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There is a trend of theological books 
that conveniently show us how the 

Bible does not at all conflict with the 
modern scientific consensus. While not 
quite falling into the non-overlapping 
magisterial camp, they argue that the 
Bible’s concerns are so different from 
those of modern science that the Bible’s 
account has nothing to say about the 
scientific questions.

The Liturgy of Creation received 
a grant from the Templeton founda-
tion, and that is all that needs to be said 
for one to predict the exact position 
the book will take on a whole host of 
issues including inerrancy, theistic evo-
lution, and more. The author, Michael 
LeFebvre, is a pastor of a Reformed 
Presbyterian church and a professor 
at Reformed Presbyterian Theological 
Seminary.

A book on the Israelite calendar and 
its theological significance would be 
interesting to many theologically mind-
ed readers, but the author often trans-
parently strains to make the text fit his 
preconceived narrative. For instance, 
he surveys ancient calendars, festivals, 
and deities, and says “the apostle Paul 
referred to such Gentile myths as ‘seek-
ing God’” (p. 13), which is the single 
most improbable use of Acts 17 one is 
likely to encounter in what purports to 
be scholarship.

Occasional bizarre guesses with no 
basis in argumentation or any type of 

details of its telling are transparently 
‘re-mapped’ to the cadence and themes 
of Israel’s weekly sabbath festival” (p. 
113). It would be a strange ‘transpar-
ency’ to not have been noticed by Jew-
ish or Christian interpreters of Genesis 
over thousands of years until LeFebvre 
arrived on the scene to enlighten us all.

The Creation Week as a 
model for Israel and us

The elements of Creation Week as 
an example to us are things that cre-
ationists could mostly agree with. For 
instance, LeFebvre draws out the ele-
ments of stewardship, the pattern of 
work and rest, and other details that 
we would agree with. However, bibli-
cal creationists would see all this as 
built on the foundation of the history of 
what God actually did, while LeFebvre 
divorces these lessons from anything 
God actually did in history. This makes 
the points much less impactful than 
they are when we see Creation Week 
as the history which forms the model 
for our seven-day week.

The heresy of biblical errancy

It has become more common for 
theistic evolutionists to simply assert 
there are errors in the Bible, rather 
than try to redefine inerrancy to fit their 
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recognized precedent damage his cred-
ibility. For instance, he says:

“It is conceivable that Israel also 
observed a lunar week. Most of the 
time this would be seven days long, 
and the ideal week would be regarded 
as having seven days (comparable to 
the ideal month having thirty days). 
But at least once a month, an eight-
day week would be required. We 
know that Israel’s solar year required 
periodic intercalation to stay aligned 
with the lunar months; perhaps the 
week, similarly, had a typical length 
of seven days but required occasion-
al intercalation as well. Any society 
that follows the heavenly lights as its 
calendar will be accustomed to slight 
variations and the need for intercala-
tions” (p. 27).

If LeFebvre can breezily dis-
miss as a “slight variation” adding an 
eighth day to approximately one week 
in four in a society structured around 6 
days of work and 1 day of rest, without 
any support whatsoever, one wonders 
what else he simply asserts because it 
is convenient to his hypothesis! If he 
had done a survey of ‘eighth day’ in 
Scripture and extrabiblical calendrical 
texts and shown that there is a concept 
of ‘eighth day’ that is distinct from the 
‘first day’ of the next week, that would 
have been a fairly straightforward way 
to substantiate his statement. If he wants 
to convince us benighted fundamental-
ists to embrace his view, he will have 
to try a little harder than that!

The Creation Week as 
calendar narrative

Part 3 of LeFebvre’s book is dedicat-
ed to the Creation Week. He argues that 
“Genesis 1:1–2:3 provides a narration 
of creation events, but the timing and 

Novel compromising 
arguments in new theistic 
evolutionary book
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purposes. LeFebvre simply assumes 
there are errors in Scripture. For 
instance, he argues that Jesus simply 
“employed the popular perceptions of 
the day” in the parable of Lazarus and 
the rich man (p. 161), and that when 
Paul used the names Jannes and Jam-
bres in 2 Timothy 3:8, the Holy Spirit 
“guided Paul to write within the cultural 
conventions of his day” (p. 162) without 
regard to accuracy.

This flippant attitude toward the 
accuracy of Scripture should be alarm-
ing to Christians who would other-
wise be open to theistic evolutionary 
argumentation. Christians believe that 
our eternal future rests upon claims 
Scripture makes about the Person and 
work of Christ. There are good exist-
ing defences of both passages that are 
consistent with inerrancy, so why does 
LeFebvre feel the need to charge Scrip-
ture with error? And once Christians are 
able to say Scripture is in error, what 
keeps us from saying that the Holy Spir-
it was communicating a spiritual point 
with the virginal conception of Christ 
without concern for a historical event? 
What about the resurrection of Christ? 
And how does he logically draw a line 
between the events in Genesis and those 
in the Gospels?

Near the end of his book, he attempts 
to locate his views among the Church 
Fathers. He claims, “There is no single 
‘historical view’ of the Creation Week 
events. In fact, the only facet of Gen-
esis 1:1–2:3 that can be asserted as ‘the 
historic position of the church’ is its 
calendrical function” (p. 197). I get very 
interested in checking the sources when 
I hear the Church Fathers used to sup-
port unusual claims, so I fact-checked 
this chapter to show that he is either 
incompetent or a liar.

He says:
“To quote John Calvin, ‘This is a 

certain principle, that nothing here 
is treated of but the visible form of 
the world [i.e. how things appeared 
to the lay Israelite]. He who would 
learn astronomy, and other recondite 
arts, let him go elsewhere. Here the 
Spirit of God would teach all men 
without exception’” (p. 197).

Yet LeFebvre’s bracketed insertion 
changes Calvin’s meaning. From the con-
text of Calvin’s actual quote, it is clear 
that he is saying Moses is only talking 
about the physical reality of the world, 
not discussing philosophy. Moreover, on 
the very next page of Calvin’s Genesis 
commentary, he asserts that plants were 
made before the sun and moon.1

He claims that Origen “reported that 
in his day [no one] doubts that these 
things figuratively indicate certain mys-
teries, the history having taken place in 
appearance, and not literally” (p. 198). 
Origen did take allegorical interpreta-
tion further than we would today; for 
instance, he believed that the six days 
of creation were allegorical, and it actu-
ally happened in an instant. But he also 
believed that Adam was the historical 
first man and that the earth was less 
than 10,000 years old, so his writing is 
not compatible with theistic evolution.2

LeFebvre cites a study by Letham 
concluding:

“Luther is ... the first of the major 
exegetes that we have considered 
who without ambiguity adopts the 
interpretation that the days of cre-
ation are of twenty-four hour dura-
tion, at the same time arguing that 
the earth is only six thousand years 
old” (p. 198).

The reader may conclude from 
this that no one before 1500 believed 
in a 6-day creation 6,000 years ago, but 
what the reader should conclude is that 
Letham didn’t do a very good study. 
Irenaeus said, around 200 years after 
Christ, that the earth was created in six 
days and thus would end after 6,000 

years.3 Bede (673–735) took Genesis to 
be a straightforward chronology of 1,656 
years from Creation to the Flood, 292 
years from Noah to Abraham, 942 years 
from Abraham to David, from David to 
the Babylonian exile 473 years, and from 
the Babylonian Exile to Christ 589 years. 
This gives 3,952 years from creation to 
Christ in Bede’s view.4

Novel convenient compromise

The most fundamental argument 
against LeFebvre’s argument is that no 
one in the history of theology in two 
major world religions ever interpreted 
the calendrical significance of the Cre-
ation and Flood events the way he did 
before him, and he does so in a context 
where his interpretation is quite conve-
nient, to say the least. The only use for 
his interpretation is to let us know we 
can all stop dragging our knuckles on 
the ground and step into line with the 
new evolutionary orthodoxy.

LeFebvre ironically exhorts ‘literal-
ists’: “In every era, God’s people must 
resist the allure to prove God by reinter-
preting his Word according to the philo-
sophical ideals of the day” (p. 130). 
One would think this reproof would 
apply far more to theistic evolutionists 
who are the ones actually introducing 
novel readings of Scripture never seen 
in history.

Biblical creationists should be aware 
of developing theistic evolutionary 
arguments to be able to refute them. A 
basic awareness of church history and 
the interpretations of Church Fathers 
will become more important than ever 
as biblical creationists will need to 
defend the historical biblical creationist 
views of the Church Fathers and theo-
logians throughout history.
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Figure 1. LeFebvre mischaracterizes the 
beliefs of Church Fathers and Reformers 
like John Calvin to try to support his position.


