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EDITORS NOTE

The following lester was written by Fr. Sevaphim to Dr. Alexander Kalo-
miros, a Greek Orthodex medical doctor, church writer, and “Christian
evolutionist.” Fr. Seraphim was responding to a letter from Dr. Kalomi-
ros, in which the latter antempred to show that the Holy Scriptures and
the teaching of the Holy Fathers were compatible with modern evolution-
ary theory. According to Dr. Kalomiros, Adam was an “evolved beast,”
who at the appropriate point in his evolutionary development received the
grace of God and thus became man. Dr. Kalomirvos wrote: “When the
Lovd God breathed into Adams face the breath of life, then the evolved
beast became a logical creature.... I would not be surprised if Adam’s
body had been in all respects the body of an ape.... Adam was probably
biologically less evolved than man of present days.... He was taken from
the top step of the evolutionary ladder of anthropoids. Man does not come
from monkeys but from another branch of anthropoids with a parailel
evolution. We have nothing by which to conclude in which stage of evolu-
tion the breath of God was given to the animal,”

Fr. Seraphim’s reply to Dr. Kalomiros, published posthumously in
Epiphany Journal (Fall 1989-Winter 1990) and later in abridged form
in The Christian Activist (Spring/Summer 1998), has become the de-
frnitive introduction to the Patristic doctrine of creation and the defini-
tive Patristic refutation of the modern theory of evolution. We present it
here with section titles added by the editor.

For more about Fr. Seraphim’s correspondence with Dr. Kalomiros, see
the Editors Preface (pp. 26-30, 35, 40) and the selections from Fr. Sera-
phim’s leiters in Part V (pp. 51415, 522—44),



Fifth Week of Grear Lent, 1974
Dear Dr. Kalomiros,

Greetings in our Lord Jesus Christ.

At last I am writing my reply to your letter on “evolution.” This re-
ply expresses the view of our Brotherhood on this question. I will re-
peat to you thar I have written this reply not as an “expert” on the
Holy Fathers, but as a “lover” of the Holy Fathers, which [ believe you
are also. Most of the citations I have made here from the Holy Fathers
[ have translated from the Russian Patristic translations of the
nineteenth century, with some also from the English translations of the
nineteenth century which are printed in the “Eerdmans” Nicene Fa-
thers Series. I have given the sources as fully as possible so that you can
read them in Greek. If you have questions about these or any other Pa-
tristic citations I will be glad to discuss them further with you. I am
not at all concerned merely to find citations that “prove my point,”
and in fact you will notice that I have also included some citations
which do #oz seem to “prove my point”—for I am interested first and
only in finding how the Holy Fathers thought on these questions, tor I be-
lieve that is the way we should think also. May Christ our God bless
me to speak truthfully.

* * *

The question of “evolution” is an extremely important one for Or-
thodox Christians, for in it are involved many questions which directly
affect our Orthodox doctrine and oudook: the relative worth of sci-
ence and theology, of modern philosophy and Patristic teaching; the
doctrine of man (anthropology); our attitude toward the writings of
the Holy Fathers (do we really take seriously their writings and uy to
live by them, or do we believe first of all in modern “wisdom,” the wis-
dom of this world, and accept the teaching of the Holy Fathers only if
it harmonizes with this “wisdom”?); our interpretation of the Holy
Scriptures, and especially the book of Genesis. In what follows [ will
touch on all these subjects.
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Before one begins to discuss the question of evolution, one must
have a clear idea of what he is talking about. I say this because I have
had very surprising experiences with very learned people who speak as
if they knew all about this subject and yet they make very elementary
mistakes which reveal that there is much that they do not know about
it. In particular, almost everyone who writes about evolution assumes
that he knows what “evolution” is—and yet what he says reveals that
he has a very confused idea of it. The question of evolution is by no
means a simple one, and there is so much confusion in people’s minds
about it—including the minds of most Orthodox Christians—thar we
cannot even talk about it until we are guize sure that we know what we
are talking about.

You have asked us to “clear your mind very carefully of all Western
conceptions, whether these are theological, philosophical, or scien-
tific.” T assure you that [ have tried to do this, and throughout this let-
ter | will constantly be on the watch no# to think in terms of Western
conceptions, because I agree with you that these conceptions falsify the
subject matter, and by means of them one cannos understand the ques-
tion of evolution. But in turn [ ask you to try very carefully to cleanse
your mind of whatever preconceptions about the questions of evolu-
tion you may have—what you have learned in school, what you have
read in scientific books, what you may think about “anti-
evolutionists,” what Greek theologians may have said about the sub-
ject. Let us try to reason together, not in the manner of Western ra-
tionalists, but as Orthodox Christians who love the Holy Fathers and
wish to understand their teaching, and also as rational beings who do
not accept the teaching of any modern “wise men,” whether they be
theologians or philosophers or scientists u#n/ess thar teaching accords
with the Scriptural and Patristic teaching and does not come from
some foreign philosophy.

1. Philosophy, Not Fact

First of all, I agree entirely with you when you say: “You must not
confuse pure science with the different philosophical theories written #o
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explain the facts discovered by science. Facts are one thing (pure sci-
ence) and explanations of facts is another (philosophy).”

I must tell you first of all that at one time I believed entirely in evo-
lution. I believed not because I had thought very much about this
question, but simply because “everyone believes it,” because it is a
“fact,” and how can one deny “facts™ Bur then I began to think more
deeply on this question. I began to see that very often what calls itself
“science” is not facz at all, but philosophy, and I began very carefully to
distinguish between scientific facts and scientific philosophy. After many
years I came to the following conclusions:

a. Evoluuon is not “scientific fact” at all, but philosophy.

b. It is a false philosophy which was invented in the West as a reac-
tion against Roman Catholic-Protestant theology, and which disguised
itself as “science” in order to make itself respectable and deceive people
who are willing to accept scientific fact. (In the West almost all mod-
ern errors do this same thing; even “Christian Science™ claims to be
“scientific,” so also Spiritism, various Hindu cults, etc.)

c. It is contrary to the teaching of the Holy Fathers on very many
polints.

[ have deliberately given you my conclusions before explaining
them to you, in order to make you stop and think: are you sure that
you have put away all your preconceptions about evolution and are
prepared to think clearly and dispassionately on this subject? Are you
willing to admit that there may be some truth in what I will now have
to say on this subject? I must tell you frankly that most “evolutionists”
will stop at this point and say: this man is crazy, he is denying facts. 1
am trusting that your mind is at least open enough to read the rest of
what I will say, which I try to base entirely on the Holy Fathers, If 1
make mistakes, I hope that you will tell me.

2. A Clear Definition

Many of the arguments between “evolutionists” and “anti-
evolutionists” are useless, for one basic reason: they are usually not ar-
guing about the same thing. Each one of them means one thing when
he hears the world “evolution,” and the other means something else; and
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they argue in vain because they are not even talking about the same
thing. Therefore, in order to be precise, I will tell you exactly what I
mean by the word “evolution,” which is the meaning it has in all text-
books of evolution. But first I must show you that in your letter you
have used the word “evolution” to mean two entirely different things,
but you write as if they were the same thing. You have failed here to dis-
tinguish between scientific factand philosophy.

a. You write: “The first chaprers of the Holy Bible are nothing else
but the history of creation progressing and being completed in time. ...
Creation did not come into being instantly, but followed a sequence of
appearances, a development in six different ‘days.” How can we call this
progress of Creation in time if not evolution?”

I answer: all that you say is true, and if you wish you can call this
process of creation “evolution”—but #his is not what the controversy
over evolution is abour. All scientific textbooks define evolution as a
specific theory concerning HOW creatures came to be in time: BY
MEANS OF THE TRANSFORMATION OF ONE KIND OF
CREATURE INTO ANOTHER, “COMPLEX FORMS BEING
DERIVED FROM SIMPLER FORMS” IN A NATURAL PROC-
ESS TAKING COUNTLESS MILLIONS OF YEARS (Storer, Gen-
eral Zoology). Later on, when you talk about the “evolved beast”
Adam, you reveal that you believe in this specific scientific theory also. 1
hope to show you that the Holy Fathers did noz believe in this specific
scientific theory, even though this is certainly not the most important
aspect of the doctrine of evolution, which more fundamentally is in
error concerning the nature of man, as I will show below.

b. You say: “We all came into being by evolution in time. In our
mother’s uterus each one of us was ar first one single-cell organism ...
and finally a perfect man.” Of course everyone believes this, whether he
is an “evolutionist” or an “anti-evolutionist.” Burt this has nothing to
do with the doczrine of evolution which is being disputed.

¢. Again you say: “Adam was of which race, white, negro, red, or
yellow? How did we become so different from one another when we
are descendants of one single couple? Is this differentiation of man in
different races not a product of evolution?”

[ answer again: No, this is #or what the word “evolution” means!
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There are very many books in the English language which discuss the
question of evolution from a scienzific point of view. Pethaps you do
not know that many scientists deny the fact of evolution (meaning the
derivation of all existing creatures by transformation from other crea-
tures), and very many scientists state that 2z is impossible to know by sci-
ence whether evolution is true or not, because there is no evidence whatever
that can conclusively prove or disprove it. If you wish, in another letter I
can discuss with you the “scientific evidence” for evolution. I assure
you that if you look at this evidence objectively, without any preconcep-
tions about what you will find in it, you will discover that there is not
one piece of evidence for evolution that cannot equally be explained by
a theory of “special creation.”

Please be very clear that I am not telling you that I can disprove
the theory of evolution by science; I am only telling you that the the-
ory of evolution can neither be proved nor disproved by science. Those
scientists who say that evolution is a “fact” are actually inzerpreting the
scientific facts in accordance with a philosophical theory; those who say
that evolution is #ot a fact are likewise inzerprering the evidence in ac-
cordance with a different philosophical theory. By pure science alone it
is not possible conclusively to prove or disprove the “fact” of evolu-
tion.

You should also know that many books have likewise been written
about “the difficulties of the evolutionary theory.” If you wish, I will be
glad to discuss with you some of these difficulties, which seem to be
totally unexplainable if evolution is a “fact.”

3. Development, Not Evolution

I wish to make very clear to you: I do not at all deny the fact of
change and development in nature. Thar a full-grown man grows from
an embryo; that a great tree grows from a small acorn; that new varie-
ties of organisms are developed, whether the “races’ of man or differ-
ent kinds of cats and dogs and fruit trees—but all of this is zoet
evolution: it is only variation within a definite kind or species; it does
not prove or even suggest (unless you already &elieve this for non-
scientific reasons) that one kind or species develops into another and
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that all present creatures are the product of such a development from
one or a few primitive organisms. I believe thar this is clearly the
teaching of St. Basil the Great in the Hexaemeron, as 1 will now point
out.

In Homily 5:7 of the Hexaemeron, St. Basil writes:

Let no one, therefore, who is living in vice despair of himself, know-
ing that, as agriculture changes the properties of plants, so the dili-
gence of the soul in the pursuit of virtue can triumph over all sorts of
infirmities.

No one, “evolutionist” or “anti-evolutionist,” will deny that the “prop-
erties” of creatures can be changed; but this is not a proof of evolution
unless it can be shown that one kind or species can be changed into an-
other, and even more, that every species changes into another in an unin-
terrupted chain back to the most primitive organism. 1 will show below
what St. Basil says on this subject.

Again St. Basil writes:

How then, they say, does the earth bring forth seeds of the particular
kind, when, after sowing grain, we frequently gather this black
wheat? This is not a change to another kind, bur as it were some dis-
ease and defect of the seed. It has not ceased 1o be wheat, bur has
been made black by burning.!

This passage would seer to indicate thar St. Basil does not believe in “a
change to another kind”—but I do not accept this as conclusive proof,
since I wish to know whart St. Basil really teaches, and not make my
own arbitrary interpretation of his words. All that can really be said of
this passage is that St. Basil recognizes some kind of a “change” in the
wheat which is 70fa “change to another kind.” This kind of change is
not evolution.
Again St. Basil writes:

Certain men have already observed that, if pines are cut down or
burned, they are changed into oak forests.?
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This quote really proves nothing, and I use it only because it has been
used by others to show that St. Basil believed (1) that one kind of crea-
rure actually changes into another (but I will show below what St. Basil
actually teaches on this subject); and (2) that St. Basil made scientific
mistakes, since this stacement is untrue. Here [ should state an elemen-
tary truth: modern science, when it deals with scientific facts, does in-
deed usually know more than the Holy Fathers, and the Holy Fathers
can easily make mistakes of scientific facts; i is not scientific facts which
we look for in the Holy Fathers, but true theology and the true philoso-
phy which is based on theology. Yet in this particular case it happens
that St. Basil is scientifically correct, because it often in fact happens that
in a pine forest there is a strong undergrowth of oak (the forest in
which we live, in fact, is a similar kind of mixed pine-oak forest), and
when the pine is removed by burning the oak grows rapidly and pro-
duces the change from a pine to an oak forest in ten or fifteen years.
This is not evolution, but a different kind of change, and I will now
show that St. Basil could not have believed that the pine is actually
transformed or evolved into an oak.

Let us see now what St. Basil believed about the “evolution” or
“fixity” of species. He writes:

‘There is nothing truer than this, that each plant either has seed or
there exists in it some generative power, And this accounts for the
expression “of its own kind.” For the shoot of the reed is not produc-
tive of an olive tree, but from the reed comes another reed; and from
seeds spring plants related to the seeds sown. Thus, what was put
forth by the earth in its first generation has been preserved until the
present time, since the kinds persisted through constant reproduc-

tion.?

Again, St. Basil writes:

The nature of existing objects, set in motion by one command,
passes through creation without change, by gencration and destruc-
tion, preserving the succession of the kinds through resemblance,
until it reaches the very end. It begets a horse as the successor of a
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horse, a lion of a lion, and an eagle of an eagle; and it continues to
preserve each of the animals by uninterrupted successions until the
consummation of the universe. No length of time causes the specific
characteristics of the animals to be corrupted or extinct, but, as if es-
tablished just recently, nature, ever fresh, moves along with time.*

It seems quite clear that St. Basil did nor believe that one kind of
creature is transformed into another, much less that every creature now
existing was evolved from some other creature, and so on back to the
most primitive organism. 7%is is a modern philosophical idea.

[ should tell you that I do 70z regard this question as being of par-
ticular importance in itself; I shall discuss below other much more im-
portant questions. If it were really a scientific fact that one kind of
creature can be transformed into another kind, I would have no diffi-
culty believing it, since God can do anything, and the transformations
and developments we can see now in nature (an embryo becoming a
man, an acorn becoming an oak tree, a caterpillar becoming a butter-
fly) are so astonishing that one could easily believe that one species
could “evolve” into another. But there is no conclusive scientific proof
that such a thing has ever happened, much less that this is the law of
the universe, and everything now living derives ultimately from some
primitive organism. The Holy Fathers quite clearly did not believe in
any such theory— because the theory of evolution was not invented until
modern times. It is a product of the modern Western mentality, and if
you wish I can show you later how this theory developed rogether with
the conrse of modern philosophy from Descartes onward, long before there
was any “scientific proof” for it. The idea of evolution is entirely ab-
sent from the text of Genesis, according to which each creature 1s gen-
erated “according to its kind,” #o¢ “one changing into another.” And
the Holy Fathers, as I will show below in detail, accepted the text of
Genesis quite simply, without reading into it any “scientific theories”
or allegories.

Now you will understand why [ do not accept your quotations
from St. Gregory of Nyssa about the “ascent of nature from the least
to the perfect” as a proof of evolution. I believe, as the sacred Scrip-
ture of Genesis relates, that there was indeed an orderly creation in
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steps; but nowhere in Genesis or in the writings of St. Gregory of
Nyssa is it stated thar one kind of creature was transformed into an-
other kind, and that @/ creatures came to be in this manner! I quite
disagree with you when you say: “Creation is described in the first
chapter of Genesis exactly as modern science describes it.” If by
“modern science” you mean evolutionary science, then I believe you
are mistaken, as I have indicated. You have made a mistake by assum-
ing that the kind of development described in Genesis, in St. Gregory
of Nyssa and in other Fathers, is the same as that described by the
doctrine of evolution; but such a thing cannor be assumed or taken
for granted—you must prove it, and I will gladly discuss with you
later the “scientific proof” for and against evolution, if you wish. The
development of creation according to God’s plan is one thing; the
modern scientific (but actually philosophical) theory which explaizs
this development by the transformation of one kind of creature into
another, starting from one or a few primitive organisms, is quite 4 dif-
ferent thing. The Holy Fathers did nor hold this modern theory; if you
can show me that they 4id hold such a theory, I will be glad ro listen
to you.

If, on the other hand, by “modern science” you mean science
which does not bind itself to the philosophical theory of evolution, I
still disagree with you; and I will show below why I believe, according
to the Holy Farhers, that modern science cannor attain to any know!-
edge ar all of the Six Days of Creation. In any case, it is very arbitrary to
identify the geological strata with “periods of creation.” There are nu-
merous difficulties in the way of this naive correspondence between
Genesis and science. Does “modern science” really believe that the
grass and trees of the earth existed in a long geological period before the
existence of the sun, which was created only on the Fourth Day? I be-
lieve you are making a serious mistake in binding up your interpreta-
tion of Holy Scripture with a particular scientific theory (not at all a
“fact”). I believe thar our interpretation of Holy Scripture should be
bound up with no scientific theory, neither “evolutionary” nor any
other. Let us rather accept the Holy Scriptures as the Holy Fashers teach
us (about which I will write below), and let us not speculate about the
how of creation. The doctrine of evolution is a modern speculation

L ¥aral
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about the how of creation, and in many respects it contradicts the
teaching of the Holy Fathers, as I shall show below.

Of course [ accept your quotations from St. Gregory of Nyssa; I have
found others similar to them in other Holy Fathers. I will certainly not
deny thar our nature is partly an animal nature, nor that we are bound up
with the whole of creation, which is indeed a marvelous unity. Buz afl this
has nothing whatever to do with the doctrine of evolution, that doctrine
which is defined in all textbooks as the derivation of all presently existing
creatures from one or more primitive creatures through a process of the
transformation of one kind of species into another.

Further, you should realize (and now I begin to approach the im-
portant teachings of the Holy Fathers on this subject) that St. Gregory
of Nyssa himself quite explicity did nor believe in anything like the
modern doctrine of evolution, for he teaches that the first man Adam
was indeed creased directly by God and was nor generated like all other
men. In his book “Against Eunomius” he writes:

The first man, and the man born from him, received their being in a
different way; the latter by copulation, the former from the molding of
Christ Himself; and yet, though they are thus believed to be two, they
are inseparable in the definition of their being, and are not consid-
ered as two beings.... The idea of humanity in Adam and Abel does
not vary with the difference of their origin, neither the order nor the
manner of their coming into existence making any difference in
their nature.’

And again:

That which reasons, and is mortal, and is capable of thoughrt and
knowledge, is called “man” equally in the case of Adam and of Abel,
and this name of the nature is not alcered either by the fact that Abel
passed into existence by generation, or by the fact that Adam did so

without gmemtﬁon.é

Of course I agree with the teaching of St. Athanasius which you quote,
that “the first-created man was made of dust like everyone, and the
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hand which created Adam then, is creating now also and always those
who come after him.” How can anyone deny this obvious truth of
God’s continuous creative activity? But this general truth does not at
all contradict the specific truth that the first man was made in a way
different fram all other men, as other Fathers also cleatly teach. Thus, St.
Cyril of Jerusalem calls Adam “God’s first-formed man,” but Cain “the
firsc-born man.”” Again, he teaches clearly, discussing the creation of
Adam, that Adam was not conceived of another body: “That of bodies
bodies should be conceived, even if wonderful, is nevertheless possible;
but that the dust of the earth should become a man, this is more wonder-
ful.”®
Yet again, the divine Gregory the Theologian writes:

They who make “Unbegotten” and “Begotten” natures of equivocal
Gods would perhaps make Adam and Seth differ in nature, since the
former was not born of flesh (for he was created), but the latter was
born of Adam and Eve

And the same Father says even more explicitly:

What of Adam? Was be not alone the divect creature of God? Yes, you
will say. Was he then the only human being? By no means. And why,
but because bumanity does not consist in direct creation? For that which
is begotten is a/so human.'

And St. John Damascene, whose theology gives concisely the teaching
of all the early Fathers, writes:

The earliest formation (of man) is called “creation” and not “genera-
tion.” For ‘creation” is the original formation at God’s hands, while
“gencration” is the succession from each other made necessary by the

sentence of death imposed on us on account of the transgression.”

And what of Eve? Do you not believe that, as the Scripture and
Holy Fathers teach, she was made from Adan’s rib and was not born of
some other creature? But St. Cyril writes:
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Eve was begotren of Adam, and not conceived of a mother, bur as it
were brought forth of man alone.'?

And St. John Damascene, comparing the Most Holy Mother of God

with Eve, writes:

Just as the latter was formed from Adam without connection, so also
did the former bring forth the new Adam, who was brought forth in
accordance with the laws of parturition and above the nature of gen-

eration.'?

It would be possible to quote other Holy Fathers on this subject,
but I will not do so unless you question this point. But with all of this
discussion I have not yet come to the most important questions raised
by the theory of evolution, and so I shall now turn to some of them.

4. How Do the Holy Fathers Interpret Genesis?

In what I have written about Adam and Eve, you will note that I
quoted Holy Fathers who interpret the text of Genesis in a way that
might be called rather “literal.” Am I correct in supposing that you
would like to interpret the text more “allegorically” when you say that
to believe in the immediate creation of Adam by God is “a very narrow
conception of the Sacred Scriptures” This is an extremely important
point, and I am truly astonished to find that “Orthodox evolutionists”
do not at all know how the Holy Fathers interpret the book of Genesis. §
am sure you will agree with me that we are not free to interpret the Holy
Scriptures as we please, but we must interpret them as the Holy Fathers
teach us. I am afraid that not all who speak about Genesis and evolu-
tion pay attention to this principle. Some people are so concerned to
combat Protestant fundamentalism that they go to extreme lengths to
refute anyone who wishes to interpret the sacred text of Genesis “liter-
ally”; but in so doing they never refer to St. Basil or other commenta-
tors on the book of Genesis, who state quite clearly the principles we
are to follow in interpreting the sacred text. [ am afraid that many of us
who profess to follow the Patristic tradition are sometimes careless,

' Yilal
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and easily fall into accepting our own “wisdom” in place of the teach-
ing of the Holy Fathers. I firmly believe that the whole world outlook
and philosophy of life for an Orthodex Christian may be found in the Holy
Fathers: if we will listen to their teaching instead of thinking we are
wise enough to teach others from our own “wisdom,” we will not go
astray.

And now [ ask you to examine with me the very important and
fundamental question: how do the Holy Fathers teach us to interpret
the book of Genesis? Let us put away our preconceptions about “lit-
eral” or “allegorical” interpretations, and let us see what the Holy Fa-
thers teach us about reading the text of Genesis.

We cannot do better than to begin with St. Basil himself, who has
written so inspiringly of the Six Days of Creation. In the Hexaemeron
he writes:

Those who do not admit the common meaning of the Scriptures say
thar water is not water, but some other nature, and they explain a
plant and a fish according to their own opinion. They describe also
the production of reptiles and wild animals, changing it according to
their own notons, just like the dream interpreters, who interpret for
their own ends the appearances seen in their dreams. When 1 hear
“grass,” I think of grass, and in the same manner [ understand every-
thing as it is said, a plant, a fish, a wild animal, and an ox. “Indeed, I
am not ashamed of the Gospel.”... Since Moses left unsaid, as use-
less for us, things in no way pertaining to us, shall we for this reason
believe that the words of the Spirit are of less value than the foolish
wisdom (of those who have written abour the world)? Or shall 1
rather give glory to Him Who has not kept our mind occupied with
vanities but has ordained that all things be written for the edification
and guidance of our souls? This is a thing of which they seem to me
to have been unaware. who have attempted by false arguments and
allegorical interprerations to bestow on the Scripture a dignity of
their own imagining. Buc theirs is the attitude of one who considers
himself wiser than the revelations of the Spiritand introduces his own
ideas in pretense of an explanation. Therefore, ler it be understood as

it has been written.
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Clearly, St. Basil is warning us to bewate of “explaining away”
things in Genesis which are difficult for our common sense to under-
stand; 72 is very easy for the “enlightened” modern man to do this, even if he
is an Orthodox Christian. Let us therefore try all the harder to under-
stand the sacred Scripture as the Fathers understand it, and not according
to our modern “wisdom.” And let us not be satisfied with the views of
one Holy Father; lec us examine the views of other Holy Fathers as well.

One of the standard Patristic commentaries on the book of Gene-
sis is that of St. Ephraim the Syrian. His views are all the more impor-
tant for us in that he was an “Easterner” and knew the Hebrew
language well. Modern scholars tell us that “Easterners” are given to
“allegorical” interpretations, and that the book of Genesis likewise
must be understood in this way. Buc let us see what St. Ephraim says in
his commentary on Genesis:

No one should think that the Creation of Six Days is an allegory; it
is likewise impermissible to say that what seems, according to the ac-
count, to have been created in the course of six days, was created in a
single instant, and likewise that certain names presented in this ac-
count either signify nothing, or signify something else. On the con-
trary, one must know that just as the heaven and the earth which
were created in the beginning are actually the heaven and the earth
and not something clse understood under the names of heaven and
carth, so also everything else that is spoken of as being created and
brought into order afier the creation of heaven and earth is not empty
names, but the very essence of the created natures corresponds to the

force of these names.P?

These are still, of course, general principles; let us look now at sev-
eral specific applications by St. Ephraim of these principles.

Although both the light and the clouds were created in the rwinkling
of an eye, still both the day and the night of the First Day continued

Jor twelve hours each.'®

Again:
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St. Ephraim the Syrian (306-372).
Icon from Meteora, Greece.

When in the twinkling of an eye (Adam’s) rib was taken out and like-
wise in an instant the flesh took its place, and the bare rib took on
the complete form and all the beauty of a woman, then God led her

and presented her to Adam."

It is quite clear that St. Ephraim reads the book of Genesis “as it is writ-
ten”; when he hears “the rib of Adam” he understands “the rib of
Adam,” and does not understand this as an allegorical way of saying
something else altogether. Likewise he quite explicitly understands the
Six Days of Creation to be just six days, each with twenty-four hours,
which he divides into an “evening” and “morning” of twelve hours each.
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I have deliberately taken the “simple” commentary on Genesis of
St. Ephraim the Syrian, before quoting other more “mystical” com-
mentaries, because this “simple” understanding of Genesis is the most
offensive to the “enlightened” modern mind. I suspect that most Or-
thodox Christians who are not well read in the Holy Fathers will im-
mediately say: “This is too simple! We know more than that now. Give
us more sophisticated Fathers.” Alas for our modern “wisdom”—there
are no more “sophisticated” Fathers, for even the most “mystical” Fathers
understand the text of Genesis in just the simple” way St. Ephraim does!
Those who wish more “sophistication” in the Holy Fathers are under
the influence of modern Western ideas which are entirely foreign to
the Holy Fathers of the Orthodox Church. But I will have to show this
by quoting many Holy Fathers.

Let us examine now specifically the question of the “length” of
the Six Days of Creation. I believe that this is still 2 question of sec-
ondary importance among those raised by the theory of evolution,
but it certainly will not hurt us to know what the Holy Fathers
thought of this, all the more so because here we will begin to glimpse
the great difference which exists between the modern Western idea of
creation, and the Patristic idea of creation. No martter how we under-
stand them, these “Days” are quite beyond the comprehension of us
who know only the corrupt “days” of our fallen world; how can we
even imagine those Days when God’s creative power was mightily at
work?

The Holy Fathers themselves do not seem to speak much about
this question, doubtless because for them it was not a problem. It is a
problem for modern men chiefly because they try to understand God's
creation by means of the laws of nature of our fallen world. It seems to be
assumed by the Fathers that those Days, in duration, were not unlike
the days we know, and some of them indeed specify that they were
wwenty-four hours in length, as does St. Ephraim. But there is one
thing about these Days which it is most important for us to under-
stand, and that concerns what you have written about whether God
created “instantly.”

You write: “Since God created time, to create something ‘instantly’
would be an act contrary to His own decision and will.... When we
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speak abour the creation of stars, plants, animals and man we do not
speak about miracles—we do not speak about the extraordinary inter-
ventions of God in creation but about the ‘natural’ course of creation.”
[ wonder if you are not substituting here some “modern wisdom” for
the teaching of the Holy Fathers? What is the beginning of all things
but a miracle? T have already showed you that St. Gregory of Nyssa, St.
Cyril of Jerusalem, St. Gregory the Theologian, and St. John Damas-
cene (and indeed all the Fathers) teach that the first man Adam ap-
peared in a way different from the natural generation of all other men;
likewise the first creatures, according to the sacred text of Genesis, ap-
peared in a way different from all their descendants: they appeared not
by natural generation but by the word of God. The modern theory of
evolution denies this, because the theory of evolution was invented by
unbelievers who wished to deny God’s action in creation and explain the
creation by “natural” means alone. Do you not see what philosophy is be-
hind the theory of evolution? |

What do the Holy Fathers say abous this? 1 have already quoted St.
Ephraim the Syrian, whose whole commentary on (enesis describes
how all God’s creative acts are done in an instant, even though the
whole “Days” of creation last for twenty-four hours each. Let us now
see what St. Basil the Great says about God’s creative acts in the Six
Days.

In speaking of the Third Day of Creation, St. Basil says:

At this saying all the dense woods appeared; all the trees shot up....
Likewise, all the shrubs were immediately thick with leaf and bush;
and the so-called garland plants ... all came into existence iz 2 mo-
ment of time, although they were not previous upon the eart 18

Again, he says:

“Let the earth bring forth.” This brief command was immediately a
mighty nature and an elaborate system which brought to perfection

more swifily than our thought the countless properties of plants. "

Again, on the Fifth Day:
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The command came. fmmediately rivers were productive and marshy
lakes were fruitful of species proper and natural to each.* 2°

Likewise, St. John Chrysostom, in his commentary on Genesis,
teaches:

Today God goes over to the waters and shows us that from them, by
His word and command, there proceeded animate creatures. Whar
mind, tell me, can understand #4is miracle? What tongue will be able
worthily to glorify the Creator? He said only: “Let the earth bring
forth—and immediately He aroused it to bear fruit.... As of the
earth He said only: “Ler it bring forth®—and there appeared a great
variety of flowers, grasses, and seeds, and everything occurred by His
word alone; so also here He said: “Let the waters bring forth”. .. and
suddenly there appeared so many kinds of creeping things, such a va-
riety of birds, that it is impossible even to enumerate them with

words.?!

Here I will repeat: 1 believe that modern science in most cases
knows more than St. Basil, St. John Chrysostom, St. Ephraim, and
other Fathers about the properties of fishes and such specific scientific
facts; no one will deny this. But who knows more about the way in which
God acss: modern science, which is not even sure that God exists, and

* Recently Dr. Jonathan Wells, a molecular biologist, has further elucidared St.
Basil's teaching on the Six Days of Creation, thus refuting those who would try to
make this teaching compacible with evolutionism. Quorting from St. Basil's Hexze-
merom, Dr. Wells writes: “The Hexaemeron as a whole makes it abundantly clear thar
the first instant [of creation] was followed by several more special acts of creation.
When the heavens first came inte being they were ‘imperfect,’ because the sun,
moon and stars ‘were not yet created.” These things were created later, by direct acts
of God: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the ecarth; afterwards He cre-
ated light, then He created the firmament.” The waters were initially ‘scattered in
many places,” and came together only after God said, ‘Let the waters under the
heaven be gathered unto one place.” And the earth remained ‘unfinished’ after its ini-
tial creation since it lacked the ‘growth of all kinds of plants’ until God specifically
commanded the earth to ‘bring forth grass’ and ‘produce fruit.’” (Jonathan Wells,
“Abusing Theology,” Origins ¢ Design, vol. 19, no. 1).—Ep.
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in any case tries to explain everything without Him; or these God-
bearing Holy Fathers? When you say that God does not create instantly,
I believe that you are giving the teaching of modern “wisdom,” not the
teaching of the Holy Fathers.

Of course, there is a sense in which it is true that God’s creation is
not the work of an instant; but here also the Fathers are quite precise in
their teaching. I have quoted St. Ephraim, who says: “Tt 1s likewise 1m-
permissible to say that what seems, according to the account, to have
heen created in the course of six days, was created in a single instant.”
With this in mind, let us look at the passage you have quoted from St.
Gregory of Nyssa: “Man was created last after the plants and animals
because nature follows a path which leads gradually to perfection.” "It
is as if by steps that nature makes its ascent in life properties from the
least to the perfect.” In quoting these passages, you have tried to un-
derstand them in the sense of the modern doctrine of evolution. But
certainly it is not proper to read into these ancient texts the conclu-
sions of modern philosophy! Here St. Gregory of Nyssa 1s surely teach-
ing nothing different from what many other Fathers raught, based on a
very “literal” understanding of Genesis.

Thus, St. Gregory the Theologian teaches, when he, like St.

Ephraim, also states that the creation is not “Instantaneous :

To the days (of creation} is added a certain firstness, secondness,
thirdness, and so on to the seventh day of rest of works, and by these
days is divided all that is created, being brought into order by unut-
terable laws, but not produced in an instant by the Almighty Word,
for Whom to think or to speak means already to perform the deed.
If man appeared in the world last, honored by the handiwork and
image of God, this is not in the least surprising; since for him, as for
a king, the royal dwelling had to be prepared and only then was the

king to be led in, accompanied by all creatures.”
Again, St. John Chrysostom teaches:

The Almighty right hand of God and His limidess wisdom would
have had no difficulty in creating everything in a single day. And








































































































































































