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The question of the historical Adam and Eve has taken a sharp turn over the 
past decade. The panic that once gripped theology seems to have largely sub-
sided, thanks in no small part to contributions by John Walton, Andrew Loke, 
William Lane Craig, and Joshua Swamidass. Now, the question is not if it is pos-
sible for there to have been a historical Adam and Eve but which model one 
prefers. However, not all are impressed. In Lamoureux’s article, he takes aim 
at Swamidass’s explosive work The Genealogical Adam and Eve (GAE), accusing 
it of everything from concordism, ad hoc reasoning, to genre misidentification. 
These are alarming accusations, but do they hold up? I cannot say I agree with 
every page of Swamidass’s book, but I can say that Lamoureux’s criticisms are 
nearly entirely unfounded. Thankfully, Swamidass’s own response has covered 
many of the more egregious errors. I therefore seek to provide merely an ad-
dendum to his article from a theologian’s perspective on issues that I believe 
need further addressing.

To begin, Lamoureux is eager to accuse Swamidass of concordism, which 
he defines as, ‘The assumption that the Bible in some way aligns with the facts 
of modern science.’1 This is a highly problematic definition. If concordism is 
to be treated as a hermeneutical vice (which it is), its crime cannot be that it 
merely ‘aligns’ with other fields of study. Indeed, as the term is rightfully em-
ployed, it denotes anachronistic interpretations of scripture in light of modern 
science. Mere ‘alignment’ is not problematic; if it was, the entire scientific field 
of biblical archaeology might in trouble. Archaeology perhaps provides a suit-
able model here, as much of its work combines the empirical facts discovered 
at archaeological sites with preserved historical accounts to craft a plausible 
narrative of events. No one would entertain that this practice is in danger of 
concordism, yet if this is true for archaeology, why are we prohibited from do-
ing the same with other empirical disciplines? 

Moreover, by the definition Lamoureux has given, he himself would be a con-
cordist since his interpretation clearly attempts to show alignment between 
Scripture and science by simply taking the creation narrative out of the reaches 
of scientific inquiry altogether. However, when Swamidass likewise reaches a 
similar result (without de-historicizing the creation narrative), Lamoureux 

1  Lamoureux, D. ‘The Swamidass Genealogical Adam & Eve Hypothesis: Rooted in Genre Mis-
identification, Ad Hoc Concordism, and a Biblical Proof-Text,’ Science and Christian Belief  (2024) 
36, p. 200.
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believes it is only Swamidass who is guilty of concordism. Indeed, Lamoureux 
actually indicts Swamidass’s position for being ‘scientifically vacuous’, an ac-
cusation that could equally be leveled against Lamoureux’s own position.2 And 
the oddity of this accusation is only exasperated by the fact that Lamoureux 
simultaneously criticizes GAE both for being too scientific (and thus concord-
ist) and for not being scientific enough! 

However, I believe the crux of Lamoureux’s objection is not concordism 
(however ill-defined) but genre-misidentification. We should not, according to 
Lamoureux, read the creation text as a historical account of origins but some-
thing more ‘parable-like’ and universally applicable. Lamoureux’s argument is 
grounded upon the rather speculative field of source criticism of the Penta-
teuch. The topic is far too dense to tackle in this short response, but by way of 
summary, while scholars generally agree that multiple sources went into the 
composition of Genesis, what these sources were and how they were used is 
a place of endless disagreement.3 Thus, our conclusions must be seen as pro-
visional. Despite this, Lamoureux grounds his whole interpretation upon not 
just the sources themselves but on the supposed motivation of these sources’ 
authors. 

For instance, he labels the intentions of the Priestly and Jahwist writers 
as an attempt to provide a ‘parable-like’ account that was transformed by a 
later Redactor and editors into a historical narrative. Lamoureux is saved from 
anachronism only by the inclusion of the term ‘parable-like’ since parables 
seem to have emerged only later in history. A far more common practice in the 
ancient Near East was to clothe (supposedly) real historical figures with mythi-
cal elements. Swamidass lists the Trojan War as an example, but one could add 
Aeneus, Tullus Hostilius, Imhotep, and (from the Jewish culture itself) Enoch. 
The presence of mythological and/or fantastic elements does not (indeed, can-
not) provide grounds on its own for dismissing a tale as pure fiction. Similar 
logic has unfortunately been used for centuries to dismiss New Testament 
accounts of miracles (one need look no further than Rudolf Bultmann), and 
I strongly caution against such an uncritical application of the principle here.

There is, however, a far more serious problem with Lamoureux’s strategy. 
Lamoureux himself does not deny that the creation account, in its final form, 
historicizes Adam and Eve. Nevertheless, he writes, ‘The power of the Holy 
Spirit-inspired opening chapters of the Word of God is that inerrant messages 
of faith transcend the incidental historiographical intentions of the Redactor 

2  ibid., p. 214.
3  For a summary of the current state of the field, see Boyd, S.L. ‘The Pentateuch,’ in H. H. Hardy 
II and M. Daniel Carroll R. (eds.) The State of Old Testament Studies: A Survey of Recent Research, 
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic (2024) pp. 163-175.
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and the unknow [sic] editor.’4 In other words, Lamoureux believes the Redactor 
and final editor(s) of the creation account have only served (if anything) to ob-
scure the more purified, inspired message of the original sources. The remark-
able implication is that Genesis 1-3, as found in our Bibles, has in some way been 
corrupted by later editors. Indeed, the Redactor, in Lamoureux’s article, serves as 
something of an antagonist, historicizing an otherwise de-historicized account of 
universal human rebellion against God. Yet the question must be asked, how does 
Lamoureux know that it is the original sources, not the later work of editors and 
redactors, that is sole source of divine inspiration? No argument is given other 
than Lamoureux’s speculation that this later editorial work obscured the more 
authentic meaning of the text. 

The danger of such an approach is twofold. First, it is guilty of circular reason-
ing. Lamoureux assumes that all historicizing of the creation/fall account must 
be uninspired by the Holy Spirit. Then, he uses this interpretation to argue that 
any historicizing of the Genesis text is misplaced. Second, rather than treating 
Scripture, as received by the church, as wholly inspired, Lamoureux’s 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 Redactor and later 
editors are not. If the authorial intentions of the sources are different, the earlier 
sources take precedent. This leaves us in a rather odd situation. If applied consist-
ently, this hermeneutical practice would render nearly all of scripture unknow-
able. Much of scripture utilizes earlier sources, yet these sources are frequently 
unknown to us. For instance, Matthew and Luke, relying on the same, unknown 
source (called ‘Q’), often place an identical saying by Jesus in a different context 
and thus slightly alter its meaning. Are we then to assume both gospel accounts 
are perversions of Jesus’ original words? Is the inspired meaning, preserved only 
in Q, forever lost or only partially reconstructed through the highly speculative 
work of source criticism? Thankfully, the church has determined it is the final 
product that is inspired, not the hypothetical sources—a fact that is absent in 
Lamoureux’s article and markedly damaging to his case. Indeed, to deny this fact 
might lead to the sort of biblical dissecting work that crowns the modern inter-
preter as an authority over what is truly the inspired word of God.5 

In sum, we have not been given any reason for denying the traditional doctrine 
of a historical Adam and Eve, and, in fact, the methodology utilized by Lamoureux 
to arrive at his conclusion contains many errors and potential dangers for future 
theological projects. Again, while I do not agree with every aspect of Swamidass’s 
project, I see it as a far more fruitful foundation for further theological discourse. 

4  op.cit., Lamoureux, (2004) p.200
5  For a more thorough critique of Lamoureux’s methodology, see works within the theological 
interpretation of scripture movement. An early foundation for this work within the Old Tes-
tament is Childs, B. Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, Philadelphia, PA: Fortress 
Press (1979.) 


