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Brief Description: The intention is to make survey about the topicality of the problem in Russia and the main trends of Russian Orthodox thought on the issue of World’s creation and Origin of Man. The matter of interest for me is intra-confessional Russian Orthodox dispute. And I dwell on the following issues: Is it a matter of principle for its participants? Can it become a stumbling block or will it remain in the realm of partial theological studies? What is the reaction of the Head of Russian Orthodox Church on the given polemics? How are the principal positions in the dispute to be stated and what definitions are there to be given?
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SUMMARY:

The purpose of the given paper is not to consider the discussion of proponents of creation and evolution theories in Russian Orthodox Church (ROC) or analysis of arguments of both sides. The prestige and the competence of the participants of the dispute are high enough and the lack of special theological and scientific education, besides, doesn’t allow me to perform a detailed analysis. My intention is to make survey about the topicality of the problem in question in Russia and the main trends of Russian Orthodox thought on the issue of World’s creation and Origin of Man. 

First of all it should be noted that the given problem has arisen time and again in Russian society before (pre-revolutionary years, the subsequent anti-religious propaganda, Church restoration during Perestroika) but it was half-formed, didn’t excite great public interest or heated discussions in the Russian clerical environment or among representatives of scientific community and creationists. As for the present moment, mass media has been widely covering the story of a fifteen-year-old girl from St. Petersburg, Maria Schreiber by name, who refused to study biology at school, saying her world outlook is in contradiction to the one Darwin theory of evolution is based on. On August 1, 2006 together with her father Cyrill Schreiber and their friend PR-manager Anton Vuima they brought in an action against the Ministry of Education of Russian Federation with the demand to exclude from school textbooks this hypothesis which is not scientifically grounded. The suit has aroused wide response all over Russia. Solidarity with the Schreibers was expressed by the representatives of different confessions. This case also has had a wide response from Russian interconfessional and especially protestant Internet Portals. A whole number of scientific conferences has been involved in the discussion of the polemics between creation and evolution theories proponents in modern world. Well-known Russian scientists joined in as well. Pseudo-science and Scientific Research Falsification Control Committee at Russian Academy of Science began publishing its own bulletin. However the court case was lost on February 21, 2007; it was labeled “Russian monkey trial”. The girl had to drop in from school and left overseas.
Among the many problems aggravating in the context with Maria Schreiber’s case we were interested in intra-confessional Russian orthodox dispute on the subject of World’s creation and Origin of Man. Is it a matter of principle for its participants? Can it become a stumbling block or will it remain in the realm of partial theological studies? What is the reaction of the Head of Russian Orthodox Church on the given polemics? How are the principal positions in the dispute to be stated and what definitions are there to be given?

No doubt, for any Russian orthodox Christian Nicene-Constantinople Creed is a dogma. Speaking about the limit of man’s religiosity, it’s one of them. According to the metropolitan Cyrill (Gundiaev), “If a person doesn’t acknowledge the dogma that God is the Creator of the Universe, he stops being a believer, he stops being religious”. But, as is well-known, the difference is often laid in details and interpretations. The idea of creation itself directly touches deep strata of human existence: concept of man and his place in the world, outlook, meaning of history, correlation of science and theology, value of Holy Fathers heritage.
Evolution theory of the Origin of the World and Man has become a major test in the relations of religious outlook and modern science. The main confessions have already expressed their own attitude towards the problem. Orthodox Church as the largest Christian confession in Russia currently doesn’t have an officially acknowledged opinion on the given issue. A the end of October 1999 the Department of Religious Education and Catechization of Moscow Patriarchate carried out a scientific educational conference on the subject of “Teaching the Course of Creation of the World, Life and Man in the Russian Orthodox Schools” where the discussion between the proponents of “scientific creationism” and “theistic evolutionism” took place. Both Archbishop Councils in 2000 and 2006 seemed to pass over in silence this matter, so the consensus of opinion wasn’t formulated. 

The position of “scientific creationism” in Russian Orthodoxy is maintained by traditionalists who may be also called fundamentalists in the better sense of this word. Literalism in treating a religious doctrine, restoration of traditional values of Orthodox Russia, rigorism in perception of Church rites on the whole that’s what is common for them. Its adherents set up an Orthodox mission center “Shestodnev” (Creatio) in May 2000 blessed by His Holiness Patriarch of Moscow and Russia Aleksii II. The Center conducts conferences, arranges disputes, publishes books, and is actively involved in Internet projects. It places itself as an orthodox society for the defense, study and revealing the essence of Holy Fathers doctrine about the Creation of the World. The leader of the project archpriest Constantine (Bufeev) who participated in Maria Schreiber’s case as an expert openly proclaims Darwinism as satan’s creation and defines orthodox evolutionism as heresy and paganism. Shestodnev Center is focused mainly on subtleties of theological interpretation of the problem and evaluation of evolutionism in socio-cultural and religious context.

The most zealous critic of evolution theory in Russian Orthodox Church is a celibate priest Seraphim (lay name Eugene Rose) who was brought up in a traditional protestant family in California. His publication “Orthodox view on evolution” is an epistle to the Greek supporter of evolutionism theologian Alexander Kalomiros. Although father Seraphim (Rose) admits that “evolutionism is strictly speaking, not a heresy”, he treats this doctrine harshly. “Evolutionism, he says, is an ideology extremely alien to the orthodox Christian doctrine, it also draws into such multitude of false doctrines and views that it would be better if it were a mere heresy”.
Evolutionists in Russian Orthodox Church do admit the progressive development of the world and man considering it to be directed by God. Holy Scripture, in their view, doesn’t contradict the scientific data, but describes the same process in different terms according to the level of mentality of the old days. Orthodox “scientific creationism” (or neocreationism, cause they seem not original) is viewed by evolutionists among whom there are a good number of scientists, as a weak, ungrounded reaction on serious scientific theory. According to one of the champions of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin’s ideas and evolution as a whole G.L. Muravnik, – creationism is “a bad allergy of a certain number of western Protestants for Darwin’s model of evolution” which recruited adherents in ROC. 

Orthodox evolutionism is presented by such figures of the past and present of ROC as bishop Vasily (Rodzianko), theologian Alexey I. Osipov, archpriest Vasily (Zenkovsky), archpriest Alexander (Men’), deacon Andrey (Kouraev) and also some well-known scientists. The list of names can be continued but it should be noted that ideas expressed by these people are qualified in most cases as a personal opinion. And only in the book of the deacon Andrey (Kouraev), perhaps, we do find a thorough theological answer supported by Holy Fathers heritage on the criticism of Christian evolutionism by creationists. As for the majority of the representatives of the given trends, they prefer to correlate evolutionism in science with biblical description of creation. Many proponents of evolution theory in Russian Orthodoxy are at the same time accused of orthodox modernism, ecumenism and renovationism. Thus the stumbling block elucidates some of the old inner Russian Church conflicts.

The disputes around evolutionism in Russia are more often directed not to the criticism of scientific arguments and well-grounded polemics with scientists, but to the evaluation of different significance of the concept and to the possibility of its theological treatment. Let’s enumerate the principal problems in the theological polemics between “literalists” and “evolutionists”:
1. Duration of creation act in time.

2. Presence in nature of a creative response to the call of the Creator.

3. Theological interpretation of man’s and nature’s state before the Fall.

4. The problem of death origin in nature.

5. Missionary and moral significance of “evolutionism” and “creationism”.

6. Holy Fathers heritage in exegesis of the first chapters of the Genesis and its interpretation.

The question of the official acknowledgement of this or that conception remains open in spite of considering the problem in Synodal Theological Commission. According to Professor A. Osipov both conceptions are principally acceptable for orthodoxy. The possibility to constantly see the limits of scientific and theological competence allows to avoid conflicts and prevent mutual prejudices.
PAPER’S MAIN TEXT:

High prestige of the main participants of the dispute between creationists and evolutionists in Russian Orthodox environment, as well as lack of special theological and scientific education does not allow me within the given paper to properly research into the discussion in question. Touching upon the topicality of the problem we would just like to describe the principal trends in Russian Orthodox thought in terms of correlation between scientific and theological interpretation of the issue of World’s Creation and Origin of Man. First of all it should be noted that the given problem has arisen time and again in Russian society before (pre-revolutionary years, the subsequent religious propaganda, Church restoration during Perestroika) but it was half-formed, didn’t excite great public interest or heated discussions in the Russian clerical environment proper and among the representatives of scientific community and creationists. As for the present moment, mass media have been widely covering the story of a fifteen-year-old girl from St. Petersburg, Maria Schreiber by name, who refused to study biology at school, saying her world outlook is in contradiction with Darwin theory of evolution the course is based on. A number of talk-shows on this subject has been held on national TV Channels, the school girl herself being the participant. Priests, scientists, politicians and public figures have all been involved in the discussion. During one of the shows it has become obvious that the school girl was inspired by her father Cyrill Schreiber who is convinced of the fact that evolution theory taught at school and all that is associated with it in general is fraud of scientists and it is creation theory as stated in the Holy Bible that should be studied. As a result of heated discussion as is generally the case at talk-shows a serious discussion was degenerated into a commonplace wrangle, more or less sound arguments being lost in emotions. 
On August 1, 2006 Maria Schreiber’s civil action against the Ministry of Education of Russian Federation with the demand to exclude from the textbooks of biology Darwin’s theory as prevailing and bring apologies to the claimant for the insult of her religious feelings was brought in
. Her father Cyrill Schreiber and his friend Anton Vuima a PR-manager are to be the defenders. The statement of claim says that Darwin’s theory about the Origin of Man is not scientifically grounded, hence it is not scientific as such, and moreover its study doesn’t enable the girl to develop herself as a personality and mold a holistic system of knowledge about the Origin of Man
. At the first sitting one of the authors of the textbook Prof. S.G. Mamontov noted that in his book there is an alternative to Darwin’s theory in the face of Linney, Lamark, Cuvier’s studies but the girl failed to noticed them. But all this ideas including Darwin’s theory are considered to be outdated, modern science keeps to synthetic theory of evolution based on the latest discoveries in genetics, paleontology, chemistry, medicine and others.
Originally, the girl didn’t claim her confession and her father even noted that her choice was not final yet
. But at the second sitting Maria claimed her orthodox belief handing over to the judge the document written by an orthodox priest father Constantine (Bufeev) which confirmed the possibility of insult of religious feelings by studying evolution theory at school. Archpriest Constantine, apropos, is the author of the well-known article on the issue of correlation between orthodox doctrine and evolutionism
. In this paper he adheres to strict creationist views and namely, that Shestodnev
 should be understood literally, the age of the Earth is 7500 years; evolutionism is contrary to the Holy Bible and patristic heritage, it is in fact a dangerous heresy supported by Roman Catholic Church. Thus, the dispute has evidently gone beyond one family story to appear as inter-orthodox, social and political, inter-confessional and international, initiators of the trial belonging to Jewish family. Moreover Cyrill Schreiber in his own interest said that the situation around his daughter presents the violation of human rights, child’s rights and freedom of belief, values which are firm and unshakable for European Community.
In the press and Internet, especially there started to appear some data about Darwin’s theory as a well-planed theomachistic campaign instigated of course by secret Masonic lodges. The campaign is directed towards eradication of belief in God in the world and, in the final analysis towards the conspiracy. In the 90-s the author of the given article came across the protestant paper where it was shown with convincing authenticity that Carl Marx secretly worshiped satan and wrote his Capital under this particular influence. No wonder that similar information has been appearing concerning Charles Darwin. Thus one of the arguments is that Hitler himself was a Darwinist. What conclusions then are to be made from the fact that the latter was a vegetarian at that? Finally appeals have been made against evolutionism in educational system. 
Most active in the response were Russian inter-confessional and protestant internet portals. A whole number of scientific practical conferences has discussed a longstanding argument between creationism and evolutionism in the world of today. Prominent figures of official Russian science have taken up the call. Pseudoscience and Scientific Research Falsification Control Committee at Russian Academy of Science (RAS) began publishing its own bulletin. The bulletin is called In Defense of Science; it presents a collection of articles, reviews and appeals to mass-media, RF administration of the scientists in the context of the Control Committee’s activities. Among the authors of the bulletin are V. Ginsburg, Academician, Nobel prize winner, Academician E. Krugliakov, Institute for Nuclear Physics after G.I. Budker, Russian Academy of Science, Academician V. Rubakov, Institute for Nuclear Research RAS, Academician V. Fortov, Institute of Heat Physics Extreme States at Joint Institute of High Temperatures RAS, Prof. E. Eidelman, Saint-Petersburg Chemical and Pharmaceutical Academy and others. The suit of the school girl drew a wide response all over Russia. The solidarity with the Schreibers was expressed by the representatives of different confessions abroad. Moreover, at the Summit G8 in Saint-Petersburg it turned out that even George Bush is in the know.
It should be noted, apropos, that the court case was lost on February 21, 2007, the girl dropped in accusing the teachers in planned harassment for beliefs and left overseas. The press has of course labeled the case “Russian monkey trial”, mass-media are still following its participants and its possible continuation. In spite of the fact that the case has been lost and the textbooks have remained the same, the outcome only seems to be unattainable. The very fact of this scandalous story that the above mentioned family friend Anton Vuima is a PR expert, the author of numerous publications on the subject in question and the head of information agency Spiritual Heritage makes us assume the existence of a planned PR campaign in Russia. With the aim to gain profit from the PR campaign the authors of the suit have made a site where through pay SMS one can vote for or against Darwin’s theory. The access to the site’s information is done only after voting. Declaring his orthodox belief on his site Vuima confirmed a commercial nature of this scandal the hostage of which became the teen-girl, as well as original plans to lose trial so as to provoke sympathetic response
. Thus the discussion between the creationists and evolutionists has started working on capital.
Among the many problems aggravated of late in connection with Maria Schreiber’s case and Anton Vuima’s project we got interested with inter-confessional Russian Orthodox polemic on the issue of the Origin of Man and the World. How fundamental is this issue for its participants? Will it become a stumbling block or remain in the sphere of private theological opinion? What is the reaction of the hierarch of the Russian Orthodox Church (ROC) on this polemic? How are the principal positions to be identified and defined in it? 
A well known phrase: “Unity in the principal, freedom in the controversial, love in all” used to be repeated by Vladimir Soloviev and being reiterated now by present day Russian orthodox theologians sounds most attractive, but it’s important what is to be considered that very “principal”. No doubt, for any Russian Orthodox Christian the Creed is a dogma and “I believe in One God Father Almighty Creator of Heaven and Earth” is also beyond any doubt. Speaking about the limit of man’s religiosity, it’s one of them. According to Metropolitan Smolensky and Kaliningradsky Cyrill (Gundiaev), “If a person doesn’t acknowledge the dogma that God is the Creator of the Universe he stops being a believer, he stops being religious”. But as is well known the difference is often laid in details and interpretations. The idea of creation itself directly touches deep strata of human existence: concept of man and his place in the world, outlook, meaning of history, correlation between science and theology, value of patristic heritage. Says Piama P. Gaidenko corresponding member of RAS, a research worker of European Natural Science Origin: “It is Christian theology and dogmas about creation and God’s embodiment first and foremost that greatly affected the beginning of a new science”
 during late Middle Ages and Renaissance. Will science play the opposite role as regards Orthodoxy? 
Evolution theory of the Origin of World and Man has become a major test in the relations between religious outlook and modern science. The main confessions of Christianity also express their attitude to the problem in different ways. The variety of opinions can be roughly reduced to the following trends – the supporters of the first flatly deny the mere possibility of evolution, the other find it conceivable. In Russian press they are often called “creationists” (“scientific creationists”) and “Christian evolutionists” (“theistic evolutionists”). These trends are subdivided varying in the issues of Creation nature, particularities of Man’s Creation, etc. Concerning terminology this division is not quite adequate. Says N.M. Borisov, a physicist of Nuclear Safety and Security Center, Fonte-o-Rose, France: “Strictly speaking the term ‘creationists’ should be applied to all those who believe in God Creator (among them there can be those who in ‘creation science’ are called ‘evolutionists’)”
. Moreover, with a certain irony inherent to scientists while criticizing creationism, Borisov suggests that the Christians opposed to evolution theory be termed as “biblical literalists” or “young creationists”. The latter can sooner be applied to Russian Orthodox Christians sharing evolution ideas as the given interpretation of Shestodnev can’t by any means called traditional though formally it is a creationist one. In this case “neo” or “young” are more applicable to their position. 
The main Christian confessions have already expressed their opinion as regards the issue of evolution of the World and Man. Russian orthodoxy as the most numerous Christian confession on the territory of Russia
 (up to 60% of the population, according to the public opinion poll identify themselves as Orthodox, 15% are actively involved in Church activities) doesn’t have any officially acknowledged position about it. Other confessions, such as Catholicism and Protestantism (about 1% each) do have quite a definite position.
Catholic Church in the person of Pope Pius XII (encyclical “Humani Generis” from 12 August 1950) admitted the possibility of the evolution theory to explain the origin of body but not man’s soul. Pope Pius XII called evolution theory a serious hypothesis which should be studied; he also called to caution and prudence in judgments and opinions
. In 1996 Pope John Paul II in his epistle to Papal Academy called creationist evolutionism a theory and a quite acceptable position for Catholics. He stressed the point which philosophy in particular inspires this or that theory of evolution which according to his words great many. The limit of studying Man in terms of sciences is put in the beginning of spiritual personality, says Pope John Paul II, which can’t be confirmed or refuted by measurements, experiments and observations
. But there are supporters of literal understanding of the first chapters of the Bible among the Catholics. Inclining towards theistic evolutionism and the theory of “guided evolution”, Catholicism in the person of today’s Pope Benedict XVI rejects neo-Darwinism as impersonal concept considering Man’s Origin a result of non-planned chaotic process in natural selection. He announced about it at a Mass on the occasion of his accession to the throne, saying: “We are not an accidental and meaningless product of evolution. The appearance of each of us is marked by God’s thought. He had His will about each of us, he loves each and everyone, and He takes care of each”
.
“Scientific creationism” in particular is widely advocated by protestant communities. The 90-s of the XX century saw the peak of this activity when American and European protestant missionaries (Baptists, Methodists, Charismatics) were at their highest. A lot of videotapes, books and leaflets, mainly of exposing nature as regards modern science, its methodology and conclusive ideas, were launched into circulation. During the collapse of soviet ideological paradigm they were quite popular. The works of less superficial character on the given subject have lately started to show up on Russian internet. Protestant “scientific creationism” in Russia, which rather could be termed as “anti-evolutionism” as to its emotional impulse, has been developed under a direct support of western protestant communities of creationists and consists mainly in translation of English language books. Russian representatives of this school of thought are currently showing activity. The so called old protestant churches, present to a very little degree in Russian society, are on the whole inclined to an understanding similar to that of Catholics.
Russian Orthodox Church, as mentioned before, has not formulated a uniform definite opinion on this account. At the end of October 1999 the Department of Religious Education and Catechization of Moscow Patriarchate held a scientific educational conference on the subject of “Teaching the Course of Creation of the World, Life and Man in Russian Orthodox Schools” where the discussion between the supporters of scientific creationism and Christian evolution took place, some reconciling and balancing speeches were made as well
. Honored professor of Moscow Religious Academy Aleksey I. Osipov said that a special committee on consideration of Church relation towards different aspects of modern world including modern science had been set up at Holy Synod. He also expressed hope that at the jubilee Archbishop Council 2000 an official Church position towards different spheres of secular life including the one in question would be stated. As we see now neither the Basics of Social Conception of Russian Orthodox Church adopted at this council nor the resolutions of 2004 council do as a matter of fact contain any opinion on this matter. In response to many public appeals Synod Theological Committee arranged a seminar on “Shestodnev: Theology and Science” on April 21, 2004. During detailed discussion difference of opinions were recorded and conclusions about the necessity of further study in order to formulate all-Church position were made.
The position of scientific creationism in Russian Orthodoxy is maintained by traditionalists who may be also called fundamentalists in the better sense of this word. Literalism in treating a religious doctrine, restoration of traditional values of Orthodox Russia, rigorism in perception of Church rites on the whole – that’s what is common for them. It adherents set up in Moscow an Orthodox Mission Center “Shestodnev” in May 2000 blessed by His Holiness Patriarch of Moscow and Russia Alexii II. The center conducts conferences, arranges disputes, publishes books and is actively involved in internet projects. It places itself as an Orthodox society for the defense, study and disclosure of patristic doctrine about the creation of the world. The project director Archpriest Constantine (Bufeev) who participated in Maria Schreiber’s case as an expert openly proclaims Darwinism satan’s creation and defines Orthodox evolutionism as heresy
 and paganism. Orthodox creationists flatly reject evolution principle in the context of Shestodnev and insist on literal understanding of the first chapters of Genesis. And although their books criticizing the scientific aspect of the evolution theory are mostly based on the works of foreign protestant scientific creationists, the tendency itself coming into being as a reaction on evolutionism, orthodox creationists call to see in it ancient roots common to all Christians and add their own patristic thought.
Under the auspices of Orthodox publishing houses “Palomnik” (Pilgrim) a scientific educational society Creatio was set up November 2000. The aim of the society is coordination of creationist studies, their coverage in mass media and world propagation of the latest achievements of creationism in the world. The almanac “Creation” published here is of a non-confessional character and all those who accept the Bible’s credibility in describing creation can be the Center’s members. While Shestodnev center is focused mainly on subtleties of theological interpretation of the problem and an evaluation of evolutionism in socio-cultural and religious context Creation authors are first and foremost interested in scientific aspects.
An encouraging gesture for Orthodox Creationists came through the condemnation of ideology of secularism as hostile to Orthodoxy by Archpriest 2004 ROC Council. Says the Center secretary Shestodnev and the author of the book “Chronicles of the Beginning” priest Daniil Sysoev: “This ideology is a domineering one in mass media and it is most widely spread among common unbelievers under the name of ‘tolerance’ ”
. It is in the secular mentality according to traditionalists where there are principal problems of modern society and such troubles as oblivion of traditions, fall of tempers, social Darwinism.
The most zealous critic of evolution theory in Russian Orthodox Church is a celibate priest Seraphim (lay name Eugene Rose) who was brought up in a traditional protestant family in California. Seraphim’s role in evolution criticism can be compared to that of the ancient Church father Athanasius of Alexandria, known as well as a fighter against Aryanism. His publication “Orthodox View on Evolution” is an epistle to the Greek supporter of evolutionism, theologian Alexander Kalomiros. It should be noted here that Seraphim was possibly against publishing his letters to Kalomiros, being afraid of sharpening differences in Orthodox environment
. Although father Seraphim admits that “evolutionism is strictly speaking not a heresy” he treats this doctrine rather harshly. “Evolutionism, - he says- is an ideology extremely alien to the Orthodox Christian doctrine , it also draws into such multitude of false doctrines and views that it possibly would be much better if it were a mere heresy… Evolutionism… is an instrument of New Ages spirituality and neo-Christianity where satan is striving to plunge the remaining genuine Christians”
.
Evolutionists in ROC do admit the progressive development of the World and Man considering it to be directed by God. Holy Scripture, in their view, doesn’t contradict to the scientific data, but describes the same process in different terms according to the old days. Some of them referring to patristic literature insist on the necessity of metaphorical interpretation of biblical text. An important place in the polemic is taken by the issue of how far evolutionism can contradict to patristic doctrine, how far it can be harmful to Man’s salvation, as all these express in the main the very spirit of Orthodoxy. Orthodox scientific creationism or neo-creationism, as the opponents of literalism themselves also believe in God Creator, is viewed by evolutionists among whom there are a lot of scientists as a weak ungrounded reaction on serious scientific theory. Well known scientist and priest of ROC Protopresbyter Gleb (Kaleda) who in the soviet time was actively for Christian evolutionism even left the editorial board of one Russian Orthodox journal seeing a creationist publication published in it
. According to one of supporters of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin’s ideas and evolution doctrine as a whole, Galina L. Muravnik – creationism is “a bad allergy of a certain number of western Protestants for Darwin’s model of evolution” which has recruited adherents in ROC. But it should be noted that such Orthodox Christians are now not few in number.
Orthodox evolutionism is presented by such eminent figures of the past and present as Bishop Vasyly (Rodzianko), theologian Alexey Osipov, Protopresbyter Vasyly (Zenkovski), Protopresbyter Alexander (Men’), father Gleb (Kaleda), Deacon Andrey (Kouraev) and others. The list of names can be continued but it should be noted that ideas expressed by this people are qualified in most cases as a personal opinion and not contrary to patristic tradition. And only in the book by Deacon Andrey Kouraev perhaps we do find a thorough theological answer supported by patristic heritage on the criticisms of Christian evolutionism by creationists. As for the majority of evolutionists they prefer to correlate evolutionism in science with biblical description of creation. Their books and articles, devoted sometimes completely to evolution issue and evolution interpretation of Shestodnev, express the conviction that world history is a result of God’s plan and a lasting process of God’s creative activity.
It should be noted that many supporters of evolutionism in Russian Orthodoxy are at the same time accused of Orthodox modernism, ecumenism and renovationism with the only exception of a well known missionary professor of Moscow Academy of Theology and senior research worker of Religious Studies Department of Moscow State University, Deacon Andrey Kouraev. Thus the stumbling block elucidates some of the old inter-Russian Church conflicts. In spite of his evolutionary views and full agreement with “Humani Generis”
 father Andrey being a critic of both renovationism and ecumenism, Catholicism and Protestantism practically avoids sharp assessments on the side of ROC scientific creationists. It may well be connected with the authority he enjoys in the Church. Evolutionist articles and books by deacon Andrey are diplomatic and cautious as regards scientific creationists and one of their principal objectives is no doubt a missionary one. Most remarkable in this respect are the following words: “Thus I’ve got a missionary interest to that not to accept opinions of extreme creationist and try to find an evolutionary interpretation of Shestodnev. For me personally there is no problem whether to believe in that God created the world in an instant or in six days. For me personally there is no problem in expressing an opinion knowing only full well that it is unacceptable to the given public (it’s too often that I have to do it). I just think it’s not pastor-like to lay on people excessive burdens”
. One can easily conclude then from the above that the question itself isn’t a matter of principle for him but just a more appropriate platform for preaching.
The dispute around evolutionism in Russia are more often than not directed not to the consistent criticism of scientific arguments of evolutionist scientists and well-grounded polemic with them but to the exchange of opinions and assessment of religious, cultural and missionary significance of the conception itself. In ROC both tendencies still remain in conflict. There is information that some priests refuse to give communion to Orthodox evolutionists and pronounce anathema against its supporters. Representatives of scientific community are sarcastic and unwilling to answer creationists’ attacks considering their arguments non-scientific. Many participants of the discussion express the conviction and the necessity to differentiate religion and science. And indeed the idea of the creation of the world itself lies beyond the sphere of science. But at the same time there is no need to fudge theological statements to make them agree with scientific data. Priest Daniil (Sysoev), an activist of Shestodnev Center, gives Clive Lewis’s words saying that the Bible can’t be a rack for hanging about ones own thoughts. This saying can well be applied to Orthodox scientific creationism. According to father Seraphim (Rose) a verbal wrangle only adds oil into fire.

Let’s enumerate the principal problems in the theological polemics between “literalists” and “evolutionists”:

1. Duration of creation act in time.

2. Presence in nature of a creative response to the call of the Creator.

3. Theological interpretation of man’s and nature’s state before the Fall.

4. The problem of death origin and suffering in nature without which evolution is unthinkable and its connection with Adam’s Fall.

5. Missionary and moral significance of “evolutionism” and “creationism”.

6. Patristic heritage in exegesis of the first chapters of Genesis and its interpretation.
Which of the two opposing tendencies will be officially acknowledged in ROC – this is the question discussed time and again and the materials given to Synod Theological Commission. It should be mentioned here that open supporters of evolutionist view on the World creation are its members as well. They include the Head of Religious Education and Catechization Department Archimandrite Joanne (Ekonomtsev), deacon Andrey (Kouraev). It’s quite obvious that to study the given problem and also express one’s own attitude towards it was more than enough. And if the statement hasn’t been made yet it may well mean that there are sufficient grounds for that. The philosopher’s expression “to define is to limit” may seem quite adequate here, as to make an official decision might mean to accept this or that point of view. But it has always been in the nature of Russian Orthodoxy to strive by all means for maintaining unity in patristic tradition, in the works of its representatives one can find confirmation to both positions in which you can be convinced studying the polemics. If Shestodnev Center was set up by the edict of Patriarch Aleksii II and in his interview he criticizes the predominance of Darwinism at school, it may partly be evidence of the position the Head of Moscow Patriarchate takes. But at the same time Orthodox supporters of evolutionism refer to the fact that their interpretation of creation hasn’t officially been censured. Thus, according to Galina Muravnik, after the death of father Alexander Men’ who didn’t try to conceal his evolutionist outlook, His Holiness said, there were no dogmatic mispresentations in the works of the deceased
. Hence one can expect no final settlement in the Church of the conflict between evolutionists and creationists in the near future.
According to Prof. Aleksey Osipov, “the acknowledgment of God’s reality doesn’t exclude evolutionary development of the world”. And for Orthodox theology “both conceptions are principally acceptable under the condition that God is the Law Maker and the Organizer of the whole existence in both cases”
. That is to say both interpretations keep man within the bounds of Orthodox religiosity. At the above mentioned scientific educational conference the theologian also advised not to raise evolution-creation dispute to the level of theological doctrines but to leave it within the framework of science, hypotheses, which are of a temporal character.
The ability to constantly see the limits of competence of both one’s own and a different strange one’s enables science as well as theology not only to avoid conflicts but also to prevent from mutual prejudices, guesswork and myths as regards each other
. Only by admitting the value of science as science and theology as theology one can if not settle contradictions at least direct the dialogue into a constructive channel.
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