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Finding confident faith in the Bible: a 
response to Dr Joshua Swamidass
Paul Price and Jonathan Sarfati

Much like Dr Swamidass (figure 1), I (PP) encountered 
a severe challenge to my faith in childhood by way of 

evolutionism.1 It is our eventual responses to this challenge, 
however, that are widely divergent. Unable to convince 
biblioskeptics using scientific arguments, Swamidass has 
concluded that such arguments are either weak or completely 
invalid. In fact, he does not believe science brings us to 
God at all. Instead, he argues for the use of a more personal 
appeal, based upon the inward experience of Jesus, and 
upon the historical evidence afforded to us by the fulfilled 
prophecies and the Resurrection (both of which, by the 
way, we fully endorse as powerful evidences). In this way, 
he has capitulated wholesale to the attacks on the historical 
Christian faith coming from the world of secular ‘science’, 
effectively ceding the main battlefield. He has retreated to a 
realm—history—which is perceived as being less involved 
with the sciences.

Prominent 20th century evolutionist Dr Stephen Jay Gould 
(figure 2) popularized the idea of NOMA (non-overlapping 
magisteria), which Gould himself derived from a papal let-
ter by Pope Pius XII from 1950.2 He maintained that the 
‘magisteria’ or realms of science and religion were separate 
and non-overlapping. Religion had a say in faith and morals, 
while science had a say in empirical matters; but religion has 
nothing to say about science and vice versa. I (JS) pointed 
out the fallacies of NOMA many years ago.3

In a strange twist (considering his predilections in favour 
of secular science), Swamidass rejects Gould’s ‘non-overlap-
ping magisteria’, as well as all other efforts to suggest that 
the Christian faith need not interact with the physical realm:

“The problem is that our faith makes unavoidable 
and important factual claims about what has happened 
in the physical world. We find that God reveals himself 
in history. According to Scripture, Jesus died and was 
buried. Three days later he rose again, and was seen by 

many. The Gospel is rooted here, in the Resurrection, a 
physical event in the material world that science does 
not and cannot affirm. We cannot, therefore, accept that 
science is the final authority of all things in the physical 
world. While we affirm the importance of science, we 
cannot accept it as a final authority.”4

If you were not aware of the source of this quote, it 
would not be out of place in any modern biblical creationist 
publication! Indeed, by merely substituting the section start-
ing with “Jesus died” with “God flooded the whole world” or 
“God created out of nothing in six normal days,” we would 
have a wonderful paragraph explaining the main reason 
why a person must accept biblical creation over the modern 
evolutionary consensus. God has revealed not only Himself, 
in the person of Jesus Christ, but also a basic outline of the 
history of our planet, including its key and formative events.

Limits of science

‘Science’ is nothing but the systematized study of God’s 
creation, the natural world. As humans, however, we are 
locked in one place in time: the present. We have no ability 
to travel through time, and our observations are limited there-
fore to the present, and to the records we possess of observa-
tions from the past. Scientists are able to inductively arrive 
at the principles governing the ongoing processes of nature 
by means of the scientific method, as first codified by Lord 
Francis Bacon (whom we will discuss a bit more later on in 
this essay) (figure 3). By conducting experiments that can be 
repeated, we can learn what works, and how it works. We can 
learn (some of) the basic principles of how nature operates.

But what of single past events? Using science, we can 
learn that, for example, balls drop at a certain acceleration 
today. Can we know whether a particular ball has been 

Today, more than perhaps ever before in recorded history, ‘science’ and ‘faith’ are viewed as incompatible, and indeed 
competing, ideas. The former is viewed as an objective set of facts, while the latter is viewed as a set of feelings and 
emotions which are imparted to us by means of stories. All too often, faith is viewed as a more or less ‘blind leap’, or at 
the least, an ‘emotional leap’, while the intellect, on the other hand, is often considered to be irrelevant or even ‘idolatrous’. 
Dr Joshua Swamidass, author of the theistic evolutionary essay “Finding Confident Faith in Science”, has argued that 
Christians who employ the use of scientific arguments for God and/or the Bible are committing a kind of idolatry, and 
has stated that his faith comes from Jesus alone. But Swamidass’ view of theology and science is lacking as a proper 
scriptural approach to either field.
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dropped in the past? Can we know that all physical laws have 
always operated in a constant manner? Answering these ques-
tions is much more difficult and involves a different method 
called historical science.8

Since the past cannot be repeated, we cannot produce 
repeatable experiments to determine what happened. Instead, 
we must rely on 1) eyewitness testimony and 2) forensic 
evidence. I (PP) have elsewhere argued that untainted eye-
witness testimony should take precedence over forensics 
whenever possible.9 In the evolutionary scheme, however, 
there is no eyewitness account which can verify the story of 
evolution. Instead, they build their case using forensic clues 
only. But can forensic clues, in principle, ever arrive at a 
greater degree of certainty than God’s revelation in Scripture? 
The further back in time you try to build your argument from 
physical clues, the less clear and certain your claims about 
what has happened will be, by necessity.10 Secular evolution-
ary science starts with the a priori assumptions of naturalism 
(no supernatural intervention) and uniformitarianism (the 
present is the key to the past) already baked in! Biblical sci-
ence starts with “In the beginning, God created …”.

Dr Swamidass doesn’t engage with any of this, however, 
and instead uses the word ‘science’ throughout his essay in a 
monolithic, drastically oversimplified manner. He takes it for 

granted that evolution is ‘science’, in an unqualified sense, 
and that is the chief cause of his grave misunderstandings.

An artificial view of ‘science’

As we have seen, Swamidass has an ill-defined view 
of science that fails to account for the dichotomy between 
empirical (operational) science and forensic (historical) 
science. This is, unfortunately, not the only problem. He 
also employs an artificially narrow view of what constitutes 
science in general, and whether the idea of doing science 
could be implied in Scripture. Concerning the question of 
whether one can find any evidence for God through science, 
he doesn’t take a clear stance:

“Is there a clear, strong, and convincing evidence 
or argument in science that will convince skeptics that 
God exists? Maybe, but the Bible itself does not tell us 
that this evidence exists [italics in original].”11

Note the two obvious problems with this statement: 
first, Swamidass confuses the issue of evidence for God 
by concerning himself with whether ‘skeptics’ (in general) 
become convinced by it. The Bible teaches that individuals 
who reject God are ‘fools’ (Psalm 14:1) who “by their unrigh-
teousness suppress the truth” (Romans 1:18). Therefore, their 
unwillingness to be convinced is not, as Swamidass implies, 
an indicator of a lack of quality evidence. Rather, it is a result 
of their own unrighteousness in refusing to admit what the 
evidence indicates!

Second, Swamidass denies we should be able to find such 
evidence at all, even though it is clearly indicated in Scrip-
ture. Paul drives this point home in Romans 1:20:

“For his invisible attributes, namely, his eternal 
power and divine nature, have been clearly perceived, 
ever since the creation of the world, in the things that 
have been made. So they are without excuse.”

Swamidass must find a way to explain away this verse. 
He attempts it in the following manner:

“Let us remember that this same passage teaches 
that human wickedness successfully ‘suppresses the 
truth’ that God reveals to us through nature. However, 
the Gospel of Jesus cannot be overcome by darkness 
(Jn. 1:5). Unlike nature, no human conspiracy can stand 
against the Gospel, and it is through Jesus that we tum 
from idolatry to see him correctly in our world.”12

This is perhaps the strangest statement in the entirety 
of the essay. What possible ‘human conspiracy’ could act to 
hide the evidence for God that exists all throughout nature? 
We leave it to the readers to ponder what sort of conspiracy 
Dr Swamidass could be referring to here. What Paul was 
really talking about by suppressing the truth we have already 
discussed: scoffers and skeptics suppress the power of the 
evidence in their own hearts, because they do not want to 
be convinced by it.

“Let us also remember that modern science did 

Figure 1. Dr Joshua Swamidass
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not exist when Paul wrote: ‘since the creation of the 
world, God’s invisible qualities have been clearly 
seen.’ Science as we know it did not arise for at least 
another 1500 years. Paul was writing something that 
made sense within the context of his own time, when 
belief in God or gods was pervasive. … No, Paul is 
not speaking of scientific arguments. Rather, he writes 
of the awe and wonder we all experience in nature’s 
beauty, mystery, power, and vastness, and how this 
declares an encounter with something transcendent: 
the grand, the invisible, and the eternal.”12

Here is a bait-and-switch manoeuver. It’s true that 
modern science (i.e. the Baconian scientific method) did not 
exist in Paul’s day. But modern science is just an extension of 
science in general, which is nothing more than the study of 
nature, which God made. Were people in Paul’s day not able 
to observe or study nature? The basic intuition of design is a 
very scientific one. The author of Hebrews states, “For every 
house is built by someone, but the builder of all things is God” 
(Hebrews 3:4). This statement is an inductive, scientific one, 
long before the ‘modern’ scientific method.

Swamidass claims that Paul’s statements were made in 
the context of a time when belief in gods was (allegedly) 
pervasive. But let us remember that Paul’s subject in this 
passage is specifically people who deny God. There is more 
than one way to deny God! Some deny that any gods exist at 
all. But others ignore the evidence from nature that we have 
one infinite Creator, and substitute in His place a multiplic-
ity of finite gods (idolatry). According to Paul, both groups 
are suppressing the evidence from nature. Missing this point 
entirely, Swamidass goes on:

“Even recognizing God in nature, we all still turn 
to idols. Our world sees the beauty and power that sci-
ence uncovers in nature, declaring an immortal Glory. 
Nothing in science dampens this declaration. Now, in 
response, our world trusts instead in human science. 
We exchange the immortal God—who put nature’s 
laws into place-for a science idol.”12

‘Human science’ is nothing more than humans exam-
ining God’s creation. That is not an idol. The idols that Paul 
spoke of were carved of stone and wood. Swamidass turns 
biblical truth on its head and pronounces it ‘idolatry’ to rec-
ognize the evidence for God that exists in God’s creation. He 
reduces God’s revelation in nature to a mere feeling of awe, 
rather than overwhelming evidence that renders a person a 
‘fool’ who rejects God. A fool is not someone who rejects an 
emotional experience. A fool is someone who rejects sound 
doctrine and sound logic. Indeed, most atheists will admit to 
experiencing feelings of awe and beauty when they look at 
nature—they simply refuse to admit the Source. An example of 
this can be found in the following quote by atheist Carl Sagan:

“We all have a thirst for wonder. It’s a deeply human 
quality. Science and religion are both bound up with 
it. What I’m saying is, you don’t have to make stories 

up, you don’t have to exaggerate. There’s wonder and 
awe enough in the real world. Nature’s a lot better at 
inventing wonders than we are.”13

As we can see, atheists have no problem experiencing 
these feelings that Swamidass claims they must be suppressing. 
Feelings are not the subject of Paul’s treatise in Romans 1. 
Paul is speaking to us of the overwhelming evidence for God 
from “what has been made”.

Without excuse?

In Romans 1, Paul said that even those who do not know 
Christ have no excuse, because God’s power can be seen in 
creation. However, according to Stephen Jay Gould, one of 
Darwin’s main motivations was to counteract the argument 
from design.14 So if evolution were true, where is the clear 
evidence for God’s power from what has been made? Far 
from being evidence for a divine hand, evolution, accord-
ing to Gould, gives evidence that “there’s nothing else going 
on out there—just organisms struggling to pass their genes 
on to the next generation. That’s it.” 15 In an earlier essay, 
Gould affirmed:

“Our failure to discern a universal good does not 
record any lack of insight or ingenuity, but merely 
demonstrates that nature contains no moral messages 
framed in human terms. Morality is a subject for phi-
losophers, theologians, students of the humanities, 
indeed for all thinking people. The answers will not be 
read passively from nature; they do not, and cannot, 
arise from the data of science. The factual state of the 
world does not teach us how we, with our powers for 
good and evil, should alter or preserve it in the most 
ethical manner.”16

So once again, if evolution were true, as Dr Swamidass 
claims, there is no evidence for a God from what has been 
made, but evidence only for ruthless struggle for existence. 
Why would unbelievers be ‘without excuse’ if evolution 
were true?

Similarly, when Paul taught the Athenians on Mars Hill, 
he taught them about the Creator God:

“The God who made the world and everything in it, 
being Lord of heaven and earth … And he made from 
one man every nation of mankind to live on all the face 
of the earth, having determined allotted periods and 
the boundaries of their dwelling place, … The times 
of ignorance God overlooked, but now he commands 
all people everywhere to repent, because he has fixed a 
day on which he will judge the world in righteousness 
by a man whom he has appointed; and of this he has 
given assurance to all by raising him from the dead.” 
(Acts 17:24–31)

Paul once again told his hearers that they were igno-
rant of the Creator but should not have been. Up till then, 
God had been merciful to the ignorant, but no longer. Now 
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He commands repentance, and He provided extra proof by 
raising a man from the dead. Note that Paul’s preaching of 
Christ is not in a vacuum, but in the framework of creation. 
From now on, people would not be excused for ignorance 
of the Creator.

Swamidass quote-mines Francis Bacon

Not content with abusing Paul’s words, Swamidass felt 
the need to twist Francis Bacon’s words as well:

“In 1660, at the dawn of modern science, Francis 
Bacon wrote of misguided attempts to understand God 
from nature: ‘this unwholesome mixture of things 
human and divine there arises not only a fantastic phi-
losophy but also an heretical religion.’”17

Taking Bacon’s words in context leads to a very differ-
ent conclusion than the one Swamidass is asking us to draw. 
In speaking of an ‘unwholesome mixture’, Bacon was refer-
ring to secular human philosophy (e.g. of the Aristotelian and 
Platonic varieties), not science. And of course, Bacon could 
not have been more correct on this point. This is, in fact, 

exactly what Swamidass himself is guilty of, in attempting to 
mix Christianity with evolutionism. As Bacon said, this has 
produced a fantastic philosophy as well as heretical religion 
(e.g. evolutionary syncretism18). In the same work (not far 
from the place Swamidass quoted), Bacon wrote:

“… there are [some people] who appear anxious lest 
there should be something discovered in the investiga-
tion of nature to overthrow, or at least shake, religion, 
particularly among the unlearned … . But any one 
who properly considers the subject will find natural 
philosophy to be, after the Word of God, the surest 
remedy against superstition, and the most approved 
support of faith. She is, therefore, rightly bestowed 
upon religion as a most faithful attendant, for the one 
exhibits the will and the other the power of God. Nor 
was he wrong who observed, ‘Ye err, not knowing the 
Scriptures and the power of God’, thus uniting in one 
bond the revelation of his will and the contemplation 
of his power.”19

The above passage demonstrates that Bacon was argu-
ing the exact opposite of Swamidass’ view. He believed that 
science was a remedy against superstition and a support of 
the Christian faith—not that such was idolatry.

2 Peter 3—a key passage 
 undermining Swamidass’ view

A related argument concerns another important part of 
biblical history, revealed in three chapters of Genesis. This 
is the Flood of Noah’s day. The Apostle Peter treats this as a 
historical fact with a warning for today. 2 Peter 3:3–7 is an 
important passage:

“… scoffers will come in the last days with scoff-
ing, following their own sinful desires. They will say, 
‘Where is the promise of his coming? For ever since 
the fathers fell asleep, all things are continuing as they 
were from the beginning of creation.’ For they deliber-
ately overlook this fact, that the heavens existed long 
ago, and the earth was formed out of water and through 
water by the word of God, and that by means of these 
the world that then existed was deluged with water and 
perished. But by the same word the heavens and earth 
that now exist are stored up for fire, being kept until 
the day of judgment and destruction of the ungodly.”

This strongly implies that the Flood must have left 
some dramatic evidence. Otherwise why would scoffers be 
held culpable for deliberately ignoring the facts of Creation 
and Flood if there is no evidence? The biblical Flood is not 
compatible with Dr Swamidass’ belief in billions of years. 
The Flood would have produced the fossiliferous rock layers 
quickly, not over vast eons of time. Indeed, the whole idea 
of vast eons was produced by Enlightenment figures trying 
to undermine the Bible as a historical book.20

Figure 2. Stephen Jay Gould (1941–2002), who popularized ‘NOMA’, the 
idea that science and religion were Non-Overlapping MAgisteria.
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We must go further, because Swamidass responds in this 
way:

“The key point is that Peter is warning of scoffers 
that don’t believe that God will judge sinners for their 
sins. He says that they deliberately forget that God has 
judged people in the past (in the flood). With that con-
text in mind, a regional flood to destroy AE’s descen-
dants does not diminish the point in any way. The 
flood is in fact a real event to which Scripture testifies, 
demonstrating the God of the Bible does judge sinners 
for their sins. One would have to willfully ignore this 
part of Scripture’s testimony to argue that God would 
never harshly judge sinners for their sins.”21

Or in other words, he is claiming this passage is only 
talking about the scriptural record of the Flood, and not any 
outside scientific evidence for it.

The first point to be made here is that Peter’s wording in 
the above passage rules out any ‘local’ or ‘regional’ Flood 
scenario by his use of the Greek word kosmos, which carries 
a universal meaning (harkening back to the clearly universal 
language used in Genesis). For example, Bible translator Dr 
Robert Bratcher directly addressed the meaning of kosmos 
in that passage:

“Often kosmos refers to this world in which we live, 
the earth. … 2 Pet 2.5 speaks of ‘the ancient world’ 
that was destroyed by the Flood, a world filled with 
godless people; the same context appears in 2 Pet 3.6, 
which speaks of “the world that existed then” that was 
destroyed by the Flood.” 22

A second important point is that old-earthers, like 
Swamidass, fail to bring the Bible into conformity with 
secular ‘science’ even with their local flood scenarios. That’s 
because, without the global evidence for a global Flood, there 
is no universally accepted geological evidence for a large, 
localized flood in the area of ancient Mesopotamia. Ironi-
cally, they refuse to accept the huge quantities of evidence 
we do possess for a global Flood, and instead retreat to a 
position for which there really is no good evidence. At least 
one adherent to this idea with whom I (PP) have conversed 
has responded to this problem by suggesting that we have no 
idea where on the globe the Flood of Noah may have actually 
occurred. That is demonstrably false, since the Bible gives 
us a post-Flood geographical anchor point in the ‘mountains 
of Ararat’.23 For this reason, it is a major problem that no 
local flood in this region could possibly satisfy the biblical 
description. Wouldn’t the Ark have been washed away from 
mountains and into a flatland area, perhaps even off the con-
tinent, given the time afloat?

Perhaps the most important reason that 2 Peter 3 indi-
cates extra-biblical evidence is being ignored by the ‘scoff-
ers’ is that Peter singled out the cause of their denial: the 
philosophical rejection of miracles and unique catastrophic 
events in history (i.e. uniformitarianism): “all things are 

continuing as they were from the beginning of creation.” 
This brings into focus the reason why Peter thought to bring 
up both creation and the Flood as objects of their ridicule. 
It is precisely these two events in world history that chiefly 
violate the skeptics’ principle of uniformitarianism. Both 
were unique, non-repeatable events for which there are no 
modern-day equivalents, and both had major impacts upon 
the evidence we possess in geology today. For those like 
Swamidass who want to deny that the Bible’s history can 
be open to scientific investigation, it becomes impossible to 
explain the connection between these three concepts (uni-
formitarianism, Creation, and the Flood) in Peter’s writing.

‘What about those who have never heard?’

This is a commonly raised question.24 A good answer 
is vital for the doctrine of missiology (missionary work to 
unbelievers). Peter and Paul inform us that everyone lacks 
excuse for unbelief in both Creation and the Flood because 
the revelation is clear. Thus, everyone stands condemned, 
even if they haven’t heard of Jesus. Therefore, Paul stresses 
the urgency of telling everyone about Christ and what He 
has done to take away our sins:

“How then will they call on him in whom they have 
not believed? And how are they to believe in him of 
whom they have never heard? And how are they to 
hear without someone preaching? And how are they 
to preach unless they are sent? As it is written, ‘How 
beautiful are the feet of those who preach the good 
news!’ But they have not all obeyed the gospel. For 
Isaiah says, ‘Lord, who has believed what he has heard 
from us?’ So faith comes from hearing, and hearing 
through the word of Christ” (Romans 10:14–17).

However, Dr Swamidass’ approach minimizes the 
culpability of unbelievers before they have heard of Christ, 
in contrast to the Scriptures.

Science above Scripture?

We support many of Dr Swamidass’ points about not 
elevating science to the same level as divine revelation. 
However, we wish he would be more consistent. He doesn’t 
believe that Genesis is a literal historical record of creation 
in six normal-length days, separate creation of different 
kinds of creatures, or a global Flood that wiped out every 
human and land vertebrate not on the Ark (to list some major 
examples). The reasons presented by modern-day revision-
ists like Dr Swamidass are that they allegedly are correcting 
centuries-old mistakes in biblical interpretation (a kind of 
chronological snobbery). But if you look at the historical 
development of these compromise views, they clearly arose 
as a result of a desire to fit secular scientific ideas like deep 
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time and evolution with the Bible.25 Science, however, is 
limited and fallible, so should not be used to overrule God’s 
infallible written Word.

Jesus and Genesis

Swamidass commendably wants to get people back to 
Christ, but he doesn’t go nearly far enough. Probably the best 
reason to take Genesis as history is that Jesus did! That is, 
Jesus clearly affirmed the real history of Genesis. He affirmed 
that God made Adam and Eve “from the beginning of cre-
ation” (Mark 10:6), not billions of years afterwards.26,27 Jesus 
used the reality of Noah, the Flood, and the Ark to warn of 
a coming judgement (Luke 17:26–27). He taught that Abel 
was the first murder victim (Matthew 23:35).28 Swamidass 
claims to also believe in Genesis as ‘history’, but his need 
to bring the Bible into conformity with secular ‘scientific’ 
views causes him to drastically misinterpret that history in 
ways that clearly contradict what Jesus taught.

Jesus should be preached as the Apostles preached Him. 
For example, how did the Apostle Paul preach the Gospel? 
In 1 Corinthians 15:1–4, he summarizes the Gospel, and 
reminds the Corinthians that this is what he had previously 
taught them when he first evangelized them about 15 years 
earlier:

“Now I would remind you, brothers, of the gospel 
I preached to you, which you received, in which you 
stand, and by which you are being saved, if you hold 
fast to the word I preached to you—unless you believed 

in vain. For I delivered to you as of first importance 
what I also received: that Christ died for our sins in 
accordance with the Scriptures, that he was buried, 
that he was raised on the third day in accordance with 
the Scriptures … .”

But note the last phrase, “in accordance with the Scrip-
tures”. Paul explains that the Gospel, the ‘good news’, doesn’t 
dangle rootlessly in a vacuum. To explain the good news, 
Paul gave the bad news, that we need saving because we are 
sinners, and where this all began (the reason for the Gospel), 
when he continued:

“For as by a man came death, by a man has come 
also the resurrection of the dead. For as in Adam all 
die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive. … The 
last enemy to be destroyed is death. … Thus it is writ-
ten, ‘The first man Adam became a living being’; the 
last Adam became a life-giving spirit. … The first man 
was from the earth, a man of dust; the second man is 
from heaven. … Just as we have borne the image of 
the man of dust, we shall also bear the image of the 
man of heaven” (1 Corinthians 15:21–22, 26, 45–49).

So even when preaching the Gospel, Paul firmly ground-
ed this in the first few chapters of Genesis, which he treated 
as history. Paul explicitly teaches that Adam is ‘the first man’, 
not just a genealogical ancestor, as Dr Swamidass believes, 
although pinning him down on specific definitions of these 
terms is difficult.5,6

Paul explicitly teaches that human death came through 
Adam. In contrast, Jesus, ‘the Last Adam’, brought resur-
rection from the dead. Jesus’ resurrection was physical and 
bodily, to undo the physical, bodily death that arose from 
the first man, Adam. The evolutionary fossil record, which 
Swamidass accepts uncritically, teaches that real humans 
(Homo sapiens) have been dying since 315±34 thousand 
years ago.7 This clearly undermines Paul’s gospel preaching. 
If death is not the punishment for sin, how could Jesus’ death 
pay the penalty we deserve for our sins (cf. Isaiah 53:6)?

The Apostle Paul also wrote the Epistle to the Romans, the 
most profound exposition of the gospel in the Bible. Here, 
Paul again contrasts Adam and Jesus—Adam brought sin 
and death; Jesus brought righteousness and life:

“Therefore, just as sin came into the world through 
one man, and death through sin, and so death spread to 
all men because all sinned … . Yet death reigned from 
Adam to Moses … . But the free gift is not like the 
trespass. For if many died through one man’s trespass, 
much more have the grace of God and the free gift by 
the grace of that one man Jesus Christ abounded for 
many” (Romans 5:12–15).

Dr Swamidass’ theistic evolutionary view undermines 
the contrast between Adam and Christ that underpins Paul’s 
gospel thinking. Thus, while we agree totally with Swamidass 
about the need to preach Jesus, we disagree with his implicit 
claim to know better than Paul about how to preach.

Figure 3. Francis Bacon, 1st Viscount St Alban, pioneer of the scientific 
inductive method
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Concluding remarks

Swamidass writes:
“Our entire faith hinges on the Gospel, which is 

rooted in a factual claim about this historical event in 
the physical world.”4

We say amen to this. But keep in mind that Swamidass 
is an evolutionist who denies that physical death entered 
through the Fall (he accepts millions of years of evolution 
with death and suffering prior to the appearance of humans), 
and who also denies the global Flood of Noah. It is true that 
the faith hinges on the Gospel, but on what does the Gospel 
hinge? Only the historicity of the rest of Scripture, starting 
in Genesis. One cannot simply cherry-pick which parts of 
biblical history one wishes to believe. Jesus preached and 
believed in the literal historical truth of the whole body of 
Scripture, starting in Genesis.29 Anyone who, like Swami-
dass, claims to place faith in Jesus as central to their lives, 
should also do likewise.
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