
The Bishopõs Corner 

The Right Reverend Eric Vawter Menees  

While Bishop Menees is away on sabbatical, he has appointed a few clergy  

to take over his monthly article duties in the San Joaquin Anglican.  This 

monthõs article is submitted by Father John Roberts of Saint Matthias   

Anglican Church in Oakdale.   

Reconciling Adam & Eve & Evolution 

For many years now I have been intrigued by the challenge fac-

ing orthodox Christians of reconciling the biblical accounts of 

early Genesis with the mounting scientific evidence that humani-

ty evolved from primates.  I recently indulged my intrigue by re-

searching the topic and developing a five-week course entitled 

òAdam & Eve and Evolutionó, which our parish opened to the 

community-at-large during Lent.  And I would like to share a 

little of what I learned here.  

For more than a century, Creationism has enjoyed inimitable 

support in America.  Creationism is the belief that that humanity 

was specially created by God in its present form approximately 

6,000 years ago.  Ever since the Scopes òMonkeyó Trial brought 

the question of human origins to the forefront in 1925, roughly 

half of Americans have professed to being Creationists and op-

posed the theory of human evolution.  In fact, according to Gal-

lup, as recently as five years ago 46% of the American public 

held this belief.  However, a July 13 article in USA Today report-

ed there has recently been a sharp drop in the number of Ameri-

cans who hold to Creationism, as a Gallup poll conducted in May 

of this year determined now only 38% of America remain Crea-

tionists.  Certainly, the rise in atheism contributes to this figure, 

but the details of the poll reveal the biggest factor in this change 

is the increased number of Christians who no longer consider 

belief in evolution to be at odds with a Biblical faith.   

4ŋň 3ńő *ŒńŔŘŌő 
!őŊŏŌņńő 

"ŌŖŋŒœȭŖ 3ņŋňŇŘŏň 
!őŇ 

$ŌŒņňŖńő #ńŏňőŇńŕ 

6/,  ΰ !ÕÇÕÓÔ άΪΫα )335% β 

 

+ + + 

July 29ñ90 Days Prior to the Con-
vention 

Through October 4ñBishop tak-
ing Vacation and Sabbatical 

August 15ñFeast of the Assump-
tion of Mary 

August 28ñ60 days Prior to the 
Convention 

September 4ñLabor Dayñ
Diocesan Office Closed 

September 5-7ñCollege of Bish-
ops Conclave 

+ + + 

(Continued on page 2) 

http://www.dioceseofsanjoaquin.net/


This is sure to cause many believers to wonder: how could this be?  How can our faith possibly be reconciled with 

evolutionary theory while still maintaining the authority of scripture?  But, as I have studied this issue, I have learned 

that while Creationists may be the loudest voices in American Christianity, there is a wide spectrum of perspectives on 

how to best interpret Genesis 1-3, including some that accommodate the preponderance of scientific evidence 

supporting human evolution, without compromising the authority of scripture.  Below, I will share a few of the most 

compelling of such perspectives.  But, to do that, I first need to provide a more thorough explanation of Creationism.   

There are two main Creationist camps today.  Most Creationists in America are Young Earth Creationists.  Proponents 

of Young Earth Creationism believe that because the Bible is the Word of God, it must be authoritative not only on 

matters of religion, but on matters of science as well.  Therefore, since they hold to the traditional understanding of 

Genesis 1 ð namely, that it is a description of the material creation of the Earth ð they believe this indicates that the sci-

entific theories of the big bang and human evolution are unreliable and must be based on faulty science.  In contrast to 

the scientific consensus that the universe and the earth are billions of years old, Young Earth Creationists date the crea-

tion of both as having occurred only 6,000 years ago, based upon the various genealogies in the Bible.  Furthermore, 

Young Earth Creationists affirm that Adam & Eve were the first historical people, specially created by God ð Adam 

from the dust and Eve from Adamõs rib according to Genesis 2.  Also contradicting scientific evidence, they infer from 

these passages that prior to Adam & Eveõs òFalló into sin in Genesis 3 the world was perfect and without any death, 

animal or otherwise.   

There is another version of Creationism, however, known as Old Earth Creationism.  They depart from Young Earth 

Creationists by affirming the scientific consensus that the universe and earth are both very old, the universe originating 

with the Big Bang approximately 13.8 billion years ago and the earth about 4.5 billion years ago.  Most Old Earth Crea-

tionists reconcile this with scripture by interpreting the òdaysó of creation in Genesis 1 as representing vast ages of time.  

However, Old Earth Creationists do not accept the scientific theory of human evolution.  Instead, they agree with 

Young Earth Creationists that Adam & Eve were the first historical people specially created by God about 6,000 years 

ago.  

For the last century, these two forms of Creationism have tended to be the dominant view among Christians in America.  

And in the last 50 years, Young Earth Creationism has become dominant.  It may surprise some that for political, racial, 

& cultural reasons this has been an almost uniquely American phenomenon.  But ever since the 19th century, when evi-

dence for an old earth and human evolution began to emerge, there have been Christians who have suggested that both 

can be reconciled with scripture.  And despite having their voices drowned out or mostly ignored for more than a centu-

ry, since the 1990s there has been a resurgence of more moderate Christian perspectives that take scientific findings seri-

ously.  Gerald Rau, author of Mapping the Origins Debate: Six Models of the Beginning of Everything (IVP Academic, 2012), has 

divided these perspectives into two categories: Directed Evolution and Planned Evolution.   

For the creation of the world, both Directed and Planned Evolution would affirm the scientific consensus about the age 

of the universe as well as the theory of human evolution.  However, these two perspectives differ in two key ways.  Pro-

ponents of Planned Evolution insist that when God originally created the universe, He planned it in such a way that all 

that has transpired did so without God having to intervene further.  So, while they would affirm that God certainly inter-

venes in the created order in other ways, such as through the incarnation, answering prayer, and even performing mira-

cles, proponents of Planned Evolution would insist that since the Big Bang 13.8 billion years ago, Godõs further inter-

vention in the creation process has not been required for creation to unfold exactly as it has ð from the emergence of 
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the earth from the sun 4.5 Billion years ago to the beginning of life on earth some 3.6 billion years ago, and finally the 

origin of the human species about 100,000 years ago.  The Biologos Foundation (biologos.org) is a leading proponent of 

the Planned Evolution perspective.   

In contrast to this perspective, proponents of Directed Evolution believe God has intervened in the process of creation 

all along, directing it to unfold in a certain way.  And to support this they point to a litany of highly improbable scientific 

events that were required for the origin of life and humans to ever occur.    

The other significant distinction between these two Christian perspectives on evolution is how they understand the sci-

entific process by which humans evolved from primates.  The Planned Evolutionists agree with the majority of natural-

istic (atheist) scientists in affirming Darwinian evolution, which emphasizes natural selection as the primary mechanism 

of evolution.  In contrast, Directed Evolutionists tend to be non-Darwinian: affirming that natural selection played a 

part, but insisting the evidence indicates there must have been additional mechanisms at play as well.   

But the question remains: how can proponents of Directed and Planned Evolution adhere to these scientific views with-

out compromising the authority of Scripture?  First, both would take issue with the Creationist tenet that, as the Word of 

God, the Bible is authoritative on matters of science.  Although this tenet may have become the majority view in the past 

century among American Protestants, historically this has not been the majority view of the Church at least since Augus-

tine.  But, perhaps even more significantly, the Planned and Directed Evolutionists would argue that the Creationist in-

terpretations of Genesis 1-3 have come because of projecting modern ideas back onto an ancient text, presuming the 

author of Genesis 1-3 provides answers to modern questions that its author wouldnõt have been seeking to answer.    

So how do the Planned & Directed Evolutionists suggest early Genesis can be rightly interpreted?  Regarding Genesis 1, 

the most compelling interpretation to emerge in the last decade has come from John Walton.  Though Walton affirms 

that God certainly created the universe materially from nothing, in his book The Lost World of Genesis One (IVP Academic, 

2009) Walton argues that Genesis 1 is not a description of the earthõs material origins.  Instead, he argues that the word 

òcreateó in ancient Hebrew referred to God giving something function and purpose.  Thus, Walton understands Genesis 

1 to be about God assigning functions to a world already billions of years old to create a òcosmic templeó where He 

could bring humans into relationship with himself.  In other words, according to Walton, the way Creationists read Gen-

esis 1 is analogous to reading a description of God building a house, when the intent of the Genesis author is more anal-

ogous to a description of God making of a home.     

Walton also provides the most compelling interpretation of Genesis 2-3 in the Directed Evolution category, presented in 

his book The Lost World of Adam & Eve (IVP Academic, 2015).  There, Walton interprets the Genesis account to be pre-

senting Adam & Eve not as the first humans, but as humans chosen by God as representatives of the larger human race 

that was in existence; priests, if you will, with the purpose of bringing humanity into relationship with God.  However, 

when Adam & Eve failed at their mission in Genesis 3, this brought disorder into the world that required Jesus, a second 

Adam, to come to redeem humanity and accomplish what Adam & Eve were unable to: providing a way for humanity to 

come into relationship with God.   

From the Planned Evolution perspective, the most compelling interpretation of Genesis 2-3 has been put forth by the 

recent book Evolution and The Fall (Eerdmans, 2017) edited by William Cavanaugh and James K.A. Smith.  In the book, 

Smith re-examines the doctrine of The Fall in light of human evolution with the aim of determining what elements of 

the doctrine are indispensable for the story of scripture to remain coherent and to remain faithful to Christian Tradition.  
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Smithõs conclusions lead him to insist that Christian tradition requires affirming that humanity was created originally 

good.  However, Smith clarifies that humanity can be ògoodó while at the same time having the need to mature ethical-

ly.  In other words, original goodness does not necessitate that there was original perfection.  This is significant because 

it means one could maintain that animal and human death could have occurred prior to The Fall without violating the 

tradition.   

Additionally, Smith also insists that we must maintain that the event of The Fall did effect human character such that we 

are now incapable of not-sinning apart from the power of God.  However, according to Smith it is not theologically 

necessary to affirm that this òFalló happened at a distinct, punctiliar moment in time.  Instead, the book suggests that 

The Fall narrative of Genesis 3 could represent the inner deliberation of temptation that many humans collectively 

succumbed to over time.     

I understand that this short article may cause more questions for readers than answers.  If you are interested in learning 

more on the topic, I invite you to visit saintmatthiasoakdale.com/aee where a video of Part 1 of my five-week course is 

available and access to other videos is available upon request.   

However, some reading this article may wonder why all of this even really matters?  What is at stake if Christians contin-

ue holding to Creationism or remain closed to other perspectives?  Well, to that I would answer: only the Great Com-

mission.   

The same USA Today article I cited before notes that polls reveal nearly 40% of those who have left organized religion 

do so because of religionõs anti-science reputation, and this is especially true among younger adults.  A 2011 Barna re-

search poll of young adults with a Christian background reports 35% said òChristians are too confident they know all 

the answers.ó  Meanwhile, 29% of young adults feel that òchurches are out of step with the scientific world we live in,ó 

25% perceive that òChristianity is anti-science,ó and 23% said they have òbeen turned off by the creation-versus-

evolution debate.ó  The fact is that the next generation is asking for better answers on questions of science than the 

Creationist movement has been able to provide.   

Some denominations, like the Missouri-Synod Lutherans and Southern Baptist Convention have rejected the Theory of 

Evolution outright and have (I believe mistakenly) made Creationism part of their core doctrine.  Meanwhile, one of the 

greatest advantages Anglicanism has over much of evangelicalism is a tradition of intellectual seriousness coupled with 

doctrinal latitude concerning secondary issues of the faith that can provide a safe environment for people to wrestle 

with subjects like this one.   

Taking a fresh look at the question of human origins and admitting we donõt have all the answers is one way the Church 

can begin to restore its credibility with the lost and bring them to that which is primary: a saving relationship with Jesus 

Christ.    

The Very Reverend John Roberts 

revjohnroberts@gmail.com 
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Provincial Assembly Report:  Bill Atwood  

Dear Brothers and Sisters in Christ: 

I have just returned home from serving our Diocese as the Lay Delegate to 
the ACNA Provincial Council and Provincial Assembly. Let me begin by 
stating that our Diocese is celebrated by Anglicans from around the world 
and across this nation for being the ones that led the way in separating 
from TEC.  Bishop John-David would be telling us it was, òWonderful!ó 
Anglicanism is strong and vibrant and exciting and the people in the gath-
ering at Wheaton, Illinois represented all races, languages, and ages.  

There were many activities and events that took place over the course of 
the week and I will begin by reminding you that you may find information, 
photos, and videos on line at #assembly2017 or www.anglicanchurch.net. 

A few items were handled by the Council with a couple worthy of note. 
One dealt with welcoming into ACNA the Diocese of South Carolina. 
Bishop Mark Lawrence, who once was a part of our Diocese, has led that 
Diocese through the separation from TEC and he and a few of his congre-
gants felt the love in that room with the shouts of welcome and extended standing ovations. 

We dealt with ensuring proper financial accountability within each Diocese and each church by changing language to 
ensure proper audits of funds. The Canons were amended to include Biblical references to the definition of marriage to 
make our stance abundantly clear as to what the purpose of marriage was to the Church and that a marriage is between 
one man and one woman.  

Provincial Council, the Primates, and the House of Bishops agreed to the Consecration of Bishop Andy Lines of Eng-
land. Since the Archbishop of Canterbury had refused to offer alternative Episcopal oversight to the conservative 
churches in England that did not wish to embrace the more liberal thinking of the Church, it was agreed that Archbish-
op Foley Beach and ACNA would offer such Episcopal Oversight. As the Diocese of San Joaquin led the way as the 
first Diocese to separate from TEC, Bishop Lines now offers alternative episcopal oversight to faithful Anglicans 
internationally. 

It was exciting to be a part of this historic action and especially fun for a student of history as this year is the 500th anni-
versary of the Protestant Reformation. The service of Consecration of Bishop Lines was beautiful, enriching, inspiring, 
and most importantly the continuation of the Apostolic Succession from the first Apostles selected by Jesus. Since 
those early days each Bishop consecrated has had the experience of the òlaying on of handsó from the other sitting 
Bishops. Our Bishop Eric can trace his line back to the first Apostles and we Anglicans have witnessed the consecration 
of the newest Bishop in the Apostolic Succession. It is a shame that some have chosen to leave the Bible to follow the 
secular culture.  Their departure breaks their line of Apostolic Succession of Jesusõ message to the first Apostles. 

Wheaton will be remembered for years to come. Those attending can now be called the WOWõs, òWitnesses of 
Wheatonó. 

Bishop Eric led the Choral Matins service held in historic Pearce Chapel at Wheaton College.  Experiencing the music, 
singing, and words of inspiration, one could only come away feeling profoundly blessed to have attended. 

The workshops covered a variety of subjects and areas of concern for our varied dioceses and parishes. I purchased 
Flash Drives that have all the audio of each workshop and we will get copies to each Church via the Diocese. 
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I learned a great deal at this conference from different Clergy, Bishops, and Archbishops from around the world. I 
heard African Bishops tell us about the propaganda concerning the wrongs committed against the African people by 
Christians. They gave evidence of how Africa benefitted from the teachings of Jesus. We heard how the indigenous peo-
ple of this continent benefitted from the teaching of Jesus and the improvement in peopleõs lives here and abroad from 
those that spread the Good News of the Bible.  We learned of the help to inner cities here in America. 

We learned about the sacrifices of Christianõs today around the world that are being persecuted and killed because they 
have accepted Christ into their lives and stood their ground just as the martyrs of ancient days. When you see what is 
going on in the world, the fact that we had to walk away from our properties is much easier to accept. 

I met many young and excited Anglicans -  high school and college aged kids, young marrieds who brought their dear 
babies to convention. I saw priests who looked so young to me that they resembled Acolytes. They are going to be the 
ones that will accept the Torch of Leadership from our generation and who will pass it on to the generation that follows 
them. 

The meeting in Wheaton was a message to many. To those in attendance, it was a week of joyous, spirited excitement. 
To those who want to attack the beliefs of we who are Anglicans, it was a testimony that we are strong in our faith and 
strong in our journey to preach the Good News. To the Archbishop of Canterbury, it was a clear message of the faith-
fulness to Christõs message that binds the greater Anglican Communion. 

One of the Bishops during one of the workshops shared this simple but powerful phrase: òIf He is Lord at all, He is 
Lord of ALL.ó  

The theme of this conference was òMission on our Doorstepó. More will be coming out about our roles in spreading 
the Word of God locally and globally. Two thousand years ago Jesus entrusted His message to a small group of Apos-
tles as his Plan A to spread the Word. He had no Plan B.  We are part of Plan A. 

We can do it because we are AngliCANS! 

Blessings, 

Bill Atwood 
Christ Church, Oakhurst 
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