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Abstract

The presence of moral evil (sin) in the world is relatively easy for the Christian creationist to explain,
and free choice is key to that explanation. To Christian evolutionist and professor of biology Daniel
Brannan, the idea of a very good Creation and an Adam and Eve who were deceived and sinned is
not only incoherent but also makes God the cause of sin. Brannan proposed that Christians accept
an Irenean sense of original sin, which entails that Adam was essentially an undeveloped child. Adam
was deceived by Satan because he was incapable of distinguishing right from wrong, and Adam
had no free choice. How could Adam and Eve have chosen between good and evil, when only
after eating of the tree did they achieve that ability? How could they even have been responsible for
their choosing, when their eyes were open only after their choice and eating? This paper will show
that Brannan’s arguments are based on faulty premises regarding Adam’s constitutional nature, the
nature of Adam and Eve’s perfection and Adam’s power of free choice. Adam was not deceived,
and God is not the cause of sin.
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Introduction
Scripture informs us that sin entered the world
through Adam, “and death through sin, and thus
death spread to all men” (Romans 5:12). This text
forms the basis of the doctrine of original or inherited
sin, thus answering the question of the source or cause
of mankind’s inherent tendency to sin (cf. Psalm 51:5,
58:3; Ecclesiastes 9:3; Romans 7:18–25; Ephesians
2:3) and their natural disposition in relation to God.1
Daniel Brannan (2007; 2011) is a Christian
evolutionist and professor of biology at Abilene
Christian University, who has registered two
objections to this doctrine. Following theologian F.
LeRon Shults (2003), he asked:

If they [Adam and Eve] were perfectly wise, why
were they misled? If they were created foolish (and
since folly is the greatest of the vices), why is God the
author of vice? (Brannan 2007, p. 191).

The idea that Adam and Eve were created very good
and able to sin also
fails a coherence test. If Adam and Eve were “perfect,”
why did they sin? Does not this make God the author
of sin since he created them in such a manner to sin?
Knowing that their free will would be abused, why
did God created them in such a manner? (Brannan

2011, p. 162).2
Formally, his argument can be stated as follows:
a. Adam and Eve were created very good, including

For an exposition of the doctrine of “original sin/guilt,” see Grudem 1994, pp. 490–510. For an enlightened discussion of opposing views
about the doctrine, see Copan 2003, pp. 519–541.
2
It is important that the reader should bear in mind that Brannan’s objections to the idea that Adam and Eve were created with a free
will is not original in any sense whatsoever. In fact, objections to free will are characteristic of most evolutionists. The views of naturalist
philosopher John Bishop and evolutionary psychologist Steven Pinker are representative in this regard. Bishop said,
[T]he problem of natural agency is an ontological problem—a problem about whether the existence of actions can be admitted within
a natural scientific ontology . . . . [A]gent causal relations do not belong to the ontology of the natural perspective. Naturalism does not
essentially employ the concept of a causal relation whose first member is in the category of person or agent (or even, for that matter,
in the broader category of continuant or “substance”). All natural causal relations have first members in the category of event or state
of affairs (Bishop 1989, p. 40).
“Libertarian freedom” or “agency” is a conceptualization of free will and choice in terms of which a core component of an intentional act
is an intentional endeavoring or purposing. If a person can exercise active power as a first or originating mover in trying to bring about
some effect in the world for a reason, then a person also has the ability to refrain from exercising active power. A reason for an action
serves as the final cause or teleological goal for which a person acts. In other words, an agent acts voluntarily, for example, choosing freely
to think about one thing rather than another, or directing one’s attention on one object in a garden and then another. These are necessary
and sufficient conditions for an intentional act. So what makes this a problem for the evolutionist? Moral (and intellectual) responsibility
entails freedom as a necessary condition for responsibility, and reconciling a naturalistic and ethical perspective becomes impossible for
the naturalist. In the words of Bishop: “The idea of a responsible agent, with the ‘originative’ ability to initiate events in the natural world,
does not sit easily with the idea of [an agent as] a natural organism” (Bishop 1989, p. 1). For evolutionary psychologist Steven Pinker, free
will is simply “another enigma . . . How can my actions be a choice for which I am responsible if they are completely caused by my genes,
my upbringing, and my brain state?” (Pinker 1997, p. 558). “A final conundrum is morality . . . How did ought emerge from a universe
of particles and planets, genes and bodies?,” he asked (Pinker 1997, p. 559). His naturalist conclusion is that “perhaps we cannot solve
conundrums like free will and sentience” (Pinker 1997, p. 561).
1
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perfectly wise. A perfectly wise person cannot be
deceived, and a very good person will choose to do
good.
b. Adam and Eve were deceived and chose to sin.
c. Therefore, Adam and Eve were created less than
perfect and not very good, and God is the cause of
sin.3
Brannan’s objections require that he proposes
a better explanation for the source and reality of
human sin in the world than the Genesis record and
the rest of Scripture. Thus, in order to “reintegrate
Darwinian thought into theology,” Brannan proposed
an “Irenean sense of original sin” (Brannan 2007,
p. 192, footnote 12; Brannan 2011, pp. 144–147).4 For
the “church Father” Irenaeus (AD 120–202), Adam
was essentially an undeveloped child. Adam was
deceived by Satan, which means that he could not
have been responsible for his disobedience. Adam
had no free choice, and therefore was not capable of
reasoning right from wrong. The deception allowed
Adam to become aware; it was part of his development
into a moral being.5 In this view, Adam also did not
commit the first sin, Cain did.
If the apologist can show that Brannan’s objections
and his Darwinian/Irenean proposal are based on
faulty premises and are inconsistent with Scripture,
then his conclusions would not follow. This is the
project in the rest of this paper. Instead of responding
to every item of his proposal, I will argue that Adam
was created very good and in mature form, including
his mental faculties. Adam was not deceived, which
means that he was perfectly aware of what Eve did
and could therefore have chosen not to sin. It follows
that Adam was a free moral agent and that God is not
the cause of sin in the world.
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Adam Was Created Very Good and In
Mature Form, Including His Mental Faculties
According to the Genesis record, the creation of
Adam and Eve was the result of an intentional act of
God (Genesis 1:26–27), on the sixth Day of Creation
(Genesis 1:24–31). They were created in the image
of God6 and with a specific purpose in mind: to rule
over God’s earthly creation. At the end of the Creation
Week (of seven literal 24-hour Days),7 God looked at
His created works and declared them “very good”
(Genesis 1:31). As to the manner of Adam’s creation,
Scripture states: “And the LORD God formed man of the
dust of the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the
breath of life; and man became a living being [or soul
or creature]” (Genesis 2:7). These texts reveal three
truths about Adam relevant to the discussion that
is to follow: the meaning of “very good,” the creation
of Adam in mature form, and Adam’s constitutional
nature. We will consider these in that order. But first
a few remarks about Genesis 2:7.
The text (in context) allows for a number of
immediate inferences. First, Adam was neither a
self-caused being, nor the product of some ape-like
creature, nor the product of mindless processes of
nature. When the text is allowed to speak for itself,
no evidence for any form of evolution over millions
of years can be found. Thus, to support any form
of evolution is to stretch Scripture beyond what
interpretation permits.
Second, God’s work or action—immediate and
direct—is the focus of the text. This understanding
is supported by several other biblical passages, for
example, “Know that the LORD He is God; It is He
who has made us, and not we ourselves . . .” (Psalm
100:3); “And He [Jesus] answered and said, Have you

See footnote 9 for a different version of an evolutionary explanation of Adam’s sin. According to that version God is not a perfect Being;
He could, therefore, not have known or foreseen that Adam would choose to sin.
4
See Gschwandtner, 2001, pp. 21–23, on whose paper on the topic Brannan depends.
5
Brannan, following the arguments of evolutionist Frederick R. Tennant in 1902, asserted that “human nature evolved from animal
tendencies of ‘impulse and emotion’ . . . prior to free will and consciousness of law (natural or divine) . . .” (Brannan 2007, p. 193). Tennant,
taking Romans 3:20 (“. . . for by the law is the knowledge of sin”) and Romans 4:15 (“. . . for where there is no law there is no transgression”)
as his starting points arrived at the conclusion that Adam had no knowledge of sin, and could therefore not have been guilty of or held
accountable for his sin. To this I will only say this: the Bible is quite clear about God’s command to Adam (Genesis 2:16–17). Tennant
(and Brannan’s) mistake was to think that Adam’s infringement of God’s verbal command was not of the same order as God’s written
commands to Moses (cf. Genesis 1:26–27, 2:23–24, with Matthew 19:3–9; 1 Timothy 2:12).
Brannan also quoted Canon Wilson who said, “To the evolutionist sin is not an innovation, but . . . incidental to an earlier stage in
development [and sinful tendencies] were actually useful” (Brannan 2007, p. 196, footnote 24). So if humans evolved, then God must have
intended for them to inherit a sinful nature as well as evolving a conscience to counteract the tendencies of the sinful nature. If this is
true, then the so-called hominids (pre-Adamite half human/half animal races) were actually in a better state than their supposedly more
developed humans after the Fall. This seems to make the requirement of conscience superfluous. Further, if sinful tendencies were useful
prior to the Fall, then evolution by natural selection actually caused a regress into a less than potent human condition. Sigmund Freud’s
insight into evolutionary theory must have made him aware of this, for he attempted to convince mankind that the “superego” (conscience,
guilt) was actually the cause of mental illness and human misery (Mowrer 1961).
6
“Image” means an object similar to or representative of something else. This can be seen in statues, replicas, paintings of airplanes on
a wall, and idols (Numbers 33:42; 2 Kings 11:8). “Likeness” can mean one object similar to or as substitute for another object. Image is
therefore not identical to, but like in substance. Being like something thus means being able to reflect an image or nature. Grudem (1994,
pp. 445–449) highlighted the following aspects in which we are like God and of which we are an image of: moral, spiritual, mental, and
relational aspects.
7
For an excellent defense of this understanding of the biblical text, see Mortenson 2009a; 2009b. For reasons why the evolutionist idea of
a pre-Adamic race cannot be reconciled with Scripture, see Lubenow 1998.
3
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not read that He who made them at the beginning
‘made them male and female’ . . .” (Matthew 19:4);
“For we are His workmanship . . .” (Ephesians 2:10). In
Genesis 2:7 a potter’s term, yatzar, meaning “to form”
or “fashion,” is used for the creation of man (Brown,
Driver, and Briggs 1972, pp. 427–428) and in Genesis
2:22 an artistic and architectural term, banah,
meaning “to build,” is used for the creation of woman
(Brown, Driver, and Briggs 1972, pp. 124–125). The
use of yatzar and banah thus stress the creative and
multifaceted work of the Creator.
Third, it is clear that the Spirit, who existed
prior to the body, also is the body’s source of life (cf.
Isaiah 42:5, 57:16; James 2:26), and not the other way
around. In other words, without the Spirit, the body
and its organs (including the brain) were inoperative.
With the inbreathing of the breath (Hebrew: ruach—
spirit) of life into Adam’s body, Adam became a living
being, a unified center of conscious thought, capable
of experiencing emotions, having beliefs, desires and
the power to will things. So understood means Adam
was a composite of two radically different ontological
parts: immaterial spirit and material body. We can
also say that he was a unified whole of inner invisible
and outer visible parts, a fact which will become more
clear in the next few pages.
With this in mind, we can press on to consider the
meaning of “very good.”
Adam Was Created Very Good
There are at least three things we can say about
the meaning of “good.” First, as James Stambaugh
(2010) pointed out, the Hebrew word for “good” has ten
meanings in Scripture, and “when it is used of men, it
often has moral implications” (Stambaugh 2010, p. 1).
Secondly, “good” is qualified by the word “very” (over 300
times in the Old Testament), which means it is a degreed
property8 of something or someone. For example, King
Saul was told that he would be deprived of his kingly
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rule and that it would be given to someone “who is better
than you” (1 Samuel 15:28). Here “better than” is said
of a human being, but in Genesis 1:31 “very good” was
uttered by a Creator who is perfect in all He is and does.9
And third, at the very least, “very good” entails sinless,
since there was no sin or death or sickness in the world
prior to Adam’s disobedience (Romans 5:12).10
Now if the goodness of Adam included being
mentally and morally very good, does it mean perfect?
To answer this question we first must be clear on
what is meant by “perfect,” and whether “perfect” is a
degreed or non-degreed property (see footnote 8 for the
difference). Brannan seems to assume that it means
faultless, and Stambaugh stated that “Adam was
created perfect and sinless” (Stambaugh 2010, p. 3). If
we grant that “perfect” means faultless, does it follow
that it means without limits? Not if we take Adam’s
perfection to entail unlimited in powers (capacities),
otherwise he would have been equal to the Almighty.
It is therefore reasonable to think of Adam’s perfection
this way. Although he was created faultless, he was
equipped with powers limited in range (for example,
he could not create something from nothing, could not
have created Eve, and could not foresee the future).
Thus, in his pre-Fall perfect state, he may not have
known things exhaustively, but whatever he knew, he
must have known truly (as it is). Although we will
focus on the sources and kinds of knowledge Adam
had later in this paper, for now it suffices to say that,
at the very least, the goodness (perfection) of Adam
and Eve was appropriate to the purposes for which
God created them. And since God created plants and
trees in mature form, ready to reproduce after their
own kind, it makes sense to think that Adam had to be
intellectually and physically mature in order to take
rule of the rest of creation on earth. Had Adam and
Eve been young children, an already mature creation
would have grown into chaos by the time Adam and
Eve could fulfill their God-given command to cultivate

A non-degreed property is an all or nothing property. It cannot be qualified by the terms “more or less than,” such as the property of a
number being even or odd. An important kind of non-degreed property is a natural kind or the essence of a primary substance (for example,
a living organism). If evolution is true (that is, that humans evolved from chemicals via some ape-like hominid over millions of years),
then it is hard to claim that human beings have natures (and that they are substances). Natures do not seem to come from anywhere. If
evolution is true, then we will be unable to say where “humans” began and where they end. There is just a gradual gradation of properties.
Put another way, where one kind of nature begins and another ends in its evolutionary development is arbitrary. By contrast, a degreed
property is one that can be qualified by the phrase “more or less than.” It can be possessed by a greater or lesser degree (for example, being
heavy), and grown and diminish in intensity (for example, more pain, less brightness, less love). There is another way to categorize degreed
properties. One is degreed properties with intrinsic maxima. It can increase up to a certain point, but not beyond that point (for example,
being salty). If God’s properties have no intrinsic maxima, His qualities could improve and increase. Then there could be no maximally
perfect Being. Another way is properties without intrinsic maxima. They can increase without limit (for example, being heavy).
9
Cf. Numbers 23:19; Job 37:16; Psalm 147:5; Proverbs 3:19; Isaiah 40:12–14, 18; Matthew 5:48; Revelation 4:11. Many “Christian
evolutionists” will object to God being a perfect Being, especially to Him being all-knowing (omniscient). Philosopher Donald Wacome
said, “Although God does not know everything about the future, cognitively [that is, intellectually] he is as good as it is possible for anyone
to be” (Wacome 1997, p. 8). His view of God can be applied to knowledge of Adam’s sin. If God had known the future, He would have known
that Adam would choose to sin, and therefore would have done something to prevent that from happening. And since God did nothing
to prevent Adam from sinning, God had no knowledge of the future. The problem is that Wacome’s evolutionary view militates against
Scripture as well as the nature and character of God. Not only that, he confuses God’s omniscience with God determining a human’s free
choices. If God had prevented Adam from sinning, then Adam was not really free.
10
See Lubenow 1998; Mortenson 2009a; 2009b; Stambaugh 2010. Although Romans 5:12 does not explicitly say this, we can infer from
the whole of biblical teaching about sin and sickness that there was also no sickness before the Fall of Adam.
8
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the garden and rule over the living creatures.
Adam’s Maturity
Since God created various things in a state ready
to reproduce “according to its kind” (Genesis 1:11; 12,
20–29), and Adam and Eve had to be mature in order
to fulfill their God-given tasks, it follows that they were
fully functional, from the very first moment of their
existence.11 In this regard the insight of naturalists,
as opposed to their Christian counterparts, is at times
truly astonishing, for example, that two opposing
theories explaining the same set of phenomena cannot
both be true. Naturalist and professor of biology
Douglas Futuyma made the point very clear:
Creation and evolution, between them, exhaust the
possible explanations for the origin of living things.
Organisms either appeared on the earth fully developed
or they did not. If they did not, they must have
developed from preexisting species by some process of
modification. If they did appear in a fully developed
state, they must indeed have been created by some
omnipotent intelligence, for no natural process could
possibly form inanimate molecules into an elephant or
a redwood tree in one step (Futuyma 1983, p. 197).

When the apostle Paul said of himself, “When
I was a child, I spoke as a child, I understood as a
child, I thought as a child; but when I became a man,
I put away childish things” (1 Corinthians 13:11), he
expressed two facts true about all human beings: a
fact about what is necessary, and a fact about what is
possible for them. Put another way, Paul told us that it
is both necessary and possible for a child to grow into
maturity, naturally and spiritually speaking (cf. 1
Corinthians 14:20). None of this applied to Adam. He
could speak and communicate with God and Eve, and
he could think and reason (for example, he cultivated
the garden, and he named the animals that were
brought to him—Genesis 2:5, 9, 15).
To say that Adam had to be fully functional raises
an interesting question: How are we to understand
“function?”12 For those who defend an evolutionary
account of function, function could mean one of
two things, or both: (1) the function of something is
determined by what is statistically normal for that
thing (for example, intelligence is an average score of a
group of people plotted on a graph), or (2) something’s
functional “role” in a larger system for advantages of
fighting, feeding, reproduction, and fleeing (that is,
survival). So if (1) and (2) are taken together, function

C. Joubert

would mean what most things do on average, either as
a whole or as a part of a whole. A heart, for example,
pumps blood because that is what most hearts do, and
its proper function is what most hearts do on average.
This conception is, however, highly counterintuitive,
because if 20% of all hearts function in an abnormal
way they would still be considered to be functioning
properly if they contribute to survival.
In contrast to naturalists, the creationist would
hold that a whole thing or part functions normally
only in the case that it functions the way it ought to
function, that is in the manner as conceived, intended
and designed by our Creator. Moreland and Rae
asked us to picture, for example, human nature (or
essence)—humanness—as a blueprint (Moreland
and Rae 2000, p. 207). Applied to Adam, it means that
God first conceived of humanness and then placed
the blueprint in Adam as an organizing principle.
Accordingly, when we refer to the heart’s function to
pump blood, then we are saying that it performs its
proper function, literally, as was intended in the mind
of our Creator. We may therefore rightfully say that a
heart that functions properly is an ideal heart, which
means two things. First, such a heart is normative;
it functions as it ought to function in human nature.
Second, the function of the heart is internally related
to other parts and the whole of which it is a part.
And since parts are internally connected, whatever
happens in one part will affect the other parts. If this
is true of the physical body, then it will be true of the
non-physical, immaterial spiritual whole and parts,
including the mind. For example, frustrated desires
may lead to morbid thoughts and depression.
To argue the details of the two views presented
here about what constitutes a function would take us
beyond the scope of this paper. Suffice it to say that
if Adam was created in mature form (that is, fully
functioning), then he was meant to be an example
of how God intended for humankind to function. In
one legitimate sense, then, Adam was completely
healthy—physically and mentally. It is to the latter
that we next turn to.
Adam’s Mental Constitution
Many Christian evolutionists today hold two beliefs.
The first is that the soul13 is not something that sets
human beings apart from animals. For theologian
Joel Green and neuropsychologist Malcolm Jeeves, the
soul is not a unique characteristic of human beings.

Thus contrary to what Brannan’s (2007, pp. 212–215; 2011, pp. 167–169) Darwinian thesis led him to believe.
For a critical analysis of a naturalistic view of “proper function,” see Rae 2000, pp. 110–132).
13
For our purposes “soul” and “spirit” will be used interchangeably, although there are exceptions in Scripture. Here follows just a few
examples: (1) both the soul and spirit stand in need of purification from sin (1 Peter 1:22; 2 Corinthians 7:1); (2) at death, either the soul or
the spirit departs from the body (cf. Genesis 35:18 with Luke 12:20, and 1 Kings 17:17, 21 with Psalm 31:5); (3) a person can be troubled
either in soul or in spirit, for example, Jesus (Isaiah 53:11; John 12:27, 13:21); (4) a person worships God either with the soul or the spirit,
for example, David (Psalm 25:1, 62:1, 103:1) and Mary (Luke 1:46), and Paul (1 Corinthians 14:14–15) and Mary (Luke 1:47). The latter
is an example of Hebrew parallelism, a poetic device in which the same idea is repeated using different but synonymous words.
11
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In the words of Green, “we err when we imagine
that it is the ‘soul’ that distinguishes humanity from
non-human creatures” (Green 2005, p. 3). In other
words, in the spirit of evolutionary theory, there is no
discontinuity between created natural kinds. Jeeves’
argument is that
the word translated “soul” in Genesis 2:7 is a word
that has already appeared in Genesis 1:20, 21, 24,
and 30 where in every case it refers to animals . . .

(Jeeves 2005, p. 172).
However, when Creation is viewed as the product of
an intelligent Creator/Designer, then these arguments
disappear; there is no obstacle to saying that the
Designer of the soul can incorporate it into kinds of
organisms that share similarities. An engineer would
not be surprised to find similar ignition switches
in different kinds of vehicles produced by the same
manufacturer. So Christians who admit the existence
of an all-powerful and intelligent Creator need not be
surprised to find similar features in creatures with
a soul. Interestingly enough, none of the non-human
creatures have been created in the image of God
(Genesis 1:26–27; James 3:9), and Jesus only died
for human beings so that they, amongst other things,
could be “renewed in knowledge according to the
image of Him who created [them]” (Colossians 3:10).
The second belief is that the ontological nature of
human beings is to be understood in physicalist terms
(for example, Brown and Jeeves 1999; Murphy 2006).
In a paper under the title of “Evolutionary psychology
is not evil! (. . . and here’s why not . . .),” Glen Geher
clarified what this means:
[T]his perspective is monistic to the core; it conceives
of human behavior as resulting from the nervous
system—including the brain—which was, according
to this perspective (and to most modern scientists
who studied psychological phenomena), shaped by
evolutionary processes such as natural selection

(Geher 2006, p. 185).
Evolutionary theory faces at least two obstacles on
this point.14 The first is metaphysical: if we can say
just one thing true about Adam’s spiritual/mental/
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moral constitution that is not true of his material
body/brain, or vice verse, then they are not the same
things, and physicalist monism is false. The second
obstacle is the data of Scripture.
In Zechariah 12:1 we find the following words:
Thus says the LORD, who stretches out the heavens,
lays the foundation of the earth, and forms the spirit
of man within him.

What the prophet referred to here as created by God,
the “spirit of man within him,” our Lord and Savior
qualified this way: “Foolish ones! Did not He who made
the outside make the inside also?” (Luke 11:40). In the
gospel of John, Jesus said something to Nathanael
about himself (his inner person) that was not true of
his body: “Behold, an Israelite indeed, in whom is no
deceit!” (John 1:47; cf. 1 Peter 3:3–4). And in Matthew
10:28, Jesus told his disciples whom to fear; not those
who can, for example, burn the human body to ashes
and can do nothing to the soul, but God who is able to
cast both body and soul into hell. Scripture is clear: a
human being is more than a material or physical body.
The person is the soul and has a body through which
he expresses himself and does things in the world (cf.
Romans 6:13, 19, 12:1–2; 2 Corinthians 6:10). We also
find confirmation for the radical distinction between
inner and outer person in the apostle Paul’s letters.
He said that followers of Jesus ought not to “lose
heart,” for although their “outward man is perishing,
yet the inward man is being renewed day by day” (2
Corinthians 4:16). Had the “inner man” and “outer
body” been the same things, then either they would
decay together or be renewed together, and that is
contrary to what the apostle said. They are therefore
neither the same things nor two “aspects” of the same
thing, but different ontological kinds of entities—
despite their deep unity.
For God to accomplish the purposes for which Adam
was created, Adam had to have at least five mental
capacities in his soul: sensation, thinking, believing,
desiring, and willing (the ability to choose and act).15
Whenever he sensed something, had a thought about
it, chose between alternative courses of actions, and

In the debate between dualists and monists the following question is central: Who is the person? Or, with which part of the human being
should the person be identified? See also footnotes 18, 21 and 22.
15
See Christensen and Moreland (1998). The view expressed here is a view of human beings in terms of substance dualism, thus a view
that embraces mental and physical causal interaction and functional dependence. On this view, if the brain is injured, memory loss
occurs; if a person persists in anxious thoughts, brain activity will change. But this does not tell us what mental states themselves are.
Something is what it is in virtue of its basic nature and intrinsic constituents (for example, properties, capacities, and parts).
Christian evolutionist and philosopher Wacome stated, to have been able “to function as his [God’s] agents in the created world,
representing him as they exercise dominion over the creation . . . [makes it] reasonable to suppose that human beings performing these
functions presupposes their having certain characteristics” (Wacome 1997, p. 7). While he is prepared to grant that no “convincing
scientific theories of how we came to have these characteristics are generally currently available” and that “these characteristics comprise
the image of God,” it “adds nothing to the argument against the possibility of a naturalistic [evolutionary] explanation . . .” (Wacome 1997,
p. 7). The problem is that he does not offer us an explanation of how blind, mindless processes with no consciousness can produce entities
with a mind and consciousness (see footnote 18). Moreover, any first member in a given series of subsequent members can only pass on
what it itself possesses. Thus, if nature consists entirely of physical processes, then it follows that from the physical only the physical
can come. Since Wacome believes that no “plausible interpretation of the imago Dei [image of God] maintains that it is our physical
resemblance to God that is involved here, since he [God] is not a material being” (Wacome 1997, p. 7), it follows that something is a person
only if there exists a relevant similarity to the supreme Person.
14
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so on, he would have been in a state of his soul or
mind. Let us briefly clarify the meaning of each of
these mental capacities and states.
A sensation is a state of awareness, a mode of
consciousness; for example, the conscious awareness
of a color seen, a sound heard, or a rose smelled.
When I, for example, see a black dog running, then it
is a state of my mind and not a state of my eyeballs.
Eyes do not see; a person (a soul) sees with or by
means of his eyes. Mouths, hands, and feet—the body
in general—are thus instruments or tools the soul
uses to engage and experience the environment. In
other words, while some sensations are experiences
of things outside us, like a black dog or a red apple
in a tree, others are first-person conscious states
like “uneasiness” about something or a pain within
us. Understood this way, emotions are a subclass of
sensations and are, as such, forms of consciousness
of things—fearfully, lovingly, or resentfully. Whether
Adam experienced any moral emotions before the Fall
is a question we will turn to shortly.
A thought has mental content (for example,
meaning) and can be expressed in spoken and
written sentences. When expressed in a sentence, the
thought is not the same thing as the sentence that
is used to express it. Sentences are sense perceptible
and publicly accessible—spoken sentences have
sound characteristics and written ones have physical
features such as scratchings on a blackboard, shape,
size and color—but the thought expressed by the
sentence is invisible; it is in the mind of the speaker.
When a person is thinking a thought, an event of
thinking takes place in the mind of the person (or
self) that has the thought. Some thoughts exemplify
a proposition. To say that a thought exemplifies a
proposition means that the thought is either true
or false. Some thoughts also imply other thoughts:
for example, the thought that “all apples are fruit”
entails “some apples are fruit.” If the former is true,
the latter must be true. There are also thoughts that
do not entail; they merely provide justification for
other thoughts. For example, certain thoughts about
evidence in a court case provide justification for the
thought that a person is guilty. A person can therefore
also think without language. This is especially evident
with small children; if this were not so, a maturing
infant would never be able to learn language itself,
since the infant would never be able to think until a
language somehow arose within the infant.
A belief is what a person accepts about reality,
to varying degrees of strength. And since a belief
is about how things are in the world, including the
kinds of things that exist, a belief is either true or
false. If, for example, a person believes it is raining
now, then that belief will serve as the basis for the
person’s actions (for example, the person shuts the
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windows in her room). This makes it difficult to think
that a belief is a disposition to behave a certain way;
it is rather the grounds for dispositions. There are
also things such as basic beliefs, for example, that the
Bible is the Word of God. It is a basic belief purely
because it leads to other beliefs, such as that Adam
was the first person created by our Creator.
A desire is a felt inclination to have, avoid,
experience, or do certain things. Desires are either
conscious or such that they can be made conscious
through, for example, touch or talk. Natural desires
are for things that must exist, otherwise human
needs cannot be met (for example, water to quench
thirst, and God as a rewarder of those who seek
Him—Hebrews 11:6). An act of will is volition of free
choice, an active exercise of power, an endeavour or
purposing to do a certain thing or to bring a certain
state of affairs about. Put another way, the will is a
faculty of the soul that contains a person’s abilities to
choose and act.
This raises the important question of whether
Adam had the power of free choice. Why is this an
important question? Free choice entails the existence
of a conscious agent with mental capacities and
states—sensations, thoughts, beliefs, desires—
and knowledge of those states from a first-person
perspective. Let us next establish whether Adam was
deceived and the status of Eve’s mental capacities.
Adam Was not Deceived
Scripture reveals that “And Adam was not deceived,
but the woman being deceived, fell into transgression”
(1 Timothy 2:14). The apostle Paul also stated the
same truth to the Christians in Corinth: “But I fear,
lest somehow, as the serpent deceived Eve by his
craftiness, so your minds may be corrupted from the
simplicity that is in Christ” (2 Corinthians 11:3). These
texts reveal three facts relevant to our discussion.
Firstly, deceivers have specific goals in mind: to
replace or destroy someone’s beliefs. Why beliefs? We
have seen that there are things such as basic beliefs.
The point is that a basic belief leads or gives rise to
further beliefs. If a deceiver can succeed in destroying
a basic belief then it follows that any further beliefs
related to the basic belief will be without a basis or
foundation. In 2 Corinthians 11:4 the apostle Paul
alerted the Corinthian Christians that they were in
danger of having their basic beliefs—about Jesus,
the Holy Spirit, and the Gospel—destroyed. This
means, secondly, that no Christian is exempt from
being deceived; in fact Christians are special targets.
Scripture admonishes them not to give Satan an
opportunity (Ephesians 4:27), for their “adversary the
devil walks about like a roaring lion, seeking whom
he may devour” (1 Peter 5:8). And thirdly, deception
is primarily something that is focused on the mind,
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the faculty of the soul by which we think, evaluate,
discern, and understand the nature of something or a
state of affairs (including our own beliefs).
It is evident from Genesis 3:1–7 that the deceiver
did two things: he did not show himself to be who he
really was, and he deliberately undermined the truth.
He began with questioning what God said (Genesis
3:1; cf. Matthew 4:1–10)—the basis of Adam and
Eve’s beliefs and actions—and subtly twisted it into a
lie, implying that something about God’s character is
suspect (Genesis 3:4–5). When we think of deception,
we usually say something looks or sounds like this
or that while in reality it is something different. Let
us therefore define deception as a deliberate act by
which someone does not show himself (for example,
his true motives or intentions), and as the deliberate
misrepresentation of truth.16 Thus what one sees or
hears is something other than the truth.
So the fact that Eve succumbed to the temptations
of the devil and having been unable to realize that
she was deceived, does that mean that she was
created less than perfect or not very good? Recall
that “perfect” does not imply without limits and that
“very good” means appropriate to the purposes of
God. The logical conclusion is therefore that Eve had
to have certain limitations appropriate to her role as
“helper comparable to him” for Adam (Genesis 2:20).
The question now is this: Was Adam a moral agent?
If Adam was not deceived by the tempter, could he
have corrected Eve’s deceived mind by making
her aware that she was directed by the deceiver to
believe something false? Or could it be that he lacked
knowledge to have done so?
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Adam Was a Moral Agent
If actions are the products of a person’s will, then
Adam was a moral agent. Let us therefore be clear
on what an “agent” is.17 Firstly, an agent is a person
with special capacities as part of his constitution—
thoughts, beliefs, desires, sensations (feelings), the
ability to know, understand, evaluate (judge), and so
on. Secondly, an agent must possess consciousness;
otherwise he would be unable to present to himself
possible courses of action and evaluate whether
a given action is appropriate or not, including
evaluating whether his beliefs, desires, feelings or
thoughts—associated with the action—are relevant
or not.18 Thirdly, an agent must remain the same
through change; otherwise a person who committed a
crime a week ago and is now standing in front of the
judge cannot be punished for his crimes (if he is found
guilty).19 And fourthly, an agent must be free in two
senses: he must be able to do something freely and
must have the ability to do otherwise, or have willed
to do otherwise.20
Adam’s Kinds and Sources of Knowledge
It is useful to distinguish between two states of
mind as far as it relates to knowledge. Ignorance is
the natural state of the mind; it is part and parcel
of human development, hence why maturity is the
imperative to move from a state of ignorance to a state
of knowledge (cf. 1 Corinthians 13:11). In general,
when one is ignorant, one needs more information.
One cannot act on things if one does no know how and
why one ought to act a certain way (cf. Romans 10:14).
But a person can also be confused. Such a person

How would the evolutionist view and explain deception? Is it something good or bad? Ramachandran and Blakeslee assert that this
(biological) ability purely evolved as a by-product “of the need to impose stability, internal consistency and coherence on behavior” and
the “need to conceal the truth from other people.” Evolution, they say, “allow[s] you to lie . . . as a car salesman can. After all . . . it might be
useful to lie—in a job interview or during courtship (‘I’m not married’)” (Ramachandran and Blakeslee 2003, p. 507). What is “useful” is,
of course, purely pragmatic, meaning that the question is not whether something is true, but whether it works for you. On this basis the
evolutionary theorist can justify anything the Bible regards as sin and evil. It makes it therefore highly questionable whether talk about
help and harm, good and bad, or right and wrong still makes sense.
17
For insight into the nature of what is known as “libertarian agency,” see Goetz 2000, pp. 156–186. See also footnote 2.
18
Naturalist philosopher John Searle admits that, “The way that human and animal intelligence works is through consciousness” (Searle
1998, p. 31). But where consciousness originates from remains a mystery for the evolutionist. Philosopher Jerry Fodor once said: “Nobody
has the slightest idea how anything material could be conscious. Nobody even knows what it would be like to have the slightest idea how
anything material could be conscious. So much for the philosophy of consciousness” (quoted by professor of philosophy and psychology
Margaret Boden (1998, p. 1). Boden herself confessed: “The existence of consciousness as such remains a mystery—at least, given our
present state of knowledge . . . I agree with Fodor that we have not the slightest idea how anything material could be conscious” (Boden
1998, p. 10). The good news is that consciousness is no mystery for the biblical Christian, for God is a personal and conscious Agent that
communicates and acts, which is clearly evident from Scripture (cf. Genesis 1:1ff.).
19
Cf. 2 Corinthians 5:10. Brannan quoted Frederick Tennant who said that a human being “is a ‘becoming’ rather than a stable and
constant being . . .” (Brannan 2007, p. 198). If a human being has no self or is in a continual process of becoming one, then judgment
(human or divine) makes no sense. The problem is that evolutionists confuse two kinds of change. When a substance changes it is gaining
or losing properties, but remains the same thing throughout the change; for example, a leaf can change from green to red and an apple
can go from sour to sweet. This is a case of alteration, a kind of change. In contrast, when the essential nature of a fish would change into
a dog then the fish would cease to exist and a dog come to be. Thus, if evolution is true, then where “humans” begin and where they end
becomes totally unclear.
20
An interesting question to consider is this: If mental states are the means by which we know things, are we responsible for our thoughts,
beliefs, desires, emotions, and choices? If we are not responsible for these things, then an agent cannot be held responsible for his actions.
We can put it differently, if there was a time when I acquired, for example, my beliefs and desires, I could also not have acquired them,
and therefore am responsible for them. And if I am responsible for my desires and beliefs, then so am I also for my thoughts, the choices
I made, and the actions they lead to.
16
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is usually in need of knowledge of a different kind;
more knowledge of the same kind seldom removes the
confusion. The point is that neither of these states
was characteristic of Adam.
It is evident from Scripture that Adam must have
had at least three kinds and sources of knowledge.
The first we shall refer to as his perceptual knowledge
of the external world by way of his senses which, of
necessity, entailed first person direct awareness of his
own mental states (call it self-knowledge).21 In other
words, this source and kind of knowledge enabled
Adam to perceive the environment he interacted with;
he could, for example, identify objects (trees, animals)
and so avoid bumping into them. He could also think
about the objects he interacted with (for example,
God, animals, and Eve), form beliefs about them, feel
and experience certain emotions about them, and so
on. If this were not so then Adam would have been
unable to know what he saw, heard, touched, ate, and
smelled.
The second source and kind of knowledge we will
refer to as the deliverances of Adam’s reason, in
distinction from his sensory or perceptual knowledge.
We can also call this kind of knowledge know-how
or skill, because it involves a certain level of insight.
This knowledge allowed Adam to do certain things
for certain purposes. The implication is that Adam
must have been able, among other things, to form
certain concepts, for example, a truth about logic:
If an elephant is taller than a lion, and a lion taller
than a beaver, then the elephant is the tallest and the
beaver is the shortest in the set.
The third kind of Adam’s knowledge we will
refer to as his propositional knowledge, with God as
his ultimate source of this knowledge. To have had
propositional knowledge means that Adam was not
only able to form concepts about objects, but was also
able to know when an object satisfied the concept.
To have said, for example, “This is now bone of
my bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called
Woman, because she was taken out of Man” (Genesis
2:23), means Adam formed a proposition (true belief)
of a state of affairs in the world. To put the same
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point somewhat differently, to say that Adam had
propositional knowledge is to say that he was justified
in what he believed about Eve. The remarkable thing is
that God did not correct his conceptual understanding
of Eve. It is therefore not unreasonable to conclude
that Adam’s noetic (cognitive, mental) equipment
functioned the way God intended them to function.22
So if Adam’s intellectual powers were in a perfect
working condition, do we have reason to think that he
could identify and choose between right and wrong?
And what can we say about Adam’s moral emotions?
Adam’s Power of Choice and Emotions
Although we have reason to think that Adam
experienced emotions of excitement and joy when
God brought Eve to him (Genesis 2:18–23), there is no
indication in Scripture that Adam ever expressed a
moral emotion such as disgust. In fact, we are justified
to believe that there never was a reason for him to
have done so prior to the Fall, for the Creation was
very good and death had not yet entered the world.
But does this mean he could not have distinguished
between right and wrong? Grace and Moreland (2002)
seem to think so. They tie this ability to Adam and Eve
having become aware of their nakedness, specifically
the emotions of shame and embarrassment associated
with it, which means that this capacity was “not part
of [God’s] original design . . .” (Grace and Moreland
2002, p. 17). I will argue that Grace and Moreland’s
beliefs cannot be accepted without qualification, for
three reasons.
Firstly, we agree with Scripture that Adam and
Eve became conscious of good and evil after Adam
sinned, but this fact does not rule out that Adam had
the capacity to cognitively differentiate between right
and wrong before he sinned. Recall that Adam was
not deceived (1 Timothy 2:14), which implies that he
was capable of distinguishing truth from falsehood (2
Corinthians 11:3). Could that have been the reason
why the deceiver approached Eve rather than Adam?
Since Eve “fell into transgression” prior to Adam, two
things ought to have happened when she approached
Adam with the fruit from which she had already

Even an atheist and evolutionary psychologist such as Steven Pinker concurred that consciousness has three specialized meanings:
self-knowledge (Pinker 1997, p. 134), direct access to one’s own thoughts (Pinker 1997, p. 135), and sentience (“subjective experience,
phenomenal awareness, raw feels, first-person present tense, ‘what it is like’ . . .”) (Pinker 1997, pp. 135–136); “Among the various people
and objects that an intelligent being can have information about is the being itself.” He said, “Not only can I feel pain and see red, I can
think to myself . . .” (Pinker 1997, p. 134). The problem for Pinker is that he referred to an entity—an “I”—whose existence he elsewhere
denied. Since Darwin explained how life originated from the blind and mindless physical processes of natural selection, science overcame
“one wall standing in the landscape of knowledge”: the existence of the “ghost in the machine” (Pinker 2002, p. 1). “Science has now
shown,” he said, that entities such as “the self, the soul, the ghost, the person, the ‘me’” (Pinker 2002, p. 42) does not exist. What is
strange is that it escaped Pinker’s attention that he continues to talk of “self-knowledge” without a conscious self who is the possessor of
that knowledge!
22
If evolutionary theory is true, then we have little reason to trust our noetic equipment. This idea must have troubled Charles Darwin
in no small measure: “With me the horrid doubt always arises whether the convictions of man’s mind, which has been developed from
the mind of lower animals, are of any value or at all trustworthy. Would anyone trust in the convictions of a monkey’s mind, if there are
any convictions in such a mind?” (cited in Moreland and Craig 2003, p. 103). If knowledge is warranted or justified true belief, then its
designed purpose is to help humans function in environments appropriate for those faculties to function.
21
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eaten. Adam should have made Eve aware that the
tempter made her to believe something false (since we
already established that Adam knew things truly),
and/or he should have told her that what she did was
contrary to what God commanded them not to do
(Genesis 2:16–17).
The second reason, following closely from the
previous, is simply this: It does not make sense that
God would have issued a command to Adam if Adam
had been mentally unable to recognize when that
command would not be obeyed by Eve or their children
(we remember that God instructed them to produce
offspring—Genesis 1:28). This is clearly the sense
we get from reading Genesis 3:17: “Because you have
heeded the voice of your wife . . .” (emphasis added).
The implication is “You should not have listened to
your wife!”
But there is a third and more important reason
why we should not connect Adam and Eve’s shame—
after Adam sinned—with Adam’s mental ability
to distinguish right from wrong—before he sinned.
It would imply that God allowed Adam and Eve to
live in a state of sin (nakedness): that He concealed
their already sinful condition from them and only
made them conscious of the fact after Adam sinned.
It follows that God was the cause of sin. However, this
kind of reasoning is incoherent and militates against
both Scripture and the character of God (cf. Isaiah
65:16; Titus 1:2; James 1:13).
The fact of the matter is that their nakedness
was part and parcel of the “very good” Creation.
If “shame” is taken to mean a feeling or emotion
aroused by a sense of having done something wrong,
then it becomes clear why Grace and Moreland made
the connection between shame and wrongful action.
However, if guilt is “used either as a judicial term
referring to violation of a law or to designate an
emotion that follows judging oneself in violation of a
standard” (Benner 1985, p. 486), then clearly we need
to think differently about the meaning of Adam and
Eve’s shame in light of Scripture, notwithstanding
the interrelatedness between shame and guilt. What
ought to be considered is that their shame was a result
of their realization of what they became: wrongdoers.
Put differently, they experienced the recognition of the
significance of what they had become as opposed to
what they did, and that recognition is nowhere more
evident than in their attempt to make reparation for
it: they made for themselves coverings (Genesis 3:7).
By covering themselves, they were essentially saying:
“We do not want to be seen!” (Genesis 3:8). The
sense is clearly not of having broken a law or having
been disobedient to God’s command, but what they
became—their status before God. Adam’s mental
ability to distinguish right from wrong before the
Fall should thus not be taken as of the same order
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as becoming aware of what they became and realized
after the Fall.
To the suspicion that Adam’s volition could have
been faulty as a result of the design of the Creator,
we have two responses. First, we have seen that an
agent has a dual ability: to do and to refrain from
doing something. Let us compare this dual ability to
the ignition of a car. It is common knowledge that
a car’s ignition is designed to hold a key by which
a car’s engine is to be switched on and off. It is
therefore only when the ignition fails to perform
either function that the manufacturer will consider
it as faulty. It is accordingly reasonable to think that
Adam’s ability to choose had been wrongly designed
if, and only if, he could only have said yes to Eve’s
requests and never no (cf. Genesis 3:17). It follows, if
Adam’s power of choice functioned as God designed it
to function, then there was nothing wrong with his
ability to choose but only with what he chose to do.
And since he chose to sin, he could have chosen not to
sin and is therefore responsible for the consequences
that followed.
Second, had that not been the case, then our Lord
Jesus was not perfectly human, therefore not able to
sin. Scripture indicates that not only was Jesus the
“last Adam” but also the “second man” (1 Corinthians
15:45, 47), which means, among other things, that
Jesus appeared on the human landscape in the
likeness of Adam—perfectly human, sinless, and
without a human father. The least we can say is that
Jesus had the power to choose to sin but instead chose
to yield to our Father’s will as His ultimate source
of knowledge (cf. Matthew 4:4–10; 26:36–42; John
4:32, 34; 8:26, 38, 42, 46, 47, 55; Hebrews 10:5–10).
He recognized, discerned, and understood it to be the
right thing to do. Scripture calls it wisdom (cf. Psalm
111:10; Proverbs 9:10).
Conclusion
Adam was created very good, fully functional (in
mature form, including his mental faculties), and
was not deceived. Since he could choose to eat from
any tree in the garden, save one (Genesis 2:16), and
chose to sin, he possessed free will. His capacities
functioned the way God intended them to function,
although not for the purposes of wrongdoing. Had
God forced Adam not to sin, then Adam would not
have been free. In other words, the dire consequences
would not have followed had God been the cause of
Adam’s sin. It follows that since Adam was not forced
or influenced to sin by either God or a sinful nature,
he sinned of his own free will. Thus to attribute sin
to the Creator means two things: (1) to blaspheme
against Him, and (2) to acquit Adam of his sin and
responsibility. Brennan’s Darwinian proposal that
Christians adopt an “Irenean sense of original sin” is
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therefore to be rejected; it is at variance with Scripture
and the character of God.
But was Adam not aware of the details of what
his “death-penalty” entailed? Could he have foreseen
what was to follow from his wrongful actions? There
is no necessary or sufficient reason to think that he
could; he was only informed that he would die the day
he ate from the forbidden tree. The fact that human
perfection does not mean “without limits” underlines
something very important about our actions in the
world, namely, that they have effects far beyond
our comprehension. This suggests that Christian
evolutionists should be more reflective about their
actions and what it is that is driving them.
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