required descendants, alignment concordism, eisegeti-
cal concordism, etc. Swamidass’ work is also sprinkled with unbiblical and 
unbridled speculations, such as the talking snake in Genesis 3 being the divine 
council. I end this short response with the conclusion of my paper: I reject Swa-
midass’ genealogical Adam and Eve hypothesis because it does not work.

Denis O. Lamoureux is Professor of Science & Religion at St. Joseph’s College in the 
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3  Leeming, D.A. Creation Myths of the World: An Encyclopedia. ABC-CLIO (2009).


