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I still think that a ‘broadly Lewisian’ and ‘broadly Schaefferian’ tack when it comes to 

Genesis will provide us with the intellectually and morally robust tools we need  
for bringing the message of Genesis to each culture. 

C. John (“Jack”) Collins*

As co-editors of this Theofilos Supple ment 
issue, we are delighted that the issue con-
tains such a wealth of valuable contribu-
tions. As theologians and apologists, we 
find Jack Collins’ approach promising, not 
the least because he draws on key in sights 
from the two influential 20th century apo-
logists C. S. Lewis and Francis A. Scha ef -
fer1 in his exposition and application of 
Gene sis 1-3 as a true worldview story. 

We have a threefold intention with this 
article. First, to introduce some key con-
tributions from Schaeffer, Lewis and Col -
lins, largely in their own words. Secondly, 
to indicate why we find their contribu-
tions attractive and worthy of further 
explorations. Thirdly, in view of these 

contributions, to offer some brief, final 
reflections on how to understand Genesis 
1-3 in worldview terms and how to inte -
grate and apply this worldview story in 
our apologetics.  

C. S. Lewis on grasping a story 
and the Story 

Approaching any story with Lewis  
As a Genesis specialist with a keen inte-
rest in issues of faith and science, Jack 
Collins was well suited to serve as Re -
search Fellow at the Creation Project at 
the Carl F. Henry Center for Theological 
Understanding. This project is a major 
ini tiative “designed to nurture evangelical 

* Lewis and Schaeffer were two of the most influential Christian apologists in the 20th Century in their own 
right. We have a special affinity to these two apologists in our academic Communication and Worldviews pro-
gramme (in Norwegian: “kommunikasjon og livssyn”). This is due both to their foundational theological  
orientation, their significant – and quite different – contributions to Christian apologetics, and their deep 
understanding of the importance of worldviews in Christian apologetics.
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engagement with the doctrine of creation 
in all of its historical, theological, and 
scien tific complexity.”2 Collins’ research 
resulted in the publication of a fascinating 
monograph entitled Reading Genesis Well: 
Navigating History, Poetry, Science, and 
Truth in Genesis 1-11 (2018) 

In an interesting interview with Bible 
Gateway, Collins explains how he disco-
vered his starting point in this study in  
C. S. Lewis’ professional writings on Eng -
lish language and literature: 

Lewis’ professional writings display 
an intuitive grasp of disciplines that 
are nowadays held separate, such 
as rhetoric, literary interpretation, 
and linguistics – and these discipli-
nes can, if used wisely, help us to 
make our reading more careful. In 
Lewis’ intuitions we see the benefits 
of not separating what God has joi-
ned together, and that’s what I’ve 
put to work here... 

Lewis began one of his books this 
way: “The first qualification for 
judging any piece of workmanship 
from a corkscrew to a cathedral is 
to know what it is – what it was 
intended to do and how it is meant 
to be used.”3  

Straightaway, Lewis has drawn our 
attention to three aspects of a work 
of literary craftsmanship: 

1) What it is: issues of things like 
“genre,” style, and register; What is 
the relation of literary form and the 
content?  
2) What it was intended to do: 
What effect does the work aim to 
produce in its users?  
3) How it is meant to be used: 
What kind of users are envisioned by 
the work, what knowledge and be -
liefs do they share with the auth or, 
what kind of social setting is the 
normal locus of use?4 

As we will see below, Collins shows how 
these three foundational questions may be 

highly significant for a deeper and more 
balanced reading of the early chapters of 
Genesis.   

Approaching the biblical Story with 
Lewis 
We may connect these literary insights 
from Lewis to his well-known emphasis 
on the deeper theological significance of 
‘mythical’ stories. As Alister McGrath 
points out, this was an insight that Lewis 
gained from his friend J. R. R. Tolkien: 

[A conversation with Tolkien in 
1931] helped Lewis realize that 
myths in the technical literary sense 
of the term – were ‘profound and 
suggestive of meanings’ that lay be -
yond his grasp, so that he was 
unable to state in plain language 
‘what it meant’.  

For Lewis, a myth is a story that 
evokes awe, enchantment, and in -
spi ration, and conveys or embodies 
an imaginative expression of the 
dee pest meanings of life. Lewis came 
to see that the story of Christ was a 
“true myth” – that is to say, a myth 
that functions in the same manner 
as other myths yet really happened. 
Christianity possessed the literary 
form of a myth, with the critical 
dif fe rence that it was true. The story 
of Christ is thus to be understood 
as ‘God’s myth’, whereas the great 
pagan narratives are ‘men’s myths’.5 

McGrath continues by clarifying how 
Lew is uses the term ‘myth’: 

Many, particularly within the Ame -
rican evangelical community, mis-
understand Lewis at this point, be -
lieving that his use of the term 
‘myth’ implies that Christianity is 
fictional or false. As recent scholar -
ship has made clear, however, a 
“myth” is ultimately a worldview 
that is presented in the form of a 
narrative.6 

This biblical story makes sense of our glo-
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bal story as a common humanity. In Lew -
is’ own words: “Christianity, going on 
from [the Hebrew Bible], makes world 
history in its entirety a single, transcen-
dentally significant, story with a well-de -
fi ned plot pivoted on Creation, Fall, 
Redemption, and Judgement.”7 Thus, 
accord ing to Lewis, the Bible provides us 
with a coherent worldview story from 
creation and fall, towards Christ and the 
ultimate consummation.  

Appreciating an imaginative retelling of 
the Story with Lewis 
We will now highlight two examples of 
how Lewis uses a ‘mythical’ retelling of 
the biblical Story, as his creative way of 
communicating rich biblical truth.  

The first one is the imaginative re-tel-
ling of the creation story in the famous 
Narnia story The Magician's Nephew: 

In the darkness something was hap-
pening at last. A voice had begun to 
sing. It was very far away and  
Di gory found it hard to decide 
from what direction it was coming. 
Some times it seemed to come from 
all directions at once. Sometimes he 
almost thought it was coming out 
of the earth beneath them. Its lower 
notes were deep enough to be the 
voice of the earth herself. There 
were no words. There was hardly 
even a tune. But it was, beyond 
com parison, the most beautiful 
noise he had ever heard. It was so 
beautiful he could hardly bear it. 
The horse seemed to like it too: he 
gave the sort of whinny a horse 
would give if, after years of being a 
cab-horse, it found itself back in 
the old field where it had played as 
a foal, and saw someone whom it 
remembered and loved coming 
across the field to bring it a lump of 
sugar. “Gawd!” said the Cabby. 
“Ain't it lovely?” Then two won-
ders happened at the same mo -

ment. One was that the voice was 
suddenly joined by other voices; 
more voices than you could pos-
sibly count. They were in harmony 
with it, but far higher up the scale: 
cold, tingling, silvery voices. The 
second wonder was that the black-
ness overhead, all at once, was bla-
zing with stars. They didn't come 
out gently one by one, as they do 
on a summer evening. One moment 
there had been nothing but dark-
ness; next moment a thousand, 
thou sand points of light leaped out 
– single stars, constellations, and 
planets, brighter and bigger than 
any in our world. There were no 
clouds. The new stars and the new 
voices began at exactly the same 
time. If you had seen and heard it, 
as Digory did, you would have felt 
quite certain that it was the stars 
themselves who were singing, and 
that it was the First Voice, the deep 
one, which had made them appear 
and made them sing… 8 

… The Lion was pacing to and fro 
about that empty land and singing 
his new song. It was softer and 
more lilting than the song by which 
he had called up the stars and the 
sun; a gentle, rippling music. And 
as he walked and sang the valley 
grew green with grass. It spread out 
from the Lion like a pool. It ran up 
the sides of the little hills like a 
wave. In a few minutes it was cree-
ping up the lower slopes of the dis-
tant mountains, making that young 
world every moment softer. The 
light wind could now be heard ruff-
ling the grass. Soon there were 
other things besides grass. The high -
er slopes grew dark with heather. 
Patches of rougher and more brist-
ling green appeared in the valley. 
Digory did not know what they 
were until one began coming up 
quite close to him. It was a little, 
spiky thing that grew out dozens of 
arms and covered these arms with 
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green and grew larger at the rate of 
about an inch every two seconds. 
There were dozens of these things 
all round him now. When they were 
nearly as tall as himself, he saw 
what they were. “Trees!” he exclaim -
ed.”9 

This beautiful, re-imagining of the Gene -
sis 1 story fills us with wonder and joy, if 
we let it speak to us on a deeper level.  

The second example of Lewis’ retelling 
of the Genesis 1-3 story is from Pere land -
ra, the second book in his science fiction 
trilogy. It relates how temptation is 
brought to the planet Perelandra (our Ve -
nus), a world with completely innocent 
inhabitants. It is the mad human scientist, 
Weston, who is the vehicle for tempting 
the queen of the planet, Green Lady. He 
goes to great length to argue that she 
should disobey the one command from 
Maleldil (Perelandra’s name for God) that 
they must never stay the night at the 
Fixed Island. Weston is arguing that Ma -
lel dil really intends her to disobey his 
commands:  

‘These other commands of His–to 
love, to sleep, to fill this world with 
your children–you see for yourself 
that they are good. And they are 
the same in all worlds. But the com-
mand against living on the Fixed 
Island is not so. You have already 
learned that He gave no such com-
mand to my world. And you can-
not see where the goodness of it is. 
No wonder. If it were really good, 
must He not have commanded it to 
all worlds alike? For how could 
Ma lel dil not command what was 
good? There is no good in it. Malel -
dil Himself is showing you that, 
this moment, through your own 
rea son. It is mere command. It is 
forbidding for the mere sake of for-
bidding.’  

‘But why …?’  

‘In order that you may break it. 
What other reason can there be? It 
is not good. It is not the same for 
other worlds. It stands between you 
and all settled life, all command of 
your own days. Is not Maleldil sho-
wing you as plainly as He can that 
it was set up as a test – as a great 
wave you have to go over, that you 
may become really old, really sepa-
rate from Him.’  

‘But if this concerns me so deeply, 
why does He put none of this into 
my mind? It is all coming from you, 
Stranger. There is no whisper, even, 
of the Voice saying Yes to your 
words.’  

‘But do you not see that there can-
not be? He longs–oh, how greatly 
He longs–to see His creature beco-
me fully itself, to stand up in its 
own reason and its own courage 
even against Him. But how can He 
tell it to do this? That would spoil 
all. Whatever it did after that would 
only be one more step taken with 
Him. This is the one thing of all the 
things He desires in which He must 
have no finger. Do you think He is 
not weary of seeing nothing but 
Himself in all that He has made? If 
that contented Him, why should 
He create at all? To find the Other 
– the thing whose will is no longer 
His - that is Maleldil’s desire.’10  

Again, we are struck by Lewis’ imagina -
tive retelling of the biblical story. Thus, 
both examples illustrate that deep truths 
of the Christian worldview may be com-
municated powerfully through various 
forms of imaginative narratives.  

Francis A. Schaeffer on approa-
ching Genesis and science 

Locating Genesis in Space and Time 
with Schaeffer 
Like Jack Collins, we have also been 
influenced by C. S. Lewis and Francis A. 
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Schaeffer. Whereas Collins specifically 
refers to a key booklet by Schaeffer called 
No Final Conflict (see below), we would 
also like to highlight Schaeffer’s book on 
Genesis 1-11 called Genesis in Space and 
Time. 

In this book, the early chapters of 
Genesis are immediately related to the lar-
ger worldview questions: 

In some ways [Genesis 1-11] are 
the most important chapters in the 
Bible, for they put man in his 
cosmic setting and show him his 
peculiar uniqueness. They explain 
man’s wonder and yet his flaw. 
With out a proper understanding of 
these chapters we have no answer 
to the problems of metaphysics, 
morals, or epistemology, and fur -
thermore the work of Christ beco-
mes one more upper-story 'religio-
us' answer.11  

Schaffer claims that we should not under-
stand the early chapters of Genesis as 
unhistorical myths, but as credible stories 
firmly located in our space and time rea-
lity. Therefore, they speak with trustwort-
hiness and relevance to our real world. 

Exploring Genesis as an Explanatory 
Worldview Story with Schaeffer 
Schaeffer was well-known for his world-
view approach in apologetics, where he 
contrasted a biblical worldview with 
alternative perspectives. This was also the 
case in Genesis in Space and Time. Here 
we will quote one of Schaeffer’s classical 
arguments at length. The major thrust of 
his argumentative approach is that alter-
native non-Christian worldviews do not 
have satisfactory answers to the big ques-
tions in life: 

An impersonal beginning... raises 
two overwhelming problems which 
neither the East nor modern man 
has come anywhere near solving. 

First, there is no real explanation 
for the fact that the external world 
not only exists but has a specific 
form. Despite its frequent attempt 
to reduce the concept of the perso-
nal to the area of chemical or psy-
chological conditioning, scientific 
study demonstrates that the univer-
se has an express form. One can go 
from particulars to a greater unity, 
from the lesser laws to more and 
more general laws or super-laws. In 
other words, as I look at the Being 
which is the external universe, it is 
obviously not just a handful of 
pebb les thrown out there. What is 
there has form. If we assert the exis -
tence of the impersonal as the be -
ginning of the universe, we simply 
have no explanation for this kind 
of situation. 

Second, and more important, if we 
begin with an impersonal universe, 
there is no explanation of persona-
lity. In a very real sense, the ques-
tion of questions for all generations 
-- but overwhelmingly so for mod -
ern man -- is, “Who am I?” For 
when I look at the “I” that is me 
and then look around to those who 
face me and are also men, one thing 
is immediately obvious: Man has a 
“mannishness.” You find it wher -
ever you find man -- not only in the 
men who live today, but in the arti-
facts of history. The assumption of 
an impersonal beginning cannot 
adequately explain the personal 
beings we see around us; and when 
men try to explain man on the basis 
of an original impersonal, man 
soon disappears. 

In short, an impersonal beginning 
explains neither the form of the 
uni verse nor the personality of man. 
Hence it gives no basis for under-
standing human relationships, buil-
ding just societies, or engaging in 
any kind of cultural effort. It is not 
just the man in the university who 
needs to understand these ques-
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tions. The farmer, the peasant, any -
one at all who moves and thinks 
needs to know. That is, as I look 
and see that something is there, I 
need to know what to do with it. 
The impersonal answer at any level 
and at any place at any time of his-
tory does not explain these two 
basic factors -- the universe and its 
form, and the “mannishness” of 
man. And this is so whether it is 
expressed in the religious terms of 
pantheism or modern scientific 
terms. 

But the Judeo-Christian tradition 
begins with the opposite answer. 
And it is upon this that our whole 
Western culture has been built. The 
universe had a personal beginning – 
a personal beginning on the high 
order of the Trinity. That is, before 
“in the beginning” the personal 
was already there. Love and thought 
and communication existed prior 
to the creation of the heavens and 
the earth.12 

We would like to suggest that this world-
view approach continues to be relevant 
for Christian apologetics, even though it 
may need to be further developed, as 
more nuanced, specific, and contextual.  

Claiming No Conflict between Genesis 
and science with Schaeffer 
In the booklet No Final Conflict13 Schaef -
fer’s concern is with the trustworthiness 
and authority of the Scriptures over aga-
inst ‘neo-orthodox existentialist’ theolo -
gies, where the Bible is emptied from pro-
positional content.  

The issue is whether the Bible is 
God's verbalized communication to 
men giving propositional truth 
whe re it touches the cosmos and 
history, or whether it is only in 
some sense “revelational” where it 
touches matters of religion. The 
early chapters of Genesis relate to 
this discussion, but ultimately the 

question is not (and cannot be) 
confined to them: the whole Bible is 
involved.14  

If we try to separate the religious 
passages in the book of Genesis from 
those which touch on history and 
the cosmos, the religious passages 
are relegated to an upper-story 
situation. They have been removed 
from any connection to space-time 
verification, and that means no his-
torical or scientific study can refute 
them. But it also follows that no 
studies can verify them. In short, 
there is no reason to accept the 
upper-story religious things either. 
The upper-story religious things 
only become a quarry out of which 
to have our own personal subjecti-
ve, existential, religious experience. 
There is no reason, then, to think of 
the religious things as being other 
than in one's own head.15 

Even though Schaeffer has a strong, con-
servative evangelical view of the Bible, he 
proposes an approach to Genesis 1-3 
with freedoms and limitations.  

In terms of “freedoms”, Schaeffer lists 
seven possible interpretations of Genesis 
1-3, while not explicitly supporting any 
of them: (1) God may have created a 
“grown up universe”. (2) There may have 
been a time gap between verses 1 and 2, 
and verses 2 and 3. (3) It is possible that 
Genesis 1 talk about a “long day”.  
(4) The flood may have affected the geo-
logical data. (5) The word “kind” in Gen 
1:11 is not synonymous with species.  
(6) There may have been animal death 
before the Fall. (7) Only the word ‘bara’ 
must imply an absolute beginning.  

On the other hand, Schaeffer suggests 
two “limits”. The first is that “the word 
bara insists that the original creation, at 
the creation of conscious life and the crea-
tion of man there was specific disconti-
nuity with what preceded.”16 The second 
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is holding that “Adam was historic and 
was the first man and that Eve was made 
from Adam.” For the latter point he re -
fers to the NT, which means that this 
question also involves the whole authori-
ty of the NT including Paul.  

When assessing Schaeffer’s approach, 
Collins summarizes as follows: 

 

He has covered the main options 
that evangelicals in his day had 
explored. And surely his instincts 
are right… At the same time, a 
great deal of water has gushed on 
by under the exegetical bridge since 
his booklet first saw publication in 
1975, and thus I would take his list 
of freedoms as enumerative and 
sug gestive, rather than exhaustive. 
The limitations strike me as emi-
nently reasonable, and indeed gene-
rous.17 

Thus, this approach seeks to formulate a 
constructive framework for the discus-
sion on the early chapters of Genesis 
which allows for different ways of inter-
preting, while at the same time upholding 
some fundamental theological commit-
ments. 

The Schaeffer Legacy: The L’Abri 
Statement on Creation and Evolution 
The L’Abri movement has felt the impact 
of the ongoing discussion on Genesis and 
science. In 2012, the Board of Trustees 
felt it necessary to formulate a statement 
on the issue, where they attempted to for-
mulate the legacy from Schaeffer. The sta-
tement bears quoting in full: 

Creation/Evolution Summary 
State ment  

The Creation/Evolution debate can 
be complex, confusing and all too 
often controversial. But it has 
never theless been important within 
L’Abri to speak to the issues invol-

ved. L’Abri has in fact produced 
many lectures and even a few books 
relevant to the subject. Schaef fer 
him self frequently addres sed the 
issue in a number of places, not 
least in his book Genesis in Space 
and Time. There we find a good 
summary of the L’Abri approach to 
this subject. 

We note that Schaeffer does not 
major on attacking Evolution as a 
scientific system. He does not get 
into the biology or the fossil rec -
ords, etc. Rather his focus is on 
drawing out the central Biblical 
teach ing on origins and contrasting 
it at critical points with the para-
digm that he called ‘the impersonal 
plus time plus chance’ and its impli-
cations.  

His focus is on the key ideas and 
their consequences rather than their 
origins in a particular scientific 
theo ry – and he never comes across 
as anti-science. He is extremely 
careful to leave room for debate on 
issues he feels not completely clear 
in Scripture and yet he never loses 
focus on the critical importance of 
defending a ‘space-time’ Creation. 
So he allows freedom of opinion on 
the lengths of the days, on animal 
death before the Fall, on the extent 
of the flood – all of which shows 
him to be remarkably free of his 
own fundamentalist heritage.  

And yet he is crystal clear that there 
was an historical Adam and Eve, an 
historical Fall, and multiple mo -
ments of creative intervention by 
God. The enemy for him is not 
neces sarily evolution per se, but 
rath er – an impersonal universe, a 
chance origin, the absence of the 
supernatural, the uniformity of 
natural causes in a closed system, 
and man as [a] biological machine. 
What is defended is not so much a 
detailed pseudoscientific Creatio -
nism but rather the critical impor-
tance of divine supernatural acti -
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vity, of design and purpose, of the 
image of God in Man, of human 
death (including physical death) as 
a result of God’s judgment, and a 
real historical flow in Genesis. 

These continue to be the central 
affirmations and denials that shape 
our perspective in L’Abri today. As 
time moves on, various interpreta-
tions of Genesis and different scien-
tific theories will doubtless come 
and go. Questions about exactly 
how God has interacted with Crea -
tion and to what degree He has 
used secondary causes to achieve 
His purposes will always prove 
chal lenging. Consequently, we also 
want to leave room for new data 
and fresh perspectives arising in 
our own moments of history, as 
these may call us to re-examine our 
positions. But in the matter of our 
origins, the theological affirmations 
and denials listed above will remain 
the key convictions we will want to 
stand on.  

L’Abri Trustees  
November 30th, 2012 18   

This statement follows Schaeffer’s key 
approach in focusing on the major world-
view issues, affirming some basic theolo-
gical commitments, while leaving the dis-
cussion open on several other issues.  

Reading Genesis 1-3 with Jack 
Collins – inspired by Lewis and 
Schaeffer 
As a leading evangelical specialist on 
Gene sis, Collins has contributed many 
academic and more popular publications 
on Genesis 1-3. This part of our essay will 
therefore be highly selective and only 
indicative. We will focus on the three key 
literary questions from Lewis and on 
Schaeffer’s freedoms and limitations app-
roach. 

Answering the first question from 
Lewis: “What it is”  
When it comes to identifying the literary 
characteristics of Genesis 1:1-2:3, Collins 
uses the term exalted prose narrative. The 
literary form is narrative, while the style 
or register of the narrative is exalted 
prose. This is based on several observa-
tions from the text, including the follo-
wing: 

1. The pericope consists of an al -
most liturgical recounting of God’s 
achievements…  

2. We have a highly patterned pre-
sentation of the days. …  
3. The narrative is exceedingly 
broad in its taxonomies…  

4. The name for the heavens, 
[raqia‘], the “expanse,” is unusual 
and probably rhetorically “high” 
or poetic …  
5. The sun and the moon are given 
very allusive names (“greater light” 
and “lesser light”), names that are 
not normal for the Bible… 

6. God takes a rest on his Sabbath 
(but every faithful person knows 
that God never gets tired).  

7. The events are, in the nature of 
the case (creation), unique, which 
supplies a good reason for a unique 
style.19 

But granted that Genesis 1:1-2:3 is an 
exalted prose narrative, what is it all 
about? Collins has become well-known 
for his analogical day position: “The crea-
tion days are God’s workdays, their 
length is neither specified nor important, 
and not everything in the account needs 
to be taken as historically sequential.”20  

The analytical overview provided by 
Bruce Gordon is a succinct summary of 
this position and approach: 

Collins argues that Genesis 1:1 is 
best interpreted as a summary of 
God’s activity prior to the first day 
of creation in Genesis 1:3, which 
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allows for an unspecified period of 
time to have passed prior to God’s 
beginning to shape the earth for 
habitability.  
Collins develops his analogical 
understanding in light of the follow -
ing considerations: (1) the ongoing 
nature of the seventh “day” that 
lacks an evening and a morning 
(Gen. 2:2); (2) the expansion of the 
sixth “day” in the second creation 
account (Gen. 2:5–25); (3) a lexico-
grammatical resolution of the pro-
blem of the fourth “day” in which 
– since God here tasks the sun, 
moon, and stars to govern the day 
and night (Gen. 1:14–16) – the 
Hebrew allows God’s action to be 
that of appointing these previously 
created heavenly bodies (Gen. 1:1) 
to their function of marking time 
for sentient life; and (4) the poetic 
parallelism correlating “days” one 
to three as a triad with “days” four 
through six (the literary-framework 
observation), which indicates that 
day length and chronology are not 
primary considerations in the crea-
tion account.21  

As an exalted prose narrative, Genesis 
1:1-2:3 should not be interpreted in a lite-
ralistic way. As Collins points out in va -
rio us contributions, a literalistic approach 
may be found within a wide spectrum of 
interpretations, including both creationist 
and theistic evolutionist readings. 

Therefore, the passage in Genesis 1 
should neither be read as plain history 
nor as ancient or modern science. This 
relates to our understanding of ‘history’ 
and ‘historical’: 

We appreciate that in ordinary lan-
guage to say that something is ‘his-
torical’ is to say that there are actu-
al persons and events for it to refer 
to and these persons and events 
really existed. This does not deter-
mine the literary form or rhetorical 

setting in which the referring takes 
place, however. … Hence, we must 
insist that ‘history’ is not a literary 
form; it is rather a way of referring 
to persons and events with a proper 
moral orientation.22 

The early chapters of Genesis have a 
clear historical function in this referential 
sense, “in the sense that it speaks of real 
per sons and events – even if we have dif-
ficulty in locating them precisely in time 
and space with the tools we currently 
have”23. We may relate Collin’s insightful 
analysis at this point to Schaeffer’s em -
phasis on the necessity to locate Genesis 
in real space and time, but without pres-
upposing specific chronology and / or 
geo graphy.  

Answering the second question from 
Lewis: “What it was intended to do” 
Through his careful analysis of the early 
chapters of Genesis, Collins uncovers a 
dual purpose for these chapters: 

I take the purpose of Genesis to be -
gin with opposing the origin stories 
of other ancient peoples by telling 
of one true God who made heaven 
and earth, and who dignified 
human kind with a special nobility, 
namely, the task of ruling the world 
wisely and well.24 
… [The] purpose of Genesis 1–11 is 
to set the stage for Genesis 12–50, 
and it does this by clarifying that 
the God who called Abraham is in 
fact the one true God for whom all 
humankind yearns.25 

Based on these key insights, Collins coin -
ed the phrase “the front end of the basic 
worldview story”. It served as the front 
end of the basic story for ancient Israel, 
and in the same way it functions as the 
front end of the big story that defines 
Christians. 

This leads naturally to two questions: 
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How can we summarize this story? And 
what was this ‘front end of the basic 
worldview story’ intended to do?  

The overall story – of an initially 
good creation, suitable for habita-
tion and rule by humans exercising 
wisdom and benevolence; the intru-
sion of sin into human life, spoiling 
and disrupting human community; 
the good Creator steadfastly com-
mitted to redeeming his creatures 
and planning how to bring restora-
tion and eventual fulfillment to 
them all – this story, I say, rings 
true. It makes sense of Israel, and it 
makes sense of Jesus. It enlists you 
and me to live loyally toward God, 
to like what he likes, and to embra-
ce our place in the community of 
his faithful, the community that is a 
place where together we aspire to 
be good, and also provide safety for 
those who aren’t very good at being 
good, and is the key player in this 
unfolding story.26 

Thus, the worldview story defines and 
shapes the worldview community.  

Answering the third question from 
Lewis: “How it is meant to be used” 
As the front end of the big story in the 
Bible, Collins point out that we may iden-
tify both a social and a liturgical function 
of Genesis 1-11:                                                                                                                            

Its social function is to narrate pre-
history and protohistory, with a 
view to laying the groundwork for 
the Pentateuch’s formation of 
Israel’s identity – to reinforce God’s 
calling: this is who we are, this is 
where we come from, this is what 
God intends to do in us and 
through us; these are the things we 
are called upon to like and to value. 
The narration would most often be 
read aloud in the public sacred 
gath erings of ancient Israel, and 
thus also in our Christian services 
of worship. Its literary form is pre-

dominately narrative, with styles 
that differ from pericope to perico-
pe. Does it aim to tell history? Yes, 
in the sense that it speaks of real 
persons and events – even if we have 
difficulty in locating them precisely 
in time and space with the tools we 
currently have.27 

Upgrading Schaeffer’s Freedoms and 
Limitations Approach 
It is especially in the explorations of 
Genesis 3 and the relationship between a 
historical Adam and Eve and science, that 
Collins has applied Schaeffer’s freedoms 
and limitations approach. He has summa -
rized his fundamental convictions (“limi-
tations”) in the following way: 

I consider it important to protect 
three basic affirmations:  

1) the human race is one family with 
a unified origin (regardless of the 
initial population size);  

2) humans arose by a process that 
goes beyond the impersonal;  
and  

3) sin is an alien intruder into God’s 
good creation and entered into 
human experience at some point in 
the headwaters of human history.  
I say, then, that we can preserve the 
Big Story so long as we maintain 
the solidarity of the human race in 
Adam – both his contemporaries 
and those who came after him. This 
story has the virtues of being robust 
in that it can make room for scien-
tific exploration, critical in that it 
guards our good sense against erro-
neous views, and sense giving in 
that it actually addresses our condi-
tion and enables us to live faithful-
ly.28 

Thus, Collins proposes that Adam may 
be described as the “federal head” of 
humankind, uniting humans in our iden-
tity as both image bearers and rebels. 
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Brief, final reflections on 
Genesis 1-3 as a True 
Worldview Story 

Applying James Sire’s Worldview 
Definition to Genesis 1-3 
The understanding of Genesis 1-3 as a 
biblical worldview story, may be illumi-
nated further by James W. Sire’s defini-
tion of worldviews:29  

A worldview is a commitment, a 
fun damental orientation of the 
heart, that can be expressed as a 
story or in a set of presuppositions 
(assumptions which may be true, 
partially true or entirely false) 
which we hold (consciously or sub-
consciously, consistently or inconsis -
tently) about the basic constitution 
of reality, and that provides the 
foundations on which we live and 
more and have our being.30  

In relation to Genesis 1-3, we may 
paraphrase the four central elements of 
this definition as follows: (1) The basic 
commitment expressed by the author of 
these chapters is a personal trust in God 
as Creator, Sustainer, and Lord. The desi-
red fundamental orientation of the heart 
is a personal covenant relationship with 
this one, true God. (2) Genesis 1-3 func -
tions as the front end of a true worldview 
story, told in exalted prose narrative, and 
was neither intended as an ordinary his-
tory nor as ancient or modern science.  
(3) Genesis 1-3 has a referential function 
and claims that the basic constitution of 
reality is a created universe; thus, rejec-

ting both ancient and modern alternative 
secular and religious worldviews. (4) As a 
true worldview story, it provides the foun-
dation on which we in the Christian 
world view community live and move and 
have our being.  

Relating Genesis 1-3 to Paul’s 
Apologetic Argument in Athens  
We suggest that even though this world-
view approach is a modern idea concep-
tually, it corresponds to a large extent to 
key biblical models. In fact, we find that 
the apologetic thrust of Genesis 1-3 as a 
true worldview story is parallel to the ini-
tial stages in Paul’s apologetic speech to 
the Areopagos Council in Athens (Acts 
17:22-31). Paul’s argumentative app-
roach in that context, when faced with 
Stoicism, Epicureanism, and polytheism, 
was a move from natural theology 
through ultimate authority to the 
Resurrection.  

The first two stages in Paul’s argument 
was (i) that a Judeo-Christian natural 
theo logy provides the most adequate 
view of God, the universe and humanity 
in comparison with other worldviews, 
and (i) that the Creator and Sustainer, as 
the Author of life, has absolute and legiti-
mate authority over life. This is also – in 
broad terms – the overall argumentative 
move in Genesis 1-3, over against alterna-
tive worldview stories.31 In conclusion, 
we suggest that a careful reading of Gen 
1-3 as a true worldview story is approp-
riate both exegetically, theologically, and 
apologetically. 
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