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Your charitable prayers are

requested for
VINCENT J.A. NEVARD

(father of Anthony and Veronica)
who died
2rd danuary 1993
aged 82 years

RS CBES

TWO CONFERENCES

Creation Conference Saturday 5th June 1993.

The Camden Centre, Tunbridge Wells, Kent. 9.30 - 5.00

Cost £3 per person. Bring own lunch.

Speakers include: Dr.David Rosevear, Chairman of CSM.
Mr.Malcolm Bowden, author of "Ape-men -

Fact. or Fallaeyaat
Registrations to, or further details from :
Miss Esme Geering, 23 Cedar Court, Culverden Park Road,
89

Tunbridge Wells TN4 90QX. (0

Thirteenth International Teilhard Conference. April 23-25.
All Saints Pastoral Centre, London Colney, Herts.

Fee £85 , including full residence. Led by Fr W. Hewett SJ.
Applications to Sr. Frances O'Kelly, Loreto Sisters,

3 Bedford Park Road, St.Albans, Herts ALl 3RF. (0727 53144)
(As advertised in the "Universe", 7 February 1993.)

[Discerning readers may judge which is the better value.]
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EDITORIAL

Biblical creationists and atheists have something in
common: they both fervently believe that Evolution strikes
at the roots of the Christian Faith. When Adam and Eve are
destroyed, Original Sin loses its meaning, and thus also
Redemption. The Scriptures reliability, integrity and
authority are undermined. All materialistic philosophies,
such as Marxism and Secular Humanism, are founded on
Evolution, and are invariably anti-Christian.

Many Christian evolutionists (e.g. David Jones, see
review p.l18) claim that we should leave Science to explain
'How?' questions, while the Bible and Theology answer
'"Why?'. This is a common viewpoint. In a Gallup Poll of 916
adults in Britain ["Daily Telegraph", August 24, 1992], it
was reported that 37% would ask a biologist to explain how
life came to exist on earth, 20% would ask a religious
leader, 11% a historian, 8% a philosopher, and 18% didn't
know who to ask. ’

However, 61% thought that scientists were not the right
people to answer 'What is the meaning of life ?", though 33%
thought they were. This suggests that about one-in-three
would agree with Dr.Richard Dawkins [see p.9] that
'scientists should answer both why? and how?

He has a point here, as in matters of ultimate Origins,
these questions are necessarily linked, and it is misleading
to try to compartmentalise them. The assumptions of atheists
that the universe has no purpose logically exclude the
possibility of Creation by a Supreme Intelligence [p.7],
while attempts to force evolution into Genesis produce
absurdities and contradictions [e.g. p.17}; the why? and
how? answers must be judged together on the basis of a
reliable authority - the Church.

‘For sound Christian philosophy we turn to St.Thomas

' LAcquinas [p.10], while the foundational importance of Adam

and the Fall to theology is well outlined in the extract
from the Catholic Missal. These unalterable teachings must
tbe at the forefront of our endeavours to spread the Faith.

A.N.
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"Evolution - Fact or Belief?"

Peter Wilders reports that this video is now on sale on
three continents, being available in English, French,
Spanish, Italian and Polish. In Australia, the U.S.A., and
continental Europe sales exceed 1000 in each case, and about
200 in England and Ireland. It is now being distributed by
the major Creation Science organisations in the U.S. and
Australia, as well as by several Catholic outlets. "Creation
Resources Trust is now stocking and promoting it, and it was
recently advertised in the "Universe", "Catholic Herald" and
"Irish Catholic" (see copy below).

o : An attractive flyer 1is now

available- please send @ a
Vl DEOS stamped C5 envelope.

EVOLUTION - FACT OR

BELIEF? Fascinating video in- For foreign language versions,

terviews research scientists on please deal directly with:
origins. Details from "Sl?axllight", Peter Wilders, 42 Bd. d'Italie
AD 5 Lancis Avenue, St Albans 98000 MONACO (Tel.93.50.88.34)

Price £18 + £4 p.p.

Thanks for the publicity !

We are very grateful to the Editors of the following
publications who have recently kindly recommended "Daylight"
in their columns :

"Catholic" (Australia), "Half-Open Eye", "Floodgates",
"Prag” and "Candour". Also to "The Keys of Peter" and
"Confraternity of the Rosary" for distributing flyers.

We now have nearly 160 members, having gained over 30 in the
past five months.

I was pleased to see Elizabeth Thornton's article- "Wwhy I no
longerobelieve in evolution" appear in French in "Science et
Foi" N~ 25, Autumn 1992 [first published in "Daylight” No.3]

Tackling Teilhard.

I am preparing a list of recommended books and articles on
Fr.Teilhard de Chardin SJ, and where they can be obtained.
Information, advice or assistance to the Editor, please.
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SOME OF THE MANY THEORIES OF EVOLUTION

(600 BC to 1991 AD )
compiled by John V.Collyer

"OCEANIC EVOLUTION"
"SUN'S ACTION ON mMuUD"
“AERIAL EVOLUTION"
"ATCMISM- Great World System
"FOSSIL, EVOLUTION"
"AERIAL EVOLUTION"
"EVOLUTION BY CHANCE"
"EVOLUTION BY NATURAL LAWS"
"THE LADDER OF NATURE"
"DE RERUM NATURA"

"THE CARTESIAN THEORY"
"THE MONAD THEORY"
"EPIGENESIS"

"INTERNAL MOLD THEORY"
"PLUTONIAN THEORY"
"ZOONOMIA THEORY"
"TELLIAMED GERM THECRY"
"LAMARCKISM"

"THE NEBULA HYPOTHESIS"
"PROGRESSIVE EVOLUTION"
"PHYLETIC GRADUALISM"

"THEISTIC EVOLUTION"

"THE GEMMULES THEORY"
"MECHANICO-PHYSICAL THEORY"
"SYNTHETIC PHILOSOPHY"
"RECAPITULATION THEORY"
"THE GENESIS OF SPECIES"
"THE GERM-PLASM THEORY"
"PARALLEL EVOLUTION"

"BATHISM" (Halmatogenesis)
"GENETIC PRCGRESS THEORY"
» "COSMISM" (Super-Mind)

Thales of Miletus (Greek)
Anaximander of Miletus
Anaximenes of Miletus
Leucippus of Miletus
Xenophanes (Greek philosopher)
Diogenes (Greek)

Empedocles (Greek)

Epicurus (Greek)

Aristotle (Greek)

Lucretius (Roman philosopher)
R.Descartes (French)

G.W.von lLeibnitz (German)
P.L.M.de Maupertuis (French)
Comte de Buffon (French)
James Hutton

Frasmus Darwin

Benoit de Maillet
J.B.P.A.de M.de C.de Lamarck
Marguis de Laplace

Sir Charles Lyell

C.Darwin, T.H.Huxley,
A.R.Wallace

Dr.William Buckland

Charles Darwin

K.W.von Nageli

Herbert Spencer

J.F.Meckel

St.George Jackson Mivart
August Weismann

Ernst Haeckel

E.D.Cope

L.F.Ward

John Fiske & Wm.Bateson



"THE MUTATION THEORY"
"EMERGENT EVOLUTION"

"ELAN VITAL"
"ARISTOGENESIS"

"GENETICAL THECRY OF
NATURAL SELECTION"
"ORGANIC SELECTION THEORY"
"THE NEW THEORY OF EVOLUTION"
"THE ENTELECHES THEORY"
"EPIGENETIC EVOLUTION"
"MODERN SYNTHETIC THEORY"
"NEO-DARWINISM"

"QUANTUM SPECIATION"
"NEW THEORY OF EVOLUTION"
“THE PANSPERMIA THEORY"

"NEO-LAMARCKISM"

“THEORY OF EMERGENCE OF LIFE"
"THE PHYLOGENETIC FIELD"
"ORTHOGENESIS"

"CLANDESTINE EVOLUTION"

"THE MODERN SYNTHESIS"

"THE GAIA HYPOTHESIS"
"MOSAIC EVOLUTION"

"THE BLIND CHANCE THEORY"
"THE NEUTRAL THEORY"

"THE IMANISHI THEORY"
"PUNCTUATED EQUILIBRIUM"
"MACROEVOLUTION"
"MACROEVOLUTIONARY DYNAMISM"
"ORGANISMIC EVOLUTION"

"THE SELFISH GENE THEORY"
"THE PHENOCOPY THEORY"
"SEMANTIC THEORY" (Ribotype)
"DYNAMIC EVOLUTION"

"AI_GENY"

"ENDOSYMBIOSIS"

"MYSTIC EVOLUTION"

Hugo de Vries

C.Lloyd Morgan

Henri Bergson

Henry Fairfield Osborn
Sir Ronald Aylmer Fisher

J.M.Baldwin

Sir Arthur Keith
H.A.E.Driesch

Richard Goldschmidt
Ernst Mayr & Julian Huxley
J.B.S.Haldane, Fisher,
Wright & Dobzhansky
W.M.Stanley
C.H.Waddington

Sir Fred Hoyle &
C.Wickramasinghe
Butler, Cope, Hyatt & Packard
S.W.Fox

M.Polanzi

W.Haacke & T.Elmer
Sir Gavin de Beer
W.B.Provine

James Lovelock

Sir Gavin de Beer
Jacques Monod

Motoo Kimura

Prof .Kinji Imanishi
Eldredge & Gould
Soren Lovtrup
S.J.Gould

V.Grant

Richard Dawkins

Jean Piaget

Marcello Barbieri
Dr.Mae-Wan Ho, Saunders & Fox
J.Rifkin

Lynn Margolis

Ilya Prigogine




"THE SCAPIE THEORY" Robert Shapiro

"THE VITAL CLAY THEORY" A.G.Cairns~Smith
"THE SELFISH GENE (revised)" Richard Dawkins
"AQUATIC EVOLUTION" Elaine Morgan
"HYPERCYCLE EVCLUTION" Brelijst & Hogeweg

This list may not be complete, as new theories are coming
out constantly. A new theory often begins by a survey of
the way in which previous theories are in error. Thus a
study of the many theories becomes a revelation of the
weaknesses and the insufficiencies of the whole concept of
.evolution. It 1is far less taxing on credulity and
imagination to accept the simple Divine account of Creation
as recorded in Genesis, which is in accord with scientific
observations, and is the basis of all true Science.

Many- attempts have been made to reconcile the Bible account
of Creation with the theory of evolution, on the grounds
that the theory is 'scientific' while the book of Genesis is
not really scientific. Such attempts fail to see the actual
implications of the theory of evolution in relation to faith
in the Bible.

The implications of the theory in relation to Christian
.doctrine and faith have been clearly seen and understood by
atheistic writers such as G.Richard Bozarth. He wrote in the
American Atheist magazine, in an article entitled "The
Meaning of Evolution" (Feb.1978, p.30) :

"Christianity has fought, still fights and will fight
science to the desperate end over evolution, for evolution
destroys utterly and finally the very reason Jesus' earthly
life was suposedly made necessary. Destroy Adam and Eve

and the original sin, and in the rubble you will find the
sorry remains of the son of God. Take away the meaning of
his death. If Jesus was not the redeemer who died for our
sins, and this is what evolution means, then Christianity is
nothing."

The implications of the theory are clear enough to the
~atheist, so why are they not so clear to some who profess to
" be disciples of Jesus Christ ?
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Acknowledgements to John Collyer and "Creatlon".

Recapitulation Theory

The Biogenic Law or Theory of em-
bryonic Recapitulation is no longer held
by most embryologists, although it is
still taught to children at school.

The late Sir Arthur Keith, a noted evolution-
ist, wrote "It was expected that the embryo
would recapitulate the features of its ances-
tors from the lowest to the highest forms in
the animal kingdom. Now that the appear-
ances of the embryo at all stages are
known, the general feeling is one of disap-
pointment; the human embryo at no stage is
anthropoid in its appearance.” [‘The
Human Body’, Keith, Thornton Butterwick
1932, p.94]

in ‘The Comparative Embryology of Ver-
tebrates’, Huettner, Macmillan 1941, Pro-
fessor A F Huettner says on the first page
“As a law this principle has been ques-
tioned. It has been subjected to careful
scrutiny and has been found wanting. There
are too many exceptions to it.”

At a meeting of the British Association at
Edinburgh on August 10, 1951 it was re-
ported by Dr L M Davies that Professor T S
Westoll called the theory of recapitulation
“sheer nonsense’. [‘Fundamentals’, Da-
vies, Sept 1951, p98]

Green’s 'Encyclopaedia and Dictionary of
Medicine and Surgery’, vol 3, p73 says
“Ontology does not give a short recapitula-
tion of evolutionary progress; it is not an
epitomised phylogeny” which in non-dic-
tionary language means that the theory is
bunk.

Professor Adam Sedgwick in a chapter on
‘The influence of Darwin on the study of
Animal Embryology’ in ‘Darwin and Modern
Science’ p173 writes “In the first place it
must be noted that the recapitulation theory
is itself a deduction from the theory of evol-
ution . . . the facts as we know them lend no
support to the theory.”

Professor V L Kellog in ‘Darwinism Today'
p15 writes “The recapitulation theory Is

mostly wrong, and what is right in it is so

- covered up by the wrong part that few biolo-

gists have any confidence in discovering the
right.”

Professor Vialleton in ‘Critique du Trans-
formisme’ (as quoted by Christabel Pank-
hurst in ‘Seeing the Future' has said
“Instead of recapitulation, what really takes
place is a succession of forms, which is
necessary to the development of the em-
bryo and is not at all an ancestral repetition.
The first forms of the embryo (called
ebauches) cannot represent ancestral
organs, because no ancestral organs could
exist with the known constitution of these
ebauches. They are absolutely incapable of
functioning otherwise than as constituent
parts of the embryo, playing, as such, a part
necessary to the development of the whole.
The embryonic ebauches are parts necess-
ary in the embryonic-to-the- anatomical
development of living beings, and are not
just ancestral forms repeated as souvenir of
the past.”

In other words, a human embryo is fully
human from the moment of conception.
Aborting such an embryo amounts to
the termination of a human life. -

John V Collyer

Recapitulation The-
ory

Five Claims rebutted

1. That the human embryo began life as a

protozoan (one cell animal.)
This is not so. The human embryo begins

life as two single cells, male and.female,

united. At no stage could it be confused with
a single cell protozoan. Both male and fe-
male cells contain all the elements of a
complete.cell of a human being, none of
which are to be found in a protozoan. The

human ovum ‘i‘s‘"‘_of a type different from

e




every other species and can be identified as
human.

2. That the human embryo lives as a fish in
an aqueous solution.

At no time does the human foetus resemble

a fish. The amniotic fluid in which the foetus

is bathed is a nutrient solution that contains .

all the food needed for the early develop-
ment of the foetus. It is not a saline solution
like seawater, and the embryo does not
swim in it, nor does it breathe oxygen from
it, as does a fish.

3. That the human embryo has gills like a
fish.

At no time are the pharyngeal arches a

breathing apparatus in the human embryo.
They are sometimes misnamed ‘branchial
arches’ or ‘gill slits' because of a superficial
resemblance to the gills of a fish. In the
human embryo they do not develop into the
lungs, but become the eustachian tubes,
the thymus and parathyroid glands. During
their development they also serve as essen-
tial guides for the developing blood vessels.

4. That the human embryo has a tail at one
stage in its development.
It is true that when the embryo Is about the

size of a bean, cells are formed which might
at first be thought to resemble a tail. These

“Gells then develop into the legs. There is no

animal whose tail develops into legs. At no
stage in its development does the foetus
have more vertebrae than the adult human
has.

5. That the human embryo so closely re-
sembles that of other mammals that it is
Indistinguishable from them.

The illustrations used in some textbooks
show a visual similarity. These are the
schematized drawings deliberately devised
by Haeckel to prove his theory, and for
which he was convicted of fraud by the
University Court at Jena. Embryologists
today would have no difficulty in distinguish-
ing different sorts of embryo.

Sir Gavin de Beer of the British Museum
(NH) has said, “Seldom has an assertion
like that of Haeckel’s ‘theory of recapitu-
lation’, facile, tidy, and plausible, widely

accepted without critical examination,
done so much harm to science.” [An
Atias of Evolution, Nelson 1964.)

R Danson, writing in the New Scientist in
1971 is more scathing- “Can there be any
other area of science, for instance, in
which a concept as intellectually barren
as embryonic recapitulation could be
used as evidence for a theory?”’

is,

, "I've

DR DAWKINS DENIES THE DIVINITY.

“Faith is a cop-out, an excuse to evade the need to think
and evaluate evidence...Darwin has shown a sequence of
historical events- natural selection- which leads to the
existence of all the apparently purposeful things like us.
Asklng 'Why?' in this case is the same as asking 'How?' That
I believe, the only explanation- the only question-
we're entitled to ask.

I'm not in the least J_mpressed with somebody saying 'God
talked to me', or 'I saw a vision of the Virgin Mary'...I
protest that religious people feel they have the monopoly on
feelings of awe and wonder...
contemplated a tropical rainforest and felt a
tremendous sense of awe, of worship ...Not, of course, that
there is anything to worship."

"The Daily Telegraph", August 31, 1992.
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A TOUR of the SUMMA
['Summa Theologica' by St.Thomas Aquinas ]

By PAUL J. GLENN
B. HERDER BOOK CO. (1%

15 & 17 South Broadway, St. Louis 2, Mo.
anp 2/3 Doughty Mews, London, W.C.1

THE DAYS OF CREATION

(QUESTIONS 65 1o 74)

65. THE CREATION OF BODIES

1. God is the source of being, bodily and spiritual, substantial and
accidental. God is therefore the Creator of bodies as well as of spirits.
And while some bodies can propagate and reproduce their kind, God
had to give first beginnings and the power to propagate; God must also
support the process of propagating in its being and effectiveness.
Scripture says (Ps. 145) that God is the Creator “who made heaven
and earth, the sea, and all things that are in them.”

2. The entire universe, bodily and spiritual, is the work of God’s
goodness. All creatures manifest the divine goodness and tend to it
as to their goal or final cause.

3. The theory that God made the angels, and then the angels made
the bodily world, cannot stand. For, as we have seen elsewhere, only
God can create. No secondary cause (that is, no creature) can
produce anything without having something to work on. But creation
is total production of a thing from nothing.

4. A body is made of primal matter and substantial form. Some
have said that the substantial forms of bodies were taken from the
angels. This is false doctrine. Bodies come in first instance from God
the Creator; no bodily element is supplied by angels or other creatures.

66. THE ORDER OF BODILY CREATION

1. God did not make a supply of formless matter out of which
bodily creatures were afterwards made. For existing formless matter is

~-10-



The Days of Creation [QqQ. 65-74]

a contradiction in terms; existence itself is a form, that is, a de-
terminateness of being. The Scripture phrase about the earth being
“void and empty,” or, as some translators put it, “without form,” does
not indicate the utter absence of form, but the incompleteness of
the work; for the earth was still covered with water, and was in dark-
ness, and was unadorned with its finished beauty.

2. God created the matter and form of bodies together. Matter
considered in itself is formless (the only contradiction in the concept
of formless matter is found in the notion of existing formless matter).
There can therefore be no interval of time between the creation of
primal matter and the substantial forms which gave it existence in
the first bodies created.

3. The heaven of the blessed was probably created at the same
time as the bodily universe. It is suitable that the glorious heaven
should be created with the lower world which looks to it as the hope
and promise of its own ultimate renovation.

4. It is the opinion of many wise and holy writers that the Brst
things created were created at the same instant: angels, heaven, the
bodily world, and time.

67. LIGHT: WORK OF THE FIRST DAY OF CREATION

1. Light means what the eye requires so that it may see and also
" what the mind requires that it may understand. We constantly use
the word light in both senses; we speak of the light of day, and we
also say that an explanation of a problem or difficulty “throws light
on the subject.”

2. Light in its meaning as the illumination of the bodily universe
is not a substance.

3. Bodily light is an active quality which pertains to a luminous
bodily substance. The effect of light is different according to the
different substances from which it comes.

4. It is suitable that the creation of light be the work of the first
day, for in light other works may fittingly proceed.

68. WORK OF THE SECOND DAY OF CREATION

1. The firmament was made on the second day. Some say that the
firmament means the starry heavens; others say it means the skyey
mass of clouds and air.

2. At all events, the firmament lies between “the waters above and
the waters below.” And the term waters may mean bodily matter, or
transparent bodies, or watery vapors.

"~ 8. Whatever the nature of these waters, the firmament is the divid-
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{la] . A Tour of the Summa

ing element between the upper and lower kinds of them. Scripture
says {Gen. 1:24-27), “And God said: ‘Let there be a firmament made
amidst the waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters.” And
God made a firmament, and divided the waters that were under the
firmament from those that were above the firmament.”

4. Scripture speaks of a plurality of heavens. For instance, in Psalm
148, we read: “Praise Him, ye heaven of heavens.” And St. Paul
(1 Cor. 12:2) “was caught up to the third heaven.” The word heaven
may mean the heaven of the blessed, or the starry firmament, or
the space beyond the stars; it may mean any real or imaginary region
in what we call outer space. And the word heaven may be used by
metaphor for God himself, as in the expressions, “Heaven bless you,”
“Pray to heaven for guidance.” St. Augustine says there are three
types of supernatural visions—visions manifested to the eye, visions
manifested to the imagination, visions manifested to the intellect—and
these are three heavens. This is one explanation of the “third heaven”
to which St. Paul was caught up. ‘

69. WORK OF THE THIRD DAY OF CREATION

1. In the various days of creation some see an order of origin or of
nature, and not of time. Others say that the days indicate an order
of time. In any case, the worx of the third day was suitably the forming
of the ordered earth by the gathering together of waters and the
appearing of land. For it seems logical and right that, after the
creation of light and the heavens or firmament, the earth should be
given perfected form.

2. And it appears suitable that on the same day there should come
to the perfected earth the adornment of living plants,

70. WORK OF THE FOURTH DAY OF CREATION

1. The light that was created first was not the light of the luminous
heavenly bodies, for these were not created until the fourth day.
After the earth was formed and adorned with plants, it was fittingly
fumnished with the illumination that came with the creation of the
luminous heavenly bodies.

2. These luminaries are accounted for in scripture which speaks of
their usefulness to man, and they were provided for him before he
was placed on the earth. They enable man to see with bodily sight;
they support life in living bodies; they mark and occasion the changes
of season; they are conveniences as signs and forecastings.

3. The luminous heavenly bodies are not living bodies.

71. WORK OF THE FIFTH DAY OF CREATION

1. The work of the fifth day was the production of fowls and
fishes and things that creep in the waters. As the fourth day sees
the firmament adorned with light-giving bodies, the fifth day sees
the lower elements of air and water made fruitful with living things.




79. WORK OF THE SIXTH DAY OF CREATION

1. The sixth day sees the land furnished with living bodies, and
its chief living creatures placed in charge. Scripture (Gen. 1:24,27)
~says, “Let the earth bring forth the living creature in its kind, cattle
and creeping things, and beasts of the earth, according to their
kinds. . . . And God created man to His own image.”

73. THE SEVENTH DAY

1. The perfection of the universe is ascribed to the seventh day
when the work of creation is seen completed. Perfection in a thing is
either (a) its being completed as a thing, or (b) its doing what it was
made to do.,And the first perfection is the cause of the second. By
the seventh day creation was complete, and, in this sense, perfect.
But its purpose in existence, the salvation of men through Christ and
his grace, will be fulfilled at the end of time, when it will have given
all the help that bodily creatures can give to the serving and saving of
mankind.

2. We read (Gen. 2:2) that “God ended his work which he had
made, and he rested on the seventh day from all his work.” God
rested, not as one tired out by labor, but as one who ceases from his,

" operation, And rest as referred to God means his complete blessed-

ness or beatitude in himself which needs no creatures.

3. Scripture tells us (Gen. 2:2) that “God blessed the seventh day
and sanctified it.” God sanctified all creatures. And the special blessing
and sanctification of creatures is their rest in God. The day itself is
blessed and sanctified; it is properly a day of rest for creatures.
Further, the blessing of creatures is expressed to them in God’s word,
“Increase and multiply.” '

74. MEANING OF THE SEVEN DAYS

1. There are different interpretations of the term day as used in the
scriptural account of creation. Some say the six days of active creation
are not periods of time but a 1isting of the order in which creatures
were made. Others think these days have time significance, but

_hardly in the sense of our twenty-four hour day, for that day s

measured by the sun, and the sun was not created until the fourth

day. In any case, the six days of creation and the seventh day of
rest give an adequate account of the works of creation and their
sanctification.

2. St. Augustine makes the days of creation into one period in
which God manifests worldly creatures to the angels in seven ways.

3. It must be acknowledged that Scripture uses suitable words to
express the works of creation, and to suggest or imply the operation of
the three Persons of the divine Trinity in these works.



The doctrines of the Creation and the Fall are foundational
to the whole history of Redemption. This is effectively

demonstrated in this extract from St.Andrew Daily Missal, 195
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The Fall The Flood Abraham’s Sacrifice
(Septuagesima) (Sexagesima) (Quinquagesima)

SEASON OF SEPTUAGESIMA
From Septuagesima to Shrove Tuesday

DocrrINAL NOTEB

After the eager welcome given to the Incarnate Word, whose divine
glory shines through His Humanity, the Church suddenly confronts
us with the gloomy depths of the fall of man, As ia the Christmas
Section she retutns to the Old Testament to show us all the great
figures who heralded Christ’s work of redemption and whose history,
as types of our Lord’s, is well calculated to prepare us for the great
festival of Baster when we celebrate His victory. “Search the
Scriptures,” said our Lord, “the same are they which give testi-
mony of Me.” Lex gravida Christi, the Old Law is obsessed with the
thought of the Messias, for everything to do with God’s people
foretold and heralded Jesus who was to be their Saviour, The Old
Testament is, 80 to say, an anticipation of the Gospel which throws
considerable light on the whole course of our Redeemer’s life. In
her liturgy the Church delights to draw a parallel between the
beginning and end of the Bible. This paralleliam, frequently to be
found in the Missal, is pasticularly prominent during Septuage-
sima, Lent, on Holy Saturday and the first Sundays after Pentecost.
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In this Datly Missal care is taken to show how the Masses of this
scason are related to the lessons from the Ol Testament read in the
Breviary on the same day, and to bring out the connexion between
these two elements so that one is a considerable aid in the interpre-
tation of the other. The following table, which is explained in detail
on the Sundays to which it refers, shows the order of the lessons at
the divine Office during the seasons of Septuagesinia and Lent, and
how the Masses of these seasons should be studied in order the
better to understand them.:

SUNDAYS “BREVIARY'LESSONS |" MASS THEMES

Septuagesima History of: Adam’ ‘Christ the New Adam
Sexagesima : History of Noer = . Christ the true Noe
Qumguagcsima-- ' History of . Abraham - .| Christ the true Abraham
Fmt undayofLent |[(Consideration. ochnt Christ in the desert

;upcrscdca t.hat oﬂ

)
Second Sunday of Lcnt History of 405 Christ the true Jaoob
Third Sunday of Lent}History of Joseph: Christ the true Joseph
Fourth Sunday of Lent | History of Moses Christ the true Moses

Christ repairs the evil wrought by Adam; to the Church He is the
true Noe, that is, the'founder.of a new race; far more than Abraham
He is the Head of those whom God has chosen to be His people;ina
better sense than Jacob He is the cherished and blessed one of God;
in returning good for evil He outdid Joseph; although Moses vras
able.to set free his people from the bondage of sin and feed them on
manna in the desert, he did so only as a figure of Christ, the Saviour
of His people who was Himself the true bread come down from
heaven. To see thus the history of the people of God, of Christ and
of His Church, as one related whole, reveals what was in the mind of
the.compilers of the Roman Missal, and by helping us to a bettcr
understanding of it enables. us to participate more profoundly in
the Paschal mystery forctold by Israel and brought to fulﬁlment by
Christ. - .

During tlus Scptuagcslma sedson the Chiurch. dwells cspccially ofi
thé first three figures mentioned in the above table. There we see
the fall of Adam resulting in original sin and its baneful consequences
(Septuagesima) ; the malice of men in actual sin and the Flood which:
was its-punishinent (Sexagesima); and finally the. sacrifices of
Abrahain and Melchisedech (Quinquagesima), which foréshadowed
the sacrifice which God required from His own 'Son as a satisfaction:
for the sing of the whole human race, (See illustration, £ lye)

This assertion’ of the dogma of original sin and the portrayal of its

Jamentable results makes our blessed Lord’s glorious title of Saviour
stand out more cleatly

-15-
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From: "Appreciations and Criticisms of the
Works of Charles Dickens"
by G.K.Chesterton

PICKWICK PAPERS  [extract]

THERE are those who deny with enthusiasm the existence
of a God and are happy in a hobby which they call the
Mistakes of Moses. I have not studied their labours in
detail, but it seems that the chief mistake of Moses was
that he neglected to write the Pentateuch. The lesser
errors, apparently, were not made by Moses, but by
another person equally unknown. These controver-
sialists cover the very widest field, and their attacks
upon Scripture are varied to the point of wildness.
They range from the proposition that the unexpurgated
Bible is almost as unfit for an American girls’ school as
is an unexpurgated Shakespeare; they descend to the
proposition that kissing the Book is almost as hygienic-
ally dangerous as kissing the babies of the poor. A
superficial critic might well imagine that there was not
one single sentence left of the Hebrew or Christian
Scriptures which this school had not marked with some
ingenious and uneducated comment. But there is one
passage at least upon which they have never pounced,
at least to my knowledge; and in pointing it out to
them I feel that I am, or ought to be, providing material
for quite a multitude of Hyde Park orations. I mean
that singular arrangement in the mystical account of
the Creation by which light is created first and all the
luminous bodies afterwards. One could not imagine
a process more open to the elephantine logic of the
Bible-smasher than this: that the sun should be created
after the sunlight. The conception that lies at the back
of the phrase is indeed profoundly antagonistic to much
of the modern point of view. To many modern people
it would sound like saying that foliage existed before
the first leaf; it would sound like saying that childhood
existed before a baby was born. The idea is, as I have

said, alien to most modern thought, and like many other
ideas which are alien to most modern thought, it is a
very subtle and a very sound idea. Whatever be the
meaning of the passage in the actual primeval poem,
there is a very real metaphysical meaning in the idea
that light existed before the sun and stars. It is not
barbaric; it is rather Platonic. The idea existed before
any of the machinery which made manifest the idea.
Justice existed when there was no need of judges, and
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The Tragedy of Evolution
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By é*
CAPT. BERNARD ACWORTH &

EXTRACT FROM
THE REVIEW IN G.K.’S WEEKLY

¢, .. Things being as they are, I must confine myself to recom-
mending this book to those innocent, golden-haired, blue-eyed
people who still believe that something can come out of nothing;
to those whose lonely vigil among the rocks has been rewarded
with a vision of fossils invisible to the sceptical eye; to the pioneer
who settled, to his own satisfaction, and by sheer, strong, unweary-
ing thought, the great matter of how the first egg laid itself. I
recommend it to those who hold that the giraffe and Darwin, the
cactus and the kingfisher are the fine flowers of a piece of mud
that slowly discovered the lost secret of spontaneous generation.
I recommend it to those who, having pitched a poet and a seagull
overboard in the Bay of Biscay, proved conclusively that the sea-
gull was the survivor, and therefore the fitter of the two; to those
who claim that the traces of legs in snakes prove that snakes were
once men and women, and that the shape of the neck of an
embryonic ant resembles the shape of the neck of an embryonic
rhinoceros, though it is much smaller. I recommend it to the

o 36 3 o 96 0 0 0 Ao
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painstaking people who are tabulating in black notebooks the G.
structural changes in the reindeer since the days when his picture G
was scratched on the cave-walls, and to the professor who taught a ps
whiting to live on land, grew eyebrows on it, and finally lost it %
when it fell off the pier at Worthing, and, being by now unaccus- ~
S tomed to water, was drowned. Heartily I recommend it, and %
with all the power of my pen, to those who know exactly how G

3

long the earth was cooling before the moment came when the
Original Protoplasm shook itself, and said, in the patois, “1 feel
myself becoming cyanogenous. I shall soon be a proteid molecule,
thanks to my incandescent heat and my nitrogenous comp\(}unds.”

INDEX.
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Capt.Acworth founded the Evolution Protest Movement
in 1932, now known as the Creation Science Movement.
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DARWINISM OR DIVINITY ?

Review of "Can Catholics believe in evolution ?".
by David Jones O.P. CTS, 1991. 22pp. £1.50.

Judging from the title, one might reasonably expect this
pamphlet to deal mainly with the official teachings of the
Catholic Church, review the latest scientific arguments for
and against evolution, and consider their implications for
the Catholic Faith. But the introduction warns us to prepare
for disappointment.

"It is necessary," we read, "first to look at the
question of God's existence in tEe light of Darwin's theory,
and then to look at his [sic]™ creation in the light of
Darwin's theory."

We can see where David Jones 1is coming from - and
predict where he is leading us ! The next 14 pages, and the
last three, are devoted to the views of Charles Darwin
(agnostic) and Richard Dawkins (atheist) on Creation and the
Existence of God ! Dawkins, following Darwin, claimed in his
book 'The Blind Watchmaker' (1986), that Darwin's theory
could explain all apparent design and purpose in nature, and
that belief in God as Creator is a fallacy and an illusion.
The writer recommends their books for further reading ! May
we inquire why atheist biologists are considered experts in
philosophy, and authorities on God and His Works ? Would it
not be more logical to defer to Catholic theclogians as
experts in Science ? At least they believe in the existence
of both !

We are informed that the author - "read natural sciences
and philosophy at Cambridge University and is currently a
student of theology at Blackfriars, Oxford." It is
symptomatic of the breadth of learning provided there that
he shows no awareness of the lively debate among scientists
and the public, that has been going on for two decades, over
issues he fondly imagines are closed. "For scientists of
biology the question of the truth of Darwin's theory is, to
all intents and purposes, settled." Who does he think he is
kidding ?
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The assumptions of macro-evolution, from the Big Bang to
Ape-Men, have been comprehensively demolished by
highly-qualified specialists on the grounds of
contradicting the factual evidence. Disillusioned
evolutionists are converting to 'creationism' the world
over. In 1980, 160 top evolutionists, meeting in Chicago,
concluded that Darwinian evolution was scientifically
bankrupt. Open debates on Origins are held in Universities
in USA, Russia, Australia and many other countries. Yet the
students of Oxbridge are still being indoctrinated in
Victorian myths amply discredited many years ago. In
Oxford, it seems, not only the spires are dreaming ! Darwin
may not have found all the fossils his theory demanded, but
he continues to create more in the minds of the Natural
Science departments.

It should be obvious that questions of causation,
creation, design and purpose involve  philosophy,
metaphysics and theology, and are not open to experimental
verification. It is generally accepted that evolution is
not a scientific thequ ~ Popper calls it 'a metaphysical
research programme'. It is false to claim that evolution
has been, or could be, proved true by science. Could it,
nevertheless, have been caused by God ?

Jones implies that the universe might have evolved
entirely through secondary causes, but he is aware of one
difficulty. He allows that the formation of the first cell
may have been the result of "the direct unmediated action
of God ", but he uncritically assumes that- "from that
[first cell] all else follows." Such faith in Darwinism !
But he warns that- "Ignorance of the cause of this or that
particular thing is not a reason for postulating the
existence of God." An odd remark for a Christian believer -

it could be a sceptic's answer to any supernatural
phenomenon: like doubting St.Thomas. But if we deny God's
direct creative intervention, we might logically also deny
the possibility of miracles, a danger to the Faith of which
Pope Pius XII warned us.

Fr.Peter Fehlner, doctor of Sacred Theology, proved in
his scholarly study, published in 1988 with Vatican
'Imprimatur', that the Catholic Church has always
distinguished between Divine Acts of Creation, as described
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in Genesis, and the operation of secondary causes in
nature. "It is just this assumption of Evolutionism as the
universal paradigm that directly conflicts with the
teaching of the Church and constitutes an abuse of the
limited permission of Pius XII to propose tentatively
hypotheses of evolution within the limits of certain
‘scientific questions and without gquestioning tge decisions
of the Church in matters touching Revelation."

Catholic teaching is allotted half a page in the
pamphlet, in the form of paraphrased,and slightly

inaccurate, guotations  from 'Humani Generis': on
"evolutionism" [sic] being an 'open question' [it should be
‘evolution' - the distinctioq is essential], and the
condemnation of 'polygenism'. The solemn orders of the

Pope about the obligation to present reasons for and
against evolution, and not to hold or teach evolution as
proven, are not quoted !

It should be noted that the limitation of hypothesising
the evolution of the human body (only) from pre-existing
living matter gives no permission even to debate any other
evolutionary ideas, such as that of matter, stars, the
:Solar System, the Earth, or the first living matter. There
is no authority in Catholic teaching to relegate God to
just 'causing the Big Bang'.

Reaching page 17, we read: "The origin of man is a
subject of more concern to religious thinkers than the
origin of species in general." Strange then, that hardly
two pages are devoted to these questions of the unique
nature of man, his 'evolution', and the Fall. He continues:
The descent of man from apes involved an actual historical
_discontinuity between one generation and the next." One
would think so ! "Each human being has a spiritual soul
created by God." Catholic dogma affirmed here. But now
comes this mind-boggler :

"The birth of the first man from an ape was no more
miraculous than the birth of each one of us." Really ?
Unlike most evolutionists, who become unusually diffident
about this, Jones commits himself to this proposition,
which I hope is fairly expressed as :

HUNDREDS OF THOUSANDS OF YEARS AGO, AN APE ONCE HAD A
HUMAN BABY, HAVING A SPIRITUAL SOUL, WHO WAS THE FIRST MAN.
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This is the nub of the argument among Christians about
origins. If the statement is true, then belief in the
Special Creation of Man, as described in Genesis, affirmed
by Christ, and taught by the Catholic Church, is false; a
conclusion that undermines the credibility of Christianity.
Bs recognised in Darwin's day, human evolution conflicts
with the sources of the Faith, Scripture and Tradition,
which derive their authority from God. Therefore we must be
morally certain that Adam and Eve could not have been
created directly by God. We have a right to demand ragional,
scientific or historical facts to support this idea.

Does David Jones provide this evidence ? On the contrary,
he exhudes profound insecurity about it, using terms like

‘unexpected'(to a biologist), 'awkward' (to evolution),
'possible to imagine', 'does not seem impossible', 'far-
fetched', ‘'speculation', 'strangeness'. Is there no real

proof, then ? "We would not expect to find scientific or
historical evidence for this first couple..." Not relics,
no - but we do have indirect scientific evidence, and the
Genesis record, to assist us in judging the proposition.

Humans and apes are physically, mentally and genetically
distinct in dozens of ways, and there is no evidence for any
transition between them. The scenario suggested is
impossible for many reasons, for instance, the human baby
could not learn language and behaviour from animal parents.
The notion 1is opposed to biology, anthropology and
psychology, and is anti-science. And how could an immortal
and impassible body be inherited from an ape ? The
'miraculous' cannot be excluded here, as Adam was not like
us at his creation. And what about the creation of Eve ?
Miracle, or a second 'hopeful [’'soulful'?] monster® ?

What answers are we offered to these logical problems ?
Religious faith ! "It 1is only in. the context of the
spiritual life of mankind, the hope of future life and the
significance of Jesus of Nazareth that such a story [sic] of
our origins has its proper place. The redemption, a definite
historical event, happened in the life and death of gone man.
Did not one man repair what was one man's doing ?" ‘

What new insights of modern theology are we given on
Original Sin ? "Man's relationship with the natural world
was messed up but that was due to a change in man." Well, at
least he hasn't mentioned Teilhard de Chardin !
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We read that St.Thomas Aquinas, the illustrious
- Dominican, held that "the fall of Adam did not affect the
natures of other animals." This is only an opinion, not
Catholic dogma, so we are not obliged to believe it. None of
his other teachings on Creation are mentioned !

On the creation of man, Fr.Fehlner states that the
following is unchangeable Church teaching:

"The first man and first woman were made directly by God,

by forming the male body out of pre-existing matter, the

female body out of the body of the first man, by creating
out of nothing a soul for each and then uniting soul to
body as its form. At each of these three steps, formation
of a body, creation of a soul, and infusion of soul into
body, the principal Agent is the Creator, not a creature;
hence the process is not a natural development from one
species to another, but a divine and miraculous action
discontinuous with any possible, merely natural, process.

This discontinuity accounts for the distinctness and

greatness of the human, and of each single human person

in the whole7 of creation, and the special value of man
before God."

Since reason, true science and Catholic teaching give no
support for evolution, could it be that the writer's
conviction is the consequence of ecumenical zeal, in the
hope of finding common ground with Protestants ? It hardly
seems so ! Merely three verses of the Bible are quoted in
the whole article, only one from Genesis [1:31]. For Jones,
'Origin of Species' appears to be Holy Writ: Darwin's name
appears 40 times !

The CTS has tried to keep abreast of this subject over
the years. Prof.louis Renouf ('Evolution', 1957) favoured
theistic evolution, but gave a good account of Catholic
teaching, and criticised those scientists who "not only
assert that Evolution is a proven and demonstrable fact,
but, leaving their own proper sphere, carry their dogmatism
into the fields of philosophy and religion." Fr.Francis
Ripley ('Creation', 1962) wrote an excellent synopsis of the
Catholic position. Fr.Nesbitt ('Evolution and the Existence
~of God', 1971) recounted his personal version of theistic
evolution, departing further from the warnings of Pope Pius
XII, in an understandable attc—gnpt to compromise with the
secular Science of the 1960's.
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The objects of the Catholic Truth Society include:

"To assist all Catholics to a better knowledge of their

religion.

To spread amongst non~Cathollcs 1nformat10n about the

Faith."”

This pamphlet cannot be recommended in furthering either of
these laudable aims. What is needed is an up-to-date account
of the dynamic modern synthesis of Science with the Genesis
record, which is fully in harmony with Catholic Tradition.

Recent Popes have encouraged research and discussion in
the natural sciences, especially when this helps to support
and explain the Gospel, and réduce the old 'Bible versus
Science' debate. Despite evolutionist propaganda, Darwinism
is widely becoming recognised as a gigantic hoax- bad
science and bad philosophy, as well as being the ideological
basis of Communism, Nazism, Secular Humanism and Racism, and
the root cause of the rampant moral degeneracy in society
today.

Christian sects that have espoused Biblical, rather than
Darwinian, Fundamentalism have been thriving, much due to
the 'liberal’ Catholics, still  trapped in  the
post-Teilhardian fantasies of the 1960's (or reverting to
the Darwinian delusions of the 1860's). The effects are no
surprise when they turn to atheists rather than Popes for
religious truths. Meanwhile, ironically, these Protestants
have kept up with real science and defended the authority of
the Bible- in fact, they have been more faithful to Pope
-Pius XII's teachings, and are reaping their reward in
conversions. The cure will not be found until the causes are
recognised- and a major factor is the unrealistic attachment
of Catholic publishers to outmoded secular myths like
Evolution. A.N.

1. The Christian custom of the use of upper-case initials
for divine pronouns is not observed in the pamphlet.

See 'Evolution' by Dr.Colin Patterson, 1978.

'Christ to the World', Vol.XXXIII, 1988, pp246-7.
'Humani Generis', 1950, paras. 36, 37.

Numerous scientists confirm that evolution is baseless.
. Only the God-Man could make Atonement for Sin, never a

mere human. Catholic dogma is unclear ly stated here.
. op.cit. p.248.

cf. 'Fr.Nesbitt's Pamphlet', DAYLIGHT, April 1978.
-23-
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"'SPECTRUM"

More extracts from readers' letters.

"I should be particularly interested in any books that you
could recommend to counteract the influence of evolution on
young children."” B.E., Sussex,

"I'm happy to say that a good Catholic friend of mine, who
is a powerful public speaker at Speakers Corner in Hyde
Park, has acknowledged the fact that the 'creation’ |is
central to our Faith and now treats this issue with the
seriousness it deserves."” T.G., London,

"Thank you very much for your swift response and informative
information." C.K., U.S.A.

"I bought the Evolution cassette - marvellous !"
Fr.L.S., Hants.

"Your paper 1is very interesting although a lot 1is too
technical for me but it is passed around many hands not only
in one parish but much further afield.” P.T., Sussex.

"A fine publication - very high plane, scientifically.”
Dr.W.D., U.5.A,

"It has been such an interesting acquaintance I have had
with you ! Your letters and 'Daylight' have been an
inspiration to me, as I hope to do-as you are doing, getting
a 'Creation Science for Catholics' started here in my area.”

J.E., U.S.A.

"Thank you for your letters and material. It is most
informative., I am pleased there 1is someone like your
goodself and your colleagues who are doing such good to try
and change attitudes."” T.S., Humberside.

"It was great to meet you at the congress. I learned so much
there. I have read 'Creation Rediscovered' & found it very
helpful and encouraging. I bought 2 of your magazines and
have already found them very useful. So I would like to Jjoin
Daylight and enclose a sub and a donation. W.S5., Essex.

o00oo
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Hoddesdon, Herts
August 1992

Your Editor at
the
DAYLIGHT table.

DAYLIGHT members (L.to R.) Helen Williams, Deirdre
Manifold, Anthony Williams, Jane Murphy, Ali Rodrigues.
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' BOOK REVIEW
‘Evolution
“‘Science” in
schools

EVOLUTION: FACT OR FAITH?
By David Bird.

3108, Australia,
Rec. price: $3.00

Reviewed by Patrick Newman.

I n most if not all schools, both secular
and religious, the Darwinian Theory of
Evolution is still taught as “a fact”.
This is curious, considering that so
many eminent scientists who hold no
brief for creationism have long ago
concluded that the evolution hypothesis
is not only unproven but could also be
argued to be unprovable. As molecular
biologist Dr Michael Denton has
pointed out elsewhere:
fundamental to Darwin’s macro-
-evolutionary theory have not been
validated by one single empirical
discovery since 1859. Nor has a single
one of innumerable objections been
met”. (“Evolution: A Theory in Crisis”
cf p.345.)

Denton is one of numerous
scientists, critical of evolution, quoted
in this new edition (Easter 1992) of
David Bird’s “Evolution: Fact or
Faith?” The author is a graduate
teacher of Biology and Human Biology
for over 10 years at secondary and
tertiary levels. His book, suitable for
parents as well as students, is a concise
(41 pages) summary of the most recent
scientific evidence which demonstrates

“Axioms.

that Evolution is not a proven fact but
rather a questionable faith.

‘Tcachers who wish to be up to
datc in pedagogy but fear that criticism
of Evolution would breach Depart-
mental regulations can be reassured:
Bird’s approach conforms strictly with
the Education Department’s explicit
principles laid down in the
“MEMORANDUMTO PRINCIPALS
..EVOLUTION AND CREATION-
ISM IN THE TEACHING OF
SCIENCE” (28/1/86). Therein the

“Director General of Education states in

para 9: “It is not the teacher’s role to
prescribe students’ beliefs [presumably
including faith in Evolution)... It is the
respoasibility of the teachers of science
to make students aware of the content
of current scientific knowledge...”

It is in accordance with the above
instruction that David Bird’s book is so
appropriate for use in schools. With
scholarly research Bird includes more
than 100 references by the world’s most
eminent scientists, the majority of
whom still consider themselves
evolutionists (because they are

-unwilling to be creationists). All

quotations are carefully documented
“to make students aware of the content
of current scientific knowledge” as
required by the Department of
Education.

This book should satisfy everyone,
with the possible exception of long-
suffering teachers who could feel
irritated when told by students who
have absorbed Bird’sinformation: “Yes,
I knowl!”

Although dealing with such
abstruse topics as ‘“The Origin of
Life..The Mechanism of Evolution
..Rapid Evolution and Genetic
Stability...Embryology...””  Bird’s
treatment is of absorbing interest and

its minimum of technical jargon will

appeal to both students and their
parents.




Myth

Fairytale

Joke

Phantom

Theology

Evolution in a Word

“The Darwinian theory of evolution is no more nor
less than the great cosmogenic myth of the
twentieth century.”

(Dr Michael Denton, Evolution, A Theory in Crisis,
p. 358)

“Evolutionism is a faitytale for grown-ups. This
theory has helped nothingin the progress of
science. It is useless.” .

(Prof. Louis Bounoure, Director of Research at the
French National Centre of Scientific Research, The
Advocate, 8th March 1984, p. 17)

“A flimsy, dubious hypothesis, accepted with
incredible credulity . . . Evolution will be one of
the %reat Jokes in the history of the future.”
(Malcolm Muggeridge, Pascal Lecture, University of
Waterloo, Ontario, Canada)

“A whole age of scientific endeavour was wasted
searching for a phantom. It is time we stopped and
looked at the facts.”

(Prof. Maciej Giertych, Head of Department of
Genetics, Polish Academy of Sciences, Institute of
Dendrology; Foreword to Creation Rediscovered by
G. J. Keane, 1991)

“The new humanist theology - evolution as cultural
myth, ... extinguishes God in the belief that our
species is the chance product of blind natural

forces.”
(Prof. Hiram Caton, ‘The Biology Battlefield’,
Quadrant, May 1987)

Acknowledgements to Newman Graduate Education, NSW.

[David Bird's book should soon be available from Daylight. ]
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AVATLABLE FROM "DAYLIGHT"
(Supplement to Daylight #5, p.28)

Leaflets
"DAYLIGHT" yellow 'flyers' -up to 10 free; then 3p each.
Details of video: "Evolution- Fact or Belief ?" ....free

Details of "Creation Rediscovered" by G.Keane.......free

Reprints fram 'old' "Daylight". (double-sided A4 page)

"The Flood of Noah Scientifically Investigated",

by J.G.Campbell ...icvivivennanns e v...10 p

"Teilhard de Chardin speaks for himself",

by J.G.Campbell ...... e eceseseacrresaanena 10 p

"Evolution Theory Fact Sheet 'Students !'"

from 'The Fair Education Foundation' ........... 10 p
Creation Science Movement - details .......... ceess.free

"Mount St.Helens & Catastrophism", Dr.S.Austin ..10 p
"Quotable Quotes for Creationists" M.Bowden .....10 p
"Laying down of Marine Sediments - a revolutionary new

perspective ", Guy Berthault ........... eeeeneinens 10 p

Creation Resources Trust -

Sample copy of youth mag. "Original View" ....... free

"Guide to Transitional Fossils" ...eee.. .

Please add 20 p per, order (UK only).
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