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Editorial

Readers of Englistt newspap€rs will be well aware of the flurry of media intcest in
the aigins debate recently that arose from a creationist cmftrence hosted on lvdarch
96 at Emmanuel College, a city technolog5r college in Gateshead- The organiser was
Answers in Gercsis, previously better knovm as the Crcdion Scierce Foundation
[www.answersinganesis.ag]. On the (d€batable) principle ftat 'all publicity is good
publicity,' the free advatising achieved seems like m ans\rer to prayer! The reactim
to fris evenf raftrer thm to any of the dozen o&er meetings AiG organised during
Marc[ arose from the revelation that Emmanuel College teadres its pupils arguments
agein5l evolution. A wtrole page in Tle Guodet Mar. 9l was entitled: '"Top
sdtool's creatimists preadl value of biblical story over evolution," and did actrally
include a list of creatimist argrrmcrts used in the school. It also described the debate
in 6e US, and the lafxl-. frciedifrc Anerbu suryey stating 6*: *45Vo of Americans
ftink ftat God created life in the pa$ 10,000 years - even trough the vast majority of
scientists believe thd life on eartrt b€gan around 4 billian 5r€ars ago."

As an I l-19 Christian foundatim set up from private r€sources in 1990 and run cr
state finds, Emmanuel College is regularly subjected to official inspections by the
governmqrt body 'Ofrted'. Atheist Ridtard hwkins, hofessor of the Public
Understanding of Science at Oxford lJniversity, has called on Ofrted to r+inspect the
school, despite the fact that it has already bean given very good ratings. Anglican
Bistrop of Drham, Rt. Rev. Michael Turnbull respodd *The good acade,nic results
of this s&ool suggest 6at pupils are being taught to lhinh" but said that a r+
inspectim would be beneficial, "m fiie gronds of total tanspuency."

Daurkins cmmeated: "I can only think ftat &e inspectms overlooked or w€re not
shorm what was going ort in science teadting ... The dil&en are being taught
ludicrous ftls€hoods. This is not a matter of one scientific position against another
scientific positio. There is no scieirtific pcitim u,trich states that the earth is a few
trrorsand years old." IDaily Telegrqh 15.3.021 hurkins ccrtibuted m emotional
diatrib€ to tre Guodian repcl compring tte "clique of Cenesis creationiss" witl
"a well-mgmised gorp of nrsterq implacably cqrvinced trat tre Rman ernpire
never existd" and with "Holocaustdeniers whm trey resemble... Any science
teachq who denies that the world is billions (or eve,n millims!) of pars old is
teaching dril&en a pr€posterous, mind-slrinking ftlsehood. These men [the college
head-teadrer and head ofscience] disgrace tre honourable profession ofteacher. By
conparison, real teadrerq teachers wtro repect trutr and evidence urhettrer in science
or hi$ory, have so much mre to offer...Teadrers who help to open yomg minds
perfcm a duty wtrich is as near sacred as I will admit lgnorant, closed-mindd false
teachers who stand in their way come as close as I can reckon to cunmitting tnte
sacrilege." konically, these are the very reasons a creatimist will give for not
indoctrinating children with evolutionary propaganda but giving 0rem tre real facts.



ln a long article m $e Daity Telegrqh [8.3.021, Dawkins describes the three
positions: Young Earft Creatiorists; Old Earfi Theists ("the great majority of
educated religiors peopld); md Atheists and agnostics. He claims that he is not
attacking 'hainsfrem religious beliwers," u&o "...read their creation myth
allegorically rather than literally, and accept ftat the earth is billions of years old...
Wifiin fris bred middle B1qtp, you'll find the Pope, the Arc,hbishop of
Canterbury...an4 I would guess, most of the bistrops and clerry of the Roman rrd
Anglicmdrrches." Thisisnowthepublicperceptim of Christianbelieft. Sinoetre
infamous'lnore than a hypothesis" omment of the Pope in 1996, it has become even
hrder to pove that fte Holy Fathc *ill holds traditimal C,atholic beliefr in Genesis.

The issue was raised in the Horse of Cmmons [DT 14.3.V27 ard Tury Blair
[Prime Minister] praisd the sciool, cmsidered sme reports as o€gg€rate4 and
arguod fc diversity in the school system. The Natimal Seculr Society condernned
his omments as "a deplmable acceptmce of anti-science." Acccding to the
Departuent fm Educatim md Skills, 'Teaching creatiuris'm in schools is not
illegal... the GCSE cuniculum requires sdools to teach that fossils re evidence of
evolutim, and that vaiatim md selectim may lead to eitrer evolutior or extinction."
To know m6e m urhat is tauglrt at Emmmuel, Prof. Dawkins (no less!) recommends
6e telC of a lecture by tre head of science Steven layfiel4 forurd at
www.christisr.qs.uk/hbnl-oublicatimJ€ducatior3.htn. How amusing it is that RD
shorld provide Creatianists with sudr prestigrous advertising!

One of the cotributcs to the conference was Andy Mclntostr, Professc of
Thermodynmics at l,eods University. ln a leter published ntre Telegraph [6.3.02]
he ocplained the lack of evidence fa wolutiqr, citing Behe's fuk Drt+tin's Blrck
Bu.lk questioned whefter scientisB opposed to Emmanuel were driven by their
philosophy radrer than by science, and added: 'nVe should welcome proper discussion
of the whole question of aigins in the public educatiqr qtst€,fli."

In fie interests of firthering such discussim, I agd (at three hours notice) to give
an interview in a studio in Luton to Trevc Bames for a BBC World Service b'roadcast
Reprting Religbn, aired at 4.30 am. BST qr Sr.mday Zs Aprit. Only about l0% of
my comments were included (36 secads), and I was identified simply by name as a
Cabolic creatiqrist, wi8r no mentiqr ofny professiqr or orgarisatian. Dawkins then
spoke hiefly, and tre rest of 6e l3-minrte discussiur was witr two Oxfmd scientistg
Prof. David D€utd (quantum physici*) md Prof. Arttun Peacock (biochemist and
clergman), both of course toeing the prty line. An objective listener migbt cursider
that deploying these heavyrveights indicated a massive over-reactiqr to a little local
difficulty in Gateshea4 and wmdenrtry I, but neqre involved in tre actual issug
bad be€n invited to speak. When I was miginally phme{ I recmmended others but
was told the interview had to be ftat afternom. I did not want it to be broadcast that t
had be€n invited to take pat but refused to be interviewed-

We re $ill a lmg way from expecting urbiased and baland repmting in fte
media on the aigins issue, but must not beome discornaged. Truth is st orn side.
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Why Darrvinism Matters

Nancy Pearcey

Tracirrg out the inrplicatiorrs of Darwirrisln for just about every arca oilife has be-
come a cottage industry. lf you haven't kept up with it, take a look at a new book
series from Yale University Press called Darwinism Today. The books cover such
topics as "an evolutiorrary view of women at work" and "a Darwinian view of paren-
tal love" and even a Darwinian approach to leftist political philosophy. There's no
parl of life, it seems, where Darwinism is not being applied today. You might call the
subject of my talk Applied Darwinism: not science per se, but its inrplications for
otlrer areas of life.

A few nronths ago, talk slrows were boiling over with a controversial discussion of a
new book on the subject of rape. lt was titled The Natural History of Rape , and the
two authors were university professors who rnade tlre rather inflammatory claim that
rape is not a pathology, biologically speaking-rather it is an evolutionary adaptation,
a strategy for maximizing reproductive success. ln other words, if candy and flowers
don't do the trick, some men may resort to coercion to fulfil the reproductive impera-
tive. The book calls rape "a natural, biological phenomenon that is a product of the
human evolutionary heritage", just like "the leopard's spots and the giraffe's elon-
gated neck".

The authors were genuinely surprised by all the hoopla the book caused, because after
all they were expounding a theory that has been debated in academic circles for sev-
eral years. It's called "evolutionary psychology," which is a new form of sociobiology,
a term that may be more farniliar. [t's the theory that if natural selection produced the
human body, then it must also have produced human behaviour. Any behaviour that
survives today must have conferred some evolutionary advantage, otherwise it would
not have been preserved by natural selection.

One of the authors, Randy Thornhill, appeared on NPR, where he was badgered re-
peatedly by critics until finally, in exasperation, he insisted that, look, the logic is

inescapable: Since evolution is true, it must be true, he said, that "Every feature of
every livirrg thing, including hurnart beings, lras an underlying evoluliorrary back-
ground. That's not a debatable rnatter." ln other words, proponents of evoltrtionary
psychology are doing us the lavour of spelling out the logical consequences of the

Darwinian premises.

Other proponents of evolutionary psychology clairn lo have discovered an evolution-
ary advantage in such things as jealousy, depression. and even infanticide. A few
years ago (November I 997) in the New York Times, Stephen Pinker of MIT clairled
tlrat "Tlre enrotional circuitry of rnothers has evolved" by natural selcclion to leave
their babies to die in certain circutttslances.

What tlrese exarnples renrind us is that f)arwinisnr is rrot only a scicrrtilic lhcory but
also the basis of a worldview--attd it has irnplicalions lor the way rvc dcfirrc lrrrnrarr
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nilturc iltl(l nl()ritltty atl(l it ll()sl ()l ()lher rvorldvicrr (lucstions. Ol'corrrsc. tlrrs rs wlrcrc
thc rublrcr lrits tlrc roacl tilr tttosl tll'us wlro are not screntists. Wlrat we warrt to knorv
is, wltat difl'crence does Darrvinisrtr rnake, arrcl wlrat inrpact has it had, on questions
like rnorality and the law, tlre fanrily and education?

Let's starl witlr education. One of today's most popular pedagogical techniques is
called "constructivist"education. lt's basedon the idea tlrat knowledge is not objec-
tive but a social constructiorr; therefore children slrould not be given the "riglrt" arr-
swers bul they should be taught to construct tlreir own solutions witlrirr a group. As
one proponent puts it, "Constructivisrn does not assunte the presence of arr outsidc
objective realiry...but rather that learners actively construct their owrr reality." lrr or-
der to teaclr children how to "cottstruct their own reality," teachers errcourage stu-
dents to ittvent their own spelling systems, their own punctuation, even llreir own
math rules.

Where do such ideas come from? The roots go back to Jolrn Dewey, often considered
the "father" of American education, whose explicit goal was to work out what Dar-
winisrn means for the learning process. He argued that if human beings are nothing
but a part of nature, then the mind is simply an organ that has evolved from lower
forms in the struggle for existence, just like a bird's wing or a tiger's claw Now, a

wing or a claw is preserved by natural selection only if it functions well, if it does its
job, if it enables the animal to adapt and survive. By the same token, Dewey said, the
ideas in the mind are worthwhile if they work, if they help us survive. He called for a
"new logic" that treats ideas merely as hypotheses about what action will get the
results we want.

We see the results of this "new logic" especially at the higher levels of education,
which today is awash in postnrodernism. The core of postmodernism is the rejection
of any objective or universal truth: There's only the feminist perspective or the homo-
sexual perspective or the Hisparric perspective, and so on. The typical college cur-
riculum today includes offerings like UCLA's "Chicana Lesbian Literature." Or Browrr
University's "Black Lavender: A Study of Black GaylLesbian Plays." Stanford has a
course called "Eco-Feministn". Frederic Sommers of Brarrdeis says today most edu-
cators no longer evetr defitte educatiott as a searclr for trutlr but as a way to "ernpower
students in the struggle against patriarchy, racisrn,.and classisrn."

This scepticism about truth is also a direct consequence of Darwinism-so says tlre
well-known deconstructiorrist Richard Rorty. Rorty devised his own philosophy by
asking, what are tlre irrtellectual consequences of Darwinism? His answer was tlrat
ideas ntust be treated as problenr-solving tools tlrat help us get ahead in the struggle
for existence . ln a New Republic article, lre wrote that 'Keepin gfaith with Darwirr"
(notice the term there: "Keeping laith with Darwin"), mearrs understanding that the
lrulrtatr species is not oriertted "toward Truth" but only "toward its own increased
prosperity."

li.orty is not the orrly orte rvlto says this. Philosopher Patricia Churcltlarrd says tlre
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Itulrrrrr rnrrtd ltas evolvctl bccatrsc rtrorc cornplc,\ cogllrlrve lactrltrcs "crtltancc tltc
()rganlslrl's chanccs ol strrvival -l'ruth. rvltatever lhat is. delrrrrtcly takcs the hirrcl-
nrost."

lnterestingly enouglt, Darwin hirnself wrestled with the question of truth as well-not
.just once, but several times. ln one typical example he wrote: "With me, the horrid
doubt always arises whether the convictions of nlan's mind, which lras been devel-
oped from the nrind of the lower aninrals, are of any value or at all trustworthy."
Wlrat's significant is tlrat Darwirr always expressed this "horrid doubt" in the context
of admitting that he couldn't quite shake an "inward conviclion" that the universe
cannot be the result o[chance after all, but requires an intelligent Mind, a First cause.
ln other words, he applied his scepticism selectively: When his rlind led to a theistic
conclusion, he argued that after all the human nrind cannot give us any real truth. But
since his own theory was also a product of the human mind, he was cutting off the
branch he himself was sining on.

One of the most vexing questions since Darwin's own day is what his theory means
for religion. Not long ago, I picked up a nature book for my linle five-year-old about
the Bernstein Bears, the highly popular picture-book characters. In this book, the
Bear family invites us on a nature walk, and as you read you suddenly come across a

two-page spread with a startling slogan sprawled across both pages with capital let-
ters: Nature is "all that lS, or WAS, or EVER WILL BE."

Have we heard that somewhere before? The words echo the well-known line from
Carl Sagan's PBS show "Cosmos": "The cosmos is all that is or ever was or ever will
be." Sagan was echoing the classic Christian liturgy ("as it was in the beginning, is
now, and ever will be"), and what he was offering was.nothing less than a religion of
naturalism-where nature takes the place of Cod as the ultimate and eternal reality.
What Sagan did for adults, the Bemstein Bears are doing for young kids.

Does Darwinism necessarily mean philosophical naturalism? Or can we fit the two
togetlrer somehow? lt's a good idea to start with asking what Darwin himself hoped to
do-arrd there's no doubt tlrat he crafted his theory specifically to supplant the God
hypothesis. He proposed that chance and law-random variations and natural selec-
tiorr----could rnirlic the work of a rnirrd. lrr wlrich case, of course, you don't need a

nrind to govern the process any rnore. You see, natural selection acts as a sieve, sifting
out the harmful variations and lening only the good variations through. But Darwin
argued that if God was guiding the process, then He would create only good varia-
tions irr the first place-and there would be no need for any sifting, no need for natu-
ral selection. Putting Cod over tlre process would make natural selection unneces-
sary-"superfluous," as he put it. He clearly saw that you can't have both, that either
God or natural selection becoures superfluous.

If you follow Darwin arrd nrake natural selection the creator, then where does religion
come from? ll too rnust be explained as a product of evolution. God is rnerely an idea

that appears in the hurrran nrind when the nervous system has evolved to a certain
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level trl ctrtttplcxttl llarvartl prolessor t.- 0. Wilsrlrr irr his latest book ('otr.silienc'e.

says tltat religion cvolvccJ because belieI irr Gorl gave early huntatrs alr cdgc ilr thc
struggle lor survival. And he says today we nrust abandon tlre traditiorral religions and
develop a new unifying myth based squarely on evolution-a religiorl that deifies the
process itself., one where no teaching, no doctrine, is true in any final sense because
all ideas evolve over time. Some even say God Hirnself evolves--4od is not an infi-
nite being but a fini(e spirit, who is irnrnanerrt within tlre universe and evolves along
witlr it. This is the view of process theology, the fastest growing theology in seminar-
ies today.

At a recent meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of Science
(AAAS), participating scierrtists were startled to lrear a clear, sweet voice rising above
tlre group as they assembled on Sunday morning, singing a hymn called "The Hand-
writing of God." The singer was the wife of a well-known cosmologist, and lrer hymrr
celebrated the residual cosmic background radiation from the Big Bang. "God's se-

crets are written in the first light," announced the refrain.

The performance highlighted a session on the relationship between science and reli-
gion, with workshops on topics such as "The Religious Significance of Big Bang
Cosmology" and "Scientific Resources for a Global Religious Myth." Most of the
speakers argued that traditional faiths must give way to "a science-based myth," and
they urged their listeners to elevate cosmic evolution into a "compelling'religious'
narrative" with the power to bind humans together in a new world order." The end
product of Darwinism may not be naturalism but a new paganism.

Since religion is often the grounding for morality, what does all this mean for moral-
ity? Ever since Darwin's day, people have been concerned that his theory undercuts
morality in the traditisnsl 5snsg-and they are right. If you listen to radio, you might
have heard a song that's climbing rapidly up the clrarts these days by a group called
The Bloodhound Gang. The song has a refrain punched out over and over: "You and
rne baby ain't nothin' but mammals; So let's do it like they do on the Discovery
Channel." A video for the song features barrd rrrernbers dressed as monkeys simulat-
irrg sexual relations with one another.

On a more sophisticated level, in a recerrt book called The Moral Animal, Robert
Wrightsays that for the Darwinist, rnorality is rnerely an illusion produced by natural
selection. As he writes, "There is definitely no reason to assume that existing rnoral
codes reflect some lrigher truth apprelrended via divine inspiration." Instead, tlre rea-
son we believe certain nroral ideas is that they rnake us adopt behaviours that lrelp our
genes survive-like taking care of our childrerr. "What is in our genes' best interest is

wllat seems'right'-nrorally riglrt, objectively right."
ln other words, rnorality is nothing but a trick of the mind produced by natr.rral selec-
tion. To quote Wilsorr again. it "is an illr.rsiorr fobbed offon us by our genes."

If this is so, what beconres of tlre moral basis of tlre law? A legal systenr is based on a

sel of rrormative propositions-a series of oughts. If "nrorality is arr illusiorr fobbed
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()ll'on us [ry orrr Bcncs," what lrappens to the nroral groundingol tlre lurv'/

Already a cenlury ago, the irrrplications were lbreseen by Olivcr Wcrrdcll llolntes,
who was a cornmined Darwinist and who argued that there is no moral loundation for
the law-that law is merely the science of state coercion: the ways government uses
its coercive power most effectively. More recently, legal scholar Richard Posner says
there can Lre no such thing as "natural law" in the moral sense because we now know
that "nature is the amoral scene of Darwinian struggle."

But perhaps the best description of what all this means for the law is a much-quoted
article by Arthur Leffof tlre Yale Law School. Leffpoints out that the only way to
have ultimate moral norms is if there exists an unquestioned final guarantee of those
norms-'(an unjudged judge, an uruled legislator...an uncreated creator of values."
"Now, what would you call suclr a tlring if it existed?" Leffasks. "You would call it
Him."

In other words, only if there is a God who is Himself ultimate Goodness and Justice is
there any ultimate moral grounding fior the law. And if there is no God, Leffargues,
then nothing and no one can take His place. Nothing else can function as the ground-
ing of moraliry-no person, no group, no document-because all of these can be chal-
lenged. All of these are susceptible to the defiant challenge you hear kids say to their
parents or on the playground: "Sez who?" Everything except an infinite God is sus-
ceptible, he says, to "the grand sez who?"

Now, Leff himself does not believe such a God exists, and so he concludes that "we
are all we've got"-and that therefore that there are no objective, universally binding
moral norms, that "Everything is up for grabs."

And yet, and yet. He ends his piece by saying, "Napalming babies is [still] bad. Starv-
ing the poor is wicked. Buying and selling each other is depraved. There is such a

thing in the world as evil. All together now: Sez who? God help us."

This is the postmodernist impasse in the law. Americans want to feelthat we are free
to choose our own values, that no one can tell us what to do. And yet, at the same time,
we want to be able to say that certain things are genuinely wrong, objectively evil.
Harvard professor M ichael Sandel, in Democracy's Discontenl, says lhe nrajor politi-
cal divide in America today lies precisely here-between those who believe that rno-
rality is indeed up for grabs, something we construct for ourselves and, on the other
hand, those who believe nroraliry is "given" in some way-grounded in divine revela-
tion or hurnan nature or in some other objective manner. Sandel traces this deep di-
vide in several policy areas, such as the family, abohion, and economics, and you will
find a rnore detailed policy discussion there.

And so I would suggest that the scientific issues we've heard about today have pro-
found consequences [or our understanding of a host of rvorldview questions-which
in turn spill over into policy issues. lf we want to understand the deep divides within
the American polity today, we can do no better than to examine the view of science
that eaclr one is based upon.

-7 -



llris article was published on the website of Accc.ss Rc.rcurch Netw<trk, a U.S based

non-profit organisation dedicated to providing accessible inlornration on science,
technology and society. lt is a talk given on May 10, 2000 at a Washington DC Policy
Briefing for the Discovery lnstitute's Centrefor the Renewal of Science and Culture
The ARN website can be browsed at http://www.arn.org.

Discovery lnstitute is a non-profit, non-partisan, public policy think tank headquartered

in Seattle dealing with national and international affairs.'l'hc lnstitute is dedicated to
exploring and promoting public policies that advance rcprescntative democracy, free

enterprise and individual liberty. For more information c-nlail views@discovery.org
or browse Discovery's website at http://www. discovery. org.

Nancy R. Pearcey is co-author of How Now Shall ll/e Live? (with Chuck Colson) and

is cunently a senior fellow with the Discovery lnstitute's Ccntcr lor thc Renewal for
Science and Culture in Seanle, and managing editor of the journal ()rr.qrnr and Design.
For nearly nine years she was policy ilirector of the I{illherJbrce l'-trum. and executive
editor of Colson's BreakPoinl, a daily radio commentary prograrn analyzing current
issues from a Christian worldview perspective. She also co-authorcd with Colson a

monthly column in Christianity Today.

Pearcey studied under Francis Schaeffer at L'Albri Fellowship in Switzerland in 197 I

and 1972, earned a master's degree from Covenant Theological Seminary, and did
graduate work at the lnstitute for Christian Studies in Toronto. She is co-author with
Charles Thaxton of the book The Soul of Science: Christian Faith and Natural
Philosophy, and has contributed chapters to several other books, including Mere
Creation, Of Pondas and People, and ProLife Feminism. Her articles have appcared
in journals and magazines such as Human Events, First Things, Book.s und ('ullure,
The Wortd & I. The Americon bnterprise, and The Huntan Life Review.

'flrereportof hertalk, llhyDarwinismMatters, isgivenhereinfuIl inaccordancervith
the terms of the general permission from ARN for reproduction for non.cornfie rcial use.

Ncwmrn Greduelc Educetion

Fi$t published in pamphlet form by Newman Graduate Education, 2000.

Reprinted by kind permission of Patrick Newnran.
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DIVINE CREATION IN PREPARATION FOR LIFE ON EARTH

John V. Collyer

A professor was telling a class of boys how life on earth began. He said that
the first life was in the scum of the ocearl and other forms evolved from that
simple beginning. Then one of the boys put his hand up and asked "Where
did the water come fronq sir?" There followed a stunned silence.

It is commonly assumed that such commonplace elements as air and earth
and water have existed from time immemorial. But have they? The divine
record of creation begins in the first verse of Genesis, when God created the
heavens and the earth. This simple fact was to prepare for the first life, for the
grass and the herbs of the field would require some basic essentials such as

soil, air and water. These were all ready and waiting for the third day of
creatioq while the power of the sun to give solar pow€r for green leaves to
form chlorophyll, was revealed on the fourth day.

So, what does that simple lnst verse imply? 'The heavens' describes all the
space around the earttU including the air we breathe, and the gases - oxyger!
hydroge4 nitrogen and trace gases that comprise the air. The 'earth'
comprises a vast range of material elements, some of them essential to life.
Of all this preliminary creatiorq probably water is the most extraordinary item,
consisting of two 9ffi6, H2O, yet impossible for man to synthesise. Every
known form of life requires water for its existence, so the boy's question
*Where did water come from" is a valid one.

Of the material elements, probably the most vital and most common is

carbon It is an esse,ntial component of all forms of life, yet can be processed
to become the hardest element on eartlr, and can be combined with oxygen to
become a noxious gas. Such characteristics cannot be the result of blind
chance , but are good evidence of the Creator's amazing conhol of His
products of creation., and His preparations for placing life, in all its variety,
upon the earth.

The creation of the heavens and the earth is too often brushed aside as if it
had nothing to do with the divine Creator of life. [t is too often assumed that
these amazing characteristics of'nature'arejust there by chancg and no part
of a purposeful creation. How sad" and how short-sighted! Don't let us
overlook the implications of that little first verse of Genesis. It is both creative
and scientific.
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TFIE ELUSIVE ORIGIN OF LIFE

John V. Collyer

An article in the "Scientific American'(Feb. 1991 p.100) entitled "In the
beginning" surveyed several recent theories on how life is supposed to have
begun without a Creator. It admits that "scientists are having a hard time
agreeing on when, where and how life first emerged on the earth". "The
problem of the origin of life has turned out to be much more diffrcult than I
envisioned" said Stanley Miller, who was generally promoted (to laymen) as
having made life in a test-tube as long ago as 1953, simply because he had
synthesised a mixture of amino acids in a controlled laboratory experiment.

The article looks at some of the recent theories on the origin of life and
discards them one by one. It also points out some of the problems that a
theory must overcome. He says "There is a hitch... proteins cannot form
without DNA, but neither can DNA form without proteins." This is a classic
chicken-and-egg problem. Which came first, proteins or DNA? As with the
theory ofevolution, the chiefcritics ofeach theory are the proponents ofthe
latest theory, who are not slow to point out the errors of previous theories.
Thus evolutionists are the chief critics, themselves. This process has becn
going on for over 2,000 years, wffi over 80 theories proposed and
demolished.

A growing number of high-ranking scientists are now joining the ranks of
the well known British scientists, Hoyle and Wickramasinghe who years ago
expressed their opinion that life must have come from 'outer space'. At the
time they were scorned, but recently Francis Crick (the co-discoverer of the
wonders of DNA) has pointed out that the intelligent arrangement of the many
thousands of proteins in one living cell, could not have been an accident. He
now looks to'outer space' for the elusive origin oflife.

The answer to the problem is in the scientists own 'Law of Biogenesis'
which states that life can only come from previous life. This was first stated
in T.H. Huxley's "Lay Sermonsn as long ago as 1870, p. 350, and this law was
confirmed by the scientific experiments of Louis Pasteur, the well known
French scientist. The final answer to the problem has been known for
thousands of years to readers of the book of Genesis. Life did come from life,
from the Living God who created all forms of life. The Law of Biogenesis
has been true from the beginning and divine creation is truly scientific.
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When Were the Originol
Gospels Writlen?

Ellen Myers

During her childhood in Nozi Gerrnony this wriler's fother told
her thot Nozism wos in port the resull of Germony's olreody long
sionding opostosy from Christ. Only ofter her own much loter
conversion to Christ did she reolize thot the root of lhot opostosy
wos Germon Prolestonl "higher crilicism" of the Bible which
flourished in the nineleenth century. Through ihis movemenl,
ioined to Dorwinisl evolutionism ofler 1859. the error of "modern-
ism." mon's orrogonl lronsvoluolion of the Eible in the lighi of his
own supposedly infollible "scientific" understonding ond scholor-
ship. infiliroted ond eventuolly dominoted theologicol instruction
in Western Chrisiendom (ihe Eostern Orlhodox Church remoined
for less offected). Nol unnolurolly Proteslontism fell victim lo this
trend first, bui the Cotholic church wos next Cotholic oulhor Rev,
Msgr. Michoel J. Wrenn sodly commenls:

Apologetics used to be o defense of Church doctrine ogoinst
lhe Proleslonls who used historicol-crilicol exegesis os o
weopon ogoinst the Church. ... The new opologetics is the
defense of Cotholic historicol-crilicol exegeles. who leorn
their methodology f rom Proteslonls, ogoinst oliocks by Cotho-
lics.1

Todoy even mony moinline Proteslonl ond Cotholic loypeople ore
olso modernist ognoslics obout lhe origin ond divine, infollible
inspirolion of the Bible ond thus deny its cloim io be God's
outhoritotive. fqullless revelotion of Himself. His will ond His octs
Only o remnont of Proteslonl ond Coiholic Christions slill wholly
occept lhe Bible.

However, there ore more ond more deep crocks in the hisloricol-
criticol. modernist focode. Protesloni oulhor Roberl J Clinkert hos
reported thol one of its chief supporls, the so-colled "documen-
tory hypothesis" which purporls lo show the evolution of religious
thought in eorly lsroel ond otlributes the lirst five books oJ the Bible
not to Moses bul o series of olher writers, is now in trouble even
omong modernist-liberol Bible scholsrs:

According to Professor Blenkinsopp, of Notre Dqme Universily,
scholors now

merely "poy lip service" lo the documeniory hypothesis, bul
no longer use il os on onolyticol tool. Some prominent liberol
scholors such os Rolf Rengtorff ond Brevord Childs (Yole
Divinity School) hove openly obondoned it.2
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Jesus Chrrsl. of course, ollribuled lhe Pentoteuch lo Moses ond told
His unbelieving heorers thol if lhey believed Moses they would
believe Him (John 5:45-47\. Moses olso published God the Creo-
tor's record of creolion which the higher critics hod lo reject if they
were to reconcile themselves lo "modern science" in ihe torm of
Dorwinist evolution.

It is less well known even omong Bible-believing Christions todoy
ihot the modernist scholors not only denied ond folsified the Bible's
own testimony regording its Aulhor bul olso its internol evidence
obout when it wos wrillen. This is true for both the Old ond the New
Testoments. The tendency is to dote the writing of certoin
foundolionol books of lhe Bible loler ihon their own internol
evidence mokes mosl proboble. We sow this tendency wilh the
Pentoieuch lt opplies, for exompla lo Doniel. whose remorkoble
prophecies could not be odmitted os given in odvonce but were
ossigned to hypothelicol loter oullroru writing ofler the focl. lt olso
opplies to the Gospels of Chrisl, especiolly lhe Gospel of John.
Holley's Bible Hondbook. beloved ond widely used by Bible-
believing Chrislions, stotes the common consensus of Bible schol-
ors todoy thot "The Dote of [John's] Gospel is usuolly ossigned lo
oboul A.D. 90." Holley does odd thot

Some think thot John originolly wroie this Gospel much
eorlier, while he wos slill in Jerusolem, soon ofier the
Resurreclion. in Hebrew, ond in loter yeors issued, in Greek,
the Ephesion edilion. which wos the porent of oll exlonl
monuscripts.3

ln generol lhe occepted opinion omong Bible scholors. possed
down lo postors ond loypeople olike, is thot the Gospels were
writien ofter ihe Epistles, ot the end of the firsl century A.D.. os were
the book of Acts ond Revelotion. We now heor more ond more
criticism of this opinion. lt is time for Bible-believing Chrislions
everywhere to become informed obout this lotest developmenl in
scholorship plocing the orlginol Gospels (ond Acts ond Revelotion)
definitely before A.D 70 ond even within lhe very decode of our
Lord's deoth ond resurrection.

Alreody in 1976 none other thon the loie Anglicon bishop John
A. I Robinson published o scholorly book, Redoting /he New
Iesfomenl lt did not receive onything like the worldwide publicity
occorded Robinson's eorlier, modernisl Hones/ lo God. for it took
the New Testomeni oi its own foce volue wiih regord lo the doting
of its books. Up to then, Robinson hod "believed everything which
he hod been ioughl in the field of hisloricol-criticol exegesis,
everything which the Germon school propounded," but then one
doy he osked himself whot scientific foundolion reolly exisled tor
the criticol school's doting of lhe Gospels, ond found no onswer 4

(One is reminded of the owokening of British loxonomisl Dr. Colin
Potlerson to the wholly non-scientif ic noiure of evolulionism )s
Robinson reolized thot the entire New Testomenl is silent obout lhe
deslruclion of Jerusolem by the Romons in A D. 70 This rs especiolly
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remorkoble with regord to the prophecies of Jesus Christ Himself
obout the destruction of lhe cily ond lemple in lhe synoptic
Gospels. Would not the Gospel of Motthew, generolly so con-
cerned with poinling out the fulfillmenl ot Old Teslomenl proph-
ecy. hove pointed oul how our Lord's prophecy oboul Jerusolem
ond the Temple hod been fulfilled, if indeed it hod been wrilten
"ofler the foct"? Robinson orrived ot the conclusion. controry to
modern scholorly consensus. thot the Fourth Gospet wos wriilen
between A.D.40-60, ond Revelolion before A.D.70. Dovid Chilton
in o thorough siudy of the originol dote of Revelolion ciles not only
Robinson but olso other, more orlhodox outhorities including Alfred
Edersheim, H. B. Swete, Moses Stuort, ond Ernest L. Mortin, os well
os orcheologicol support for on eorly (pre-A.D. 70) New Testo-
menl.6

A similor orgumenl for the eorly doling of the New Testomenl
comes from Cloude lresmontont, o dislinguished scholor ot lhe
Sorbonne. ln John 5:2 the pool of Belhesdo, where Christ heoled
the lome mon, is described os existing ol the very some lime John
wos writing ("there is [Greek, esfin] ot Jerusolem neor lhe Sheep
Gote. o pool ... colled Bethesdo"). lf lhe Gospel of John hod been
wrilten, os mosl modern scholors ossume. oround A.D.90, the pool
would hove been buried under thelubble of deslroyed Jerusolem
olreody for some twenly yeors. Tresmontonl, whose orguments
were presented in lhe Hebrew Christ recently published in Fronce
ond soon to oppeor in English, ploced the writing of the originol
Gospels, which he believed lo be in Hebrew, even eorlier lhon
Robinson. He

proposes reosons lor believing thot in ils present form, in
Greek. the Gospel of Motthew hod been composed before
the end of the 40's. But lhe originol Hebrew or Aromoic is of
course before lhis lime. . . . the Gospels os we hove them ore
reolly tronslotions ... of much eorlier originol compositions in
Hebrew or Aromoic ond therefore much closer lo the
ipsissimo verbo Christi [the very words of Chrisl].7
Anolher French scholor, the noled oulhority on the Deod Seo

Scrolls Folher Jeon Cormignoc of Poris (d.1986), hos olso re-
evoluoted the doting of the Gospels. As on experl in biblicol
Hebrew ond foilhful Chrislion, he underslood the disoslrous effect
of the modernisl belief lhot lhe Gospels were not eyewitness
occounls of the life of our Lord but "loler compositions, simply
witnesses of the growing foith of lhe eorliesl Chrislion communi-
lies," ond thol "if the Jesus of History is procticolly unotloinoble, it
is the Christ of Foith who very quickly is rejecledl"e

Folher Cormignoc underlook to lronslote the Gospel of Mcrrk
into Hebrew. He become convinced lhot the "rother inelegont ond
eorgroting Greek" of this Gospel "could nol hove been redocled
[originolly written] directly in Greek ond thol il wos in reolity only
the Greek lronslolion of on originol Hebrew. ... The Hebrew-Greek
lronslotion hod ironsposed word tor word " He poinled to o
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number of exomples of typicolly Hebrew ploy on words in the text
of this ond other Gospels. One of these is Luke 1:68-79, the priest
Zochorioh's proise lo lhe God of lsrqel ofter the birlh of his son
John (lhe Boplist). Here the very nomes "John," "Zochorioh," ond
"Elizobelh" hove os their rool meonings "Jehovoh shows mercy,"
"Jehovoh remembers," ond "lhe ooth of God" respeclively. ln the
some sequence Luke 1:68-79 refers to God's showing mercy to His
people, in occordonce with His remembronce of His people ond
of the ooth He swore lo Abrohom. Of course lhese ollusions ond
deep similorities exisl only in Hebrew ond ore lost in Greek or
English. But in Hebrew lhe conneclions beiween the nomes ond
God's octs ore deliberote. We might odd thol wilh God the very
nomes "Zochorioh" ond "Elizobeth" were given these oged
porenls by His elernol purpose, not by "occidenl" or "chonce."
even os He expressly commonded them lo nome lheir mirocle
boby "John." Folher Cormignoc fo.lnd lhol since the fifteenth
cenlury some 80 relronslolions inlo Hebrew hod been mode by
other scholors, ond he believed lhot

by the yeor 2000 scripturol scholorship will slorl with the
Hebrew or Aromoic rother thon lhe Greek. "Sooner or loter,
speciolists will be hil right between lhe eyes ond see
themselves like me sloring directly ot lhe very bockdrop of
lhe Gospels."e

Once you begin to lhink obout it oport from the fog of modernistic
leoching, it seems obvious thol lhe originol outogrophs of the
Gospels were nol written in Greek but in Hebrew, for the outhors
were Christions from Judoic circles who could express lhe mes-
soge of Jesus Christ in Aromoic or Hebrew only (ond nol in Greek)
prior lo oboul A.D. 50. Wrenn refers lo further subslontiotion of lhe
eorly dote of the Gospel of Mork from the history of lhe church by
Eusebius, who in lurn ciles Popios.ro Holley's Bible Hondbook
commenls os follows on "Whot Popios Soid oboul Mork":

Popios, A.D. 70-155, o pupil of the Aposlle John ... , wrole, in
his "Explonolion of the Lord's Discourses," thol he hod mode
il his business lo inquire of lhe Elders ond followers of the
Elders, ond "The Elder soid this olso: Mork, hoving become the
lnterpreter of Peter, wrote down occurotely oll thot he
remembered-not, however, in order-of lhe Words ond
Deeds of Chrisl. For neilher did he heor the Lord, nor wos he
o follower of his, but loler on, os I soid, he olloched himself
to Peler, who would odopl his inslruclion to the need of lhe
occosion, but nol leoch os lhough he were composing o
connecled occount of the Lord's Orocles; so lhot Mork mode
no misloke in ihus writing down some things os he remem-
bered lhem. For one object wos in his lhoughts-to omit
nolhing thol he hod heord, ond lo moke no folse stqte-
menls.1l

Now Peter. occording to Eusebius, wos mortyred during the
perseculion of Nero which followed shortly ofter the burning of
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Rome in 64 A.D., ond Peler hod himself oulhorized the reoding of
the book of Mork in the Christion ossemblies. Thus the Gospel of
Mork wos wrillen some time before 64 A.D. Wrenn odds thol even
if the Gospels were honded down by orol trodition unlil ofter A.D.
66 or 70 ond wrilten down only then. which is scienlificolly totolly
unproven ond even improboble os shown. the Gospe/ trodition
preceded lheir writing; in foct, "ln 1957 ot the Oxford Congress on
the Four Gospels, the eminent Swedish speciolist in the New
Teslomenl, H. Riesenfeld, mointoined ihot ... ihe gospel trodition
[wos] prior to the Eoster event-therefore going bock to Jesus
Himself ...r2

ln conclusion, we moy rejoice thot the historicol-criticol, mod-
ernisl school of Bible study which hos done so much horm lo
Western Christendom is now ol the end of its lether. As wilh the
tenets of Dorwinion evolutionism, so it is with ihe pillors of "higher
criiicism," lhe "documenlory hypothesis" ond olso lhe doting
[reolly post-doting) of the Gospels: lhey ore collopsing ond being
reploced by sound re-evoluolion of evidences bolh lrom wilhin
ond wilhout Scripture itself. The originol Gospels were written
shortly ofler the deoth, Resurrection ond Ascension of our Lord,
bosed on His very words ond deeds by outhors who hod witnessed
ihem or possed lhem on foilhfully. As lhe Aposlle Peler soys, "We
did not follow cleverly invented stories when we told you obout lhe
power ond coming of our Lord Jesus Chrisl. but we were eyewil-
nesses of his mojesty" {2 Peler 1:16).

Noles
I Qev. Msgr. Michoal J. Wrenn, "Commenlory," Fidelity. November '1987, p. 12.
2 Robert J. Clinkert, "Moses vs. Evolulion," Cteotion Socio, Science ond Humonities

Quorterly. X:l (Foll 1987), p.30.
r Henry H. Holley. Holley's Bible Hondbook tcrond Ropids. Ml: Zondervon. Twenty-

Fou(th Edition 1965), p. 528.
d Wrenn, Fidelity, November 1987, p. 8.
s Reporled in Acls ond Focts (o publicotion ot the lnstilute for Creotion Reseorch,

El Coion. CA) in Juns 1982.
o Dovid Chilton. fhe Doys ol Vengeonce (Fort vlbrlh, TX: Dominion Ptess, 1987),
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I tbid.
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r2 Cited in wrenn, Fidelitv. Nov€mb€r 1987. o. 11.
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Comments from a Catholic Scholar
fhe f:ditor

Readers of the previous article ntay have been sulprised to learn of a
connection between Darwinism and dating the Gospels. However. awareness of
ihe relationship betrveen evolution. modernisnt and faulty interpretation of the
Bible hi,, . beeu part of Clatholic teaching for over a century. The principles of
the studv of Holy Scripture were expounded in the encyclical Providenfissimus
Derrs (1893) by Pope t,co XIII. and the crrors of i\{odernists were erposed by
Pope Pius X in the Decree l-amentahili ( 1907) and the encyclical Pascendi
(19C7). Modernist historians appiy thc philosophy of evolution to interpreting
documents and their origins. "The Modernists have no hesitation in affirming
comnronly that these books. and especially the Pentateuch and the first three
Gospels. have been gradually formed hy additions to a primitive brief narration
- by interpolations of theological or allegorical interpretations. by transitioos, by

ioining different passages together." lA Catechism of Moclernism, Rev. J.

Le miusl
Parallels may be found between Ellen lvlycrs article and a booklet entitled:

'f'he Origin and Evolution of the Gospels, by the distinguished Benedictine
Scripture scholar Dom IJernard Orchard. "But the ancient apostolic and
patristic tradition that the three Synoptic Gospels (Mt, Mk. Lk) rvere conrposed
in the lifetimc of Peter and Paul. that the Gospel of Matthew had been first to
be commitled to writing, and that all the Gospels were composed by the
r\postles to whom they are attributed has been widely denied by modern liberal
schoiars. Instead they argue in fa.,,our of the priority of the Gospel of Mark and
as a result date all Gospels to post-apostolic times, composed by anonymous
authors. Among thc discoveries of the lSth century Enlightenmenl one of the
rnost important though scldom recognised factors influential in the
argurrrentation for Markan prioriry has been the general Theory of Evolution ...

A further significant, perhaps decisive factor which nowadays is paid little, if
any, attention is the enonnous political interests and pressures in l9th century
Germany that deeply affected Protestant biblical scholarship. During the
current century the majority of Catholic scholars have followed suit and in all
but principle abandoned the ancient tradition." Ipp. l-2i

For an authoritative answer to this qucstion, I recommend his little book:
fhe Evolution of the Gospels - CTS, London 1990 ISBN 0 8-5183 799 9 or
The Origin and Evolution of the Gospels - Ealing Abbey.2nd Edn. 1993

ISBN 0 9522 1012 8 obtainable from:
Ov'erton Lodge. 74 Castlebar Road, London W5 2DD. Fax 0208 991 2581

N.B. Fr Orchard is not an evoluhonist and is a supporter ol Daylight..
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Catholic Teachings on Biblical Creation

taken from Handbook ol'the Christian Religion
by Rer,. W. Wilmers, S.J. b,ditcd by Rev. James (lonwav, S.J

Benziser Bros, Ncw York. 2nd edition 1892

Previous instalments under this heading:

Da:'light No. T',itle lqsct

28 Divine Revelation through the Books of Moses (17)
19. l-he Creation o[ the World in (ieneral ( l2)
.10. -l-he (lreation ol'the Spiritual and N,taterial Worlds (9)
3l The Creation of Nlan and the Fiall (20)

Catholic 'feachings on Biblical Crcation - Part V

The Relationship of the
Orders of Creation

D, Tlw tlifferetfi Orders of Creation in their Relation
to otte Anoilter.

115. The material world is destined for the use of man.
1. Gorl made the earth with all its living creatures subser-

oient to man, " Fill the earth aud su,bdue it" (Gen, i. 28).
If man hacl pcrscveled in the state of innocence, he would
have exercised a more complete dominion over the earth; yet
even afber his fall the ealth is his possession (Gen. ix. f-3).
Bub the heuuenly l,orlia.y rilso n'ere created for the use of rnarl.
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&d of tlu Mderial Torld.

For Gocl matle the sun ancl the moon " to shine upon thc
eurth, tr'd. to ruls tho clay antl night" (Gen. i. 17, 18).

2. Beeicles, it is bcftting God's uisdon to rrake the lower
ordor eubject to the higher, anil, consequentln irational cre-
ation subject to Eis ratiousl creaturee as a means to their
greater perfection" Organic completes inorganic naturel the
animal ssmFlet€s the vegetable world; in short, the inferior
ever5rwhere subserves aa a means of perfection to the zuperior"
Man, however, is not a merely sensitive, bat a rational being,
having a higher sfiritual entl; antl his perfeetiou in this life
essentially fits him for the attainment of that higher end. It
there is harmony in the works of Gotl, then, irrational creaturer
must be subservieut to man in the attainment of his la€t end.

If we considcr the spiritual element in man, we can undorstand.
rvhy God creaied the uniyerso with its val'iely of liviug beings, aud
tlro beavenly bodies scattered throughout, space, for his sake. For
things are not to be esteemed according to their number, exteDt, or
magnitude, but according to their naLure and intrinsic value. Tbers
can be no doubt, t'herefore, that one single man, viewed in his
spiritual and supernatural nature, is more pctfect than the tvbolo
material uuiverse taken together. Ileuce it foltows that divine wis-
dom, which assigns to all things tbeir proper places, could justly
make the rn-hole universe subordinato to man as the lower order to
tho higher.

3. Gocl in the creation of the material worlcl intended that
entl which is inseparable from it. Norv, the matelial rvorlcl
is actually subservient to manl for it not only furnishes lrim
with the necessary means of subsistence. but also affords
him facilities towarcls the attainment of his last end. For
all creatures are to man so m&ny manifestatione of the divine
perfections, ancl thus enab-le him to know and to love his
creator. For who should know ancl praise Gocl'e perfections
as manifested. in creation if not m&n, who, on the one hand,
is enalovetl with intelligeuce, and, on tho other, b.v rieans of
his outward 6enees, enters into living communion with the
material worlcl ?

Means of knowing ancl praising the power and wisdom of the Crea-
tor are aforded us also by tbose material creatures wbich stand in
no immediate relation to us, and almost escape orlr no0ice; such as
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Eelation of tln Orders of Creation to Orc Arnlhn.

bho distaot fixed stars ancl the myriatls ol microscopic orgenisms in
naturo.

Tbe question may 6,tly be moved bere whetber God wiahod tbat
Eis rational creatures shoulil possess the loods of tbis earth, and
particirlarly the earth itself, or any part of it, as priwfa prciertg.
fn answor to this quoction wo may say in general lhstOod,orighnDg
gou tlle earth to tlu human rct& aa @mrr.ort prepert!, buf iodt;lwttt
any prohibilion to dicido il; ttoy, wilh the intcntion tlwt il thould
be dioidd whcncoer sueh dioision shonld, agtanteessar! u' rar?
&noble.

(1) The earth is ebown to b ommon property: (a) by tho words,
" Iucr€ase aud multiply, and fill tbo earth, and guMuo it and rule
ovsr tho 6shes of tbe rea, entl the fowls of tbb air, ond all living
crcatureg that move upon the eartb " (Geu. i. 28). Eere God ad-
dreoses Eimmlf to oor ffrst prronts evideutly as the represontatives
of tbe whole human race. (6) Ttis appears also from the equdity
of human noture in all individuals; whence it follows tbat ali bave
the game right to God's creatures, anil can exercise thnt right as
long a: it does not conflict with the right of another. Thus is to bo
understood the prineiple common among theologltns: Jure nalura
omnia sunt arntnunia.

(2) The eartb was tol so giveu to tho lrurnan raco in common, how-
ever, tbat il was always Lo t'entuin comm(m proJrert!. (a) No such
condition is put by the Creator, nor does such condition follow from
the oature of the case. (0) A {ivisiou of tlre enrth is possible, nhile it,
is utterly i nrltossib!+ t\at t.he earth should alwtys rcmain, in the strict
sense of the word, eommoir property; for when marrkind scparated
into different, races and migrated into rarious parts of thc earth a
ditision of thc clrth naturall.v follorved. TIrc inhabitants and pos-
sessors of Asiatcoirld not simrrltancously be tbe ilrhabitants -and

posse$sors of Europe and America; nor could thc inhabitants of
-Europe and America be considered unjust for occupying those parts
in shich they settletl.

(3) In delivering t.he earth to mankind as common property God
gave also lhe riglil of diliding it and conr-erting it, into li.ioote
property, accordiug as circumstanccs required. This fact follows
(a) from the a.l'tetrcc of u tuttut'ul or' ltotitiu larz prohibiting such
division. A prohibition.would certainly exist if by the division of
the earth, and its conversion into private property, it rrould ceasc to
fulfil its purposei that is. to aftord man nourishment, That it does
not cease to fulfil this end is manifest. (D) The right of dividing the
earth and converting it into private property follows still mor.e evi-
dently from the perl'*t d.ominimt. giveu to man over it. Man would
have but an imperfect dominion over the earth if he could not
dispose of it as ciriumstances demanded. The earth is man's dwell-
ing-place. Hecan, therefore. if lre tlrirrks it proper, divide his abode
into various aptrtments for the difiercnt rnembers of his family; or
he can use it in common witb thern. Since tbe residence is large
aDd eaah member of the faruily hars an equal right to it, why should
not each one choose a portion, ocsupy it, and dispose of it as hjs
own? If any one sbould take more thau his due, it is the duty of
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TIw Angels tlw Gwrdia,rw o/ Man

publlc authority to interfere anil to defend tbo right of the weak
rgainst iho strong.

118. The gooil augels are the gua,rilianr of man-
1. It iB t reamJcd truth ihal, the augele genorully aasirl

tndm in the work of hie salvation. " Are they [the rugels] not
all ministering spirits, sent to minigter for them vho ehsll re-
coive tho inheritance of salvation P' (IIeb, i" 14.) Tbie iloc-
trine may bo to aome exteut inferred from other truthg. Ths
divino risd.om, vhich esteblished such intimst€ connection
between tbe soversl parts of cbe material worl4 and be-
tveen the material world ond, man-whicb loveg to direct tlre
lower'orders of crrotion by meons of the higher-doubtlesg es-

tablished some relation between the highest order of crea[iou

-the pure spirits-and man, rvho is the next in clignity, irr
order thus to complete that beautiful harmony so conspicnous
in thc lower orders of IIis creatures. This connection is
brought about by the fact that God entrusted. to His good an-
gcls the guidaoce of man to his las[ end. If here on earth
God makes the selvation of one man dependent on another,
ctn it be probable that the angcls, rvho burn vith zeal for the
glory of God and the salvation of man, have nqconcern for onr
salvation ?

2. The angels erarcise their solicittr,d.e lor our salvotion iu
diverse ways.

a. They TnaE for u.s. " When thou didst pray rvith tears
and didst bury the dead, . . . I [the angel Raphael] offered.
thy prayers to ttre Lord " (Tob. xii. 12). According to
the Apocalypsc (viii. 3, 4), an angcl bears the iuccuse of the
pr&yers of the saints before the throne of Gocl. To bear our
poyetr, which are alreacly known fo God, before Eis throne
is nothing else thau to unite their prayers with oure.

The angels can know our thoughts and dcsiros botb in a natural
and a supernatural way. Tbey can know them nalural)y r' first, in-
directly fronr our outward bebavior; secondly, directly if wo mani-
fest our thougbts to them by signs. They know our thoughtssruper-
naturally, when they see them in God, or receive from Ifim somo
spocial rovelabion concerning tbem (of. 8. Tbou. L q. 67, a. 4;
q,12, a. 9).
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nelnfifrtu of tln Ord,ers of Creotion to Onn Arctlwr.

D. Thcy erhtl us to do good. An angel aclmonishod. Cor-
nelius the centurion to send for Peier that he might instruct
him in the faith (Acts x.); an angel exhorted the apostles tn
the faithlul tlischarge of their office (Acts v. 20).

Tbe angels, being superior to us, can in0uence olur mind io, a
natural way, that is, by oxciting sensible reprtsentations in the
imagination and thus calling forth good thoughts, just as one
mau awakes salutary representations in another by speech or
actiou. Thus rhey can also influence our willl for the will is out-
wardJy moved by the good presented to it, wbile only God, tbo
Creator, can determino it intriusically (S. Thom. I q. 111 a. 1

et 2).

c. They protu.t us in bocly anil soul. " He hath given His
angels charge oyer thee [o protect thee in all thy ways. In
their hancls they shall bear thee up, lest perchance thou d.ash

thy foot against a stone" (Ps. xc. l0-1?). It rvas an angel

wbo savetl Lot from the destluctiotr of Sodorn (Gen. xix.); an

angel rescued young Tobias from manifold dangcrs.

3. It is an opinion genelally received in the Church, ancl

ha-sed on solid reasons, thnt not only thc .iru|, trot uuly rlt'r'y
Cltristian, but also everv h,u,man bcing has his guardian
angel. Of tlre childreu Christ says: " See that you clespise

;ot one of these little ones; for I sny to you that their nngels
in heaven alrvays see the face of lly !'rrther n'ho is in ltcnvcD "
(Ifatt. xviii. 10). From this and similar passages the father's

conclude that not only the little children, but also every in'
dividual, has an angel as his gualdirn. And justly so; fot
not the cbildren only, but all men are erposeal to dangers,

which they cannot overcome wit)rout God'a special assistance,

'Ihe protection vhich we reccive from the angels is a mcnng

of salvation, ancl is all the more necessary because the evil
spirits are permitted to tempt us in many ways. But God

gives to all without exception the neeessary means of s&lva-

tion. Hence the Roman Catechism teaches that God has

appoiutecl &n sngel for each inclividual.

The opinion of the fathers that kingiloms, nations, churches, etc.,
have each its guardian angel is supported by Sctipture (Dan. x),
wbich spoaks of tbe guardi4n angels qf lbe Jews, Persians, and
Greeks,
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Tlw Fanen A"gils tlw fiwng of il.an.

117. The fallen angelr are the enemies of man

1. It is a fact testifiecl by Scripture that the evil spirita
seek to inflict injury on man. .. By tho onvy of the devil is
death como unto the world " (Wia. ii. 2a). X'or it was he
who eeducecl our first parents to the fall. Sven aftor tho
Bedemption tbe evil one did not relar his efforta. 'The
devil goeth about as a roaring lion, seeking whom he may do-
vour" (1 Pet. v. 8). The Church sufficiently d.eclaros itg
conviction of the power of Sstan by praying to Gocl for aial
against him, ancl seekiug to guarcl its children againet his
alluremeute"

From the nature of the fallen angels as pure spirits belonging to
lhc highest order of created beings ir follows tbat they possess
pos'er, altreit limiterl, to act upon man (101). Since, thet'efore,
I'r' the fall t.hey lost none of their natural powers, the general

:il;:O* 
the higher beings can act upon the lower holds also in their

2. The evil spirils seek to injure man both by leadiug him
into siz and by inflicting temporal eoils upon him.

a. The first effort of tlre evil spirits against man vas to lead.

him into sar. Since the design of the fallen angels, rvho are
God's enemies, is to diminish His glory and to injure man,
it is natural to suppose that their chief object is tr-r scduce
rrror to sin ; for it is sin that frustrates Gocl's designs anil
causes thc greatest evil to man. Ilorvgver, we &re not to sup-
posc that all temptations come directlE from the evil spirits ;

man's ptssions also, anil external circumstanees, draw him to
sin. It nrnst be saitl, however, that the devil is indireetly the
author of sin, inasmuch as he was the cause of the first sin
and, consequently, of our propensity to sin.

D. The history of Job, on whbm the devil inflictecl cliverse
temporal affiictions, proyes that the evil one can injure man
also in his tamporal goods (cf.. Tob. iii. 8). IIe who hates
God hatcs also the image of God in man, and seeks to out-
rage him who is the recipient of God's benefits. Possession
by the evil spirit is one of those ternporal evils which the
rurchenemy inflicts ou man.
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Beleti,on of tlw Orders of Cruti.on to Onn Arctlta.

Possession by the devil is n reality, ae is evitlent from many pas-
sages of Holy Writ. We rend in the gospels tbat Christ drou- utt
evil spirits (Matt. viii. 16),and that these rczlly wenl orl (Luko viii.
33). By possession, therefore, we are not tounderstaud any kind ol
natural disease; for the evangelists d,istinguishbetween thegick and
the possessed (Matt. iv. 24), as also between the poraou possessed and
tbe spirit by wbom ho is possessed. When Cbrist allowed the unclean
apiriG at tieir oum regdest to take possession of the swine (Natt.
v. 12), He certainly g'ave thir pe3mission trot to the man himsolf.
nor to the mabdy by wbicb bo was affiictcd, brt ta other pnsilnl
beings distinct from botb. That possession by tho devil is po'eshlc
follows from the superior power of pure spirits compared to man.
If the good angels can naturnlly exert an influence on us it is not
impossible for the evil ones to do the same, since their natural
powers, tbough impaired.to some extent by tlre fall, have remained
subst,antially the same. They can, therefore, produce rcpresentations
in tbe imagination, and thus sway man's reason, impede reflertion,
and elog the exercise of free will. 'When such influence is not in-
termittent. but coutinual, we call it possession. It is evident that a
man in such a state is not rcsponsiblc for his actiotts, deprived as he
is of the usc of lris frec u'ill.

3. God in permittirrg the tenrptations of the devil h&szrnrt's
gootl anrl l{is oton glory it view, l'lre molc a man is tlied by
affliction tlrc molc hc plactiscs virtue.rrtrrl rrccumulaies nrerit,
plovided he overconres tlre temptatiorrl rnd God gires him
abunilant grace for that, encl. The sufierings caused by the
temptations of the eucmy a)'e, llloreoycr, troi selrlom a just
punishmeut for our sins. God's glory is tlrercby prornotod
that all the effolts of the tlevil are renclered poworless, oltlrat
from the vel'J' evil rvhich he rvorks, by God's gl'ace good le-
snlts in the end. 'l'hus llre bloody l.relsecutiorts to rvlriclr lre

instigated the lioman enrperors (Apoc. xii.) produced thc
glorious al'my of martyrs and sealect Christianity with a divine
character (31). 'l'lrus, too, the sin to which he seduced our
first parents resulted in the irrcarnrrtion and death of tlrc Son

of God for our salvation; rvhence the Clrurch sings: t'O
happy fanlt, which melited to have so great a Red.eemer l"

23



Factsheet no 49
Reproduced by kind permission of Geoff Chapman.
Creation Resources Trust,
Mead Farm, Downhead, West Camel, Yeovrl. Somerset BA22 7RQ

THE DATING GAME
TF{E dates assigned to rocks are not quesl.ioned by most pcople, who be|eve that scientists
have 'proved' that the earlh is many millions of years old. These vast ages are mainly obtained
through radio-metric dating techniques. Are these methods accurate, and are scientists
justified in trusting the results of such dating? The answer may surprise many people. Before
discussing the methods themselves, we must first mention their hmitations. Generally
speaking, radio-metric dating cannot be applied to sedimentary rocks where the majority of
fossils are found. Only volcanic rocks can be dated in this way. Thcrefore, dates assigned to
fossils are usually arrived at some other way.'

THE PRINCIPLE
Thc principlc bchind ratlio-mctric dating is thc
measurcment of the decay of radio-active i sotopcs
(the 'parcnt') into a non-radio-active ('daughtcr')
elcmcnt. By mcasuring the amount of cach
prescnt in a rock sanrple, and the ratc ofdecay, it is
claimed that a rock can be accurately dated. This
all sounds good in thcory, but in practicc thcrc arc
scrious problcms. The rvholc nrcthod rclics upon
at least lhree assumptions.

THEASSUMPTIONS
Thcy arc (l) that the initial conditions arc known,
i.e. No'daughtcr' isotopes present when the rock
sol idifi ed. (2) lhat the rock has rcmai ncd a' closcd
systcm', with no parenl or daughter isotopes be ihg
added or rcmovcd from thc spccinrcn, and (3) that
thc dccay ratc has rcmaincd constant. Unlcss
obscrvcn were prcscnt when the rock solidified,
and wcre ablc to continue to observe what
happcncd to thc rock throughout its history, it is
clcar that cach of thcsc assumptions is
runprovable.

Wc can usc a buming candlc as a simplc
illustration. Ifyou walkcd into a room and tbund a

candlc burnin!, how could you find out horv long

. When was

\ the candle
ll lit?

ll How long has
, i' id _. lt been'Etr#;iF;lF 

burning?

it had been burning? To answcr you would necd to
knorv (l) the initial conditions, i.c. original length
of thc candlc, (2) whcthcr it had bccn burning
continuously, or bccn cxtinguishcd and rc-lit, and
(3) whethcr it had becn buming at the same rate,
e.g. no draughts to spccd up the process. Unless
you could lalk to the pcrson wtro lit the candlc, and
asccrtain that it had bccn burning constantly, you
could not answer thc question. You could, of
coursc, guess thc original lcngth ofthc candlc, and
assume that it had bccn burning at a constanl ratc.
You could lhcn estinate horv long it had bccn
burning, but your cstimate could well be very
wrong..

LIABLE TO ERROR
Thc radio-mctric dating ol rocks is just as
unccrtain and liable lo enor. Thcrc is no way ol
knowing the initial condition of a rock samplc, or
ofproving that thc current rate ofdecay, obscrvcd
over a rclatively short time, has becn the same
throughout pcriods which arc ollcn mcasured in
millions of ycars. Gcologist Dr Andrcw Snclling
has writtcn: '80 or 90 ycars of measurcments are
being extrapolatcd backwards in time to the origin
of thc earth, bclieved bv evohrtionists to bc 4.5
billion years ago. This is an enormous
extrapolation. In any othcr licld ot'sr:ientillc
rcscarch, if scientists or nrathcmaLrr;ians lvcrc to
cxtrapolate results over that many orders of
rrtagniludc. thereby assuming continuitv of rcsrrlts
rtvcr strcl) cnornlotrs spans crt' rrtrotrscr. -: I lirrrc.
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thcy *otrld bc lilcrallr' ''larrghcd out ol court'' b\
l'cllorv scicnlists and rnalhcrrralrr:rrns Yct
gcoclrronologists arc allorvcd to do this rvitlr
inrpunitl., primarily bccausc it givcs thc dcsired
millions and billions of years that cvolutionists
requirc, and bccausc it makcs thcsc radioactivc
"clocks" rvork ! "
Wc do knorv that thc assunrption that thc rock has

remaincd a 'closed system' is rwong. Ths United
States Geological Survey obscrved: 'As much as

90o/o of the total radioactive elements o[ somc
granites could be removcd by leaching the
granulatcd rock with rvcak acid... as much as 4096
of the uranium in most frcsh-appearing igncous
rocks is readily leachable. "
CONFLICT
Thcre have bcen nlany cascs ofconflicting rcsults
rvhcrc rarlionrctric dating has bcen uscd.
Somctintcs, dilTcrent datcs havc bccn obtaincrl
from thc saare rock samplc. In tlre lanrous Grand
Canyon, Arizona, thc deeply buricd Carnenas
(Precambrian) basalt was dated using lour
diffcrcnt mcthods, and produced Ji diffcrent
agcs, ranging from 715 million ycars to 1070
nrillion ycars! In addition, lava tlows lionr thc
Canyon rim rvere datcd using the sanre mcthods,
and produced ages ranging tiom 0.01 million
yesrs to 2600 million ycarsl'Notc that thc last
figure is more than twice that of the highest result
liom hc dccply buricd basalts, yet thcsc arc tho
youngcst rocks. In anothcr instance, a meteoritc
ealledAllende produccd agcs ranging lrom 4.5 to
10.5 billion years.' The latter is morc than twicc
the supJxrsed age ofthe solar systcnr!
Anothcr scrious problcm with radiomciric rlating

is thc fact that when it is applied to rocks of a

lcnov,n agc, it is ahvays rwong. Flcrc are three
examples: Flawaiian lavas, which enrpted in
1800-1801 showcd agcs of lrom 140 million t<r

2.96 billion years.' At the Ml Ngauruhoe volcarro,
New Zealand, lavas which llowcd in 1954
produccd 'agcs'.of bctrvccn 0.8 and ,1.5 million
years. Lava from the dome of fhe Mt St llelens
volcano inWashington Slate, IJSA, rvhich erupted
in 1986, produced a datc of 0.35 nrillion ycars.'
Thcre is clcarly somcthing very wrong with
nrcthods which produce such unrcliablc rcstilts.

THE GRAND CANYON

PRECONCEIVED
The nrost scrious objection ofall is that thc rcsults
o[ radiomctric dating arc always rcjccted iI tlrcy
do not fit prcconccived idcas of the rock's age.
When a rock samplc is scnt lor dating.
gcochronologists always rvant lo knorv rvhcrc thc
rock was found. So, in a scnsc, they already
'knorv' roughly how old it ought to bc, and il'thc
linal rcsult docs not fit thr cxpccted agc, it is
rcjccted. Richard L Maugcr Ph.D., Associatc
Prolessor of Gcology at East Carolina University,
wrote: 'Io Bcncral, datcs in the correcl "ball park"
are assumcd to bc corret and arc published, bul
tlrosc in disagrccmcnt with othcr data arc scldonr
publishcd nor arc discrcpancics fully cxplained. "
ONEWHO I,YASTHEHE!
We concludc that lhcrc is no scientific proof that
the earth is millionr or billions of ycars old.
However, the Onc who was prcsent in the
bcginning - the very Crcator Hinrscll'- has lell
us a rcconl in thc Biblc. Rcad in a straighttbnvard
way, thc Biblc clcarly implits that lhc earth is
6,000 

-10,000 
ycan old. This stands in stark

contrasl to the 4.5 billien years commonly quotcd
by evolutionists. But let us remcmber that God
rvas thcrc 'rvhcn thc candlc rvas lit', and rcnrind
oursclves of the qucstion fle oncc askcd a nran
called Job: 'lVbcrc wcrc you rvhen I laid the
earth's foundationsl' (Joh 38: 1)

FEFERENGES: 1. Se6 'How Ob a.. Fossils?' CR T FacGhcet no 16.
2. 'Radioastiv! Oating Mcthod Undcr Fire'. Crcation Ex Nihf,o,'14: 2, 1992, p.,14.

3, US Galogial Suwey Euilatin No tOa6-F (1997), p. 93.
4. For lul datails, *. Ttp Youtp Earlh by Dr John Mords, Muier Books (1998) pp. s&sl .

5. Joumat ol Geqllytbal Rcsearch, 73: 1 {, July t 968, pp. /1801--/f507.

6. Or A Snclling, 'Radioactivo Dating Failura', Creation Z2: 1, Dc l9lXFFab. 2O00, p. 20.
7, bntributkns to Galogy, Univertily ol Womirg, 15: 1 (1977) p.37.
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FACTSHEET No. 9 (revrsed & updated 1998) Creation Resources Trust

,OUT. 
OF.PIACE' FOSSILS

AND ARTIFACTS
Many people are familiar with the standard 'geological column' which appears in many books on
evolution and geology (see overleaf). Most people, however, are unaware that fossils are not
always found in that kind of idealised, ascending order, with supposedly 'simple' creatures at the
bottom and human beings at the top. If evidence of human fossils or artifacts were discovered in
rocks dated millions of years older than the time when humans are said to have evolved, it would
destroy the theory that humans are the culmination ofa long evolutionary process.

.EARLY HUMAN' FOSSILS
There are, in fact, a number of well-documented
examples. In 1866 a modern-type human skull was
discovered in Pliocene gravel in a mining shaft I 30-
feet below the surface at Calaveras, Califomia.
Known as the Calaveras Skull, it has been largely
rejected by evolutionists as an 'intnrsive burial',
meaning that it was a modern human skull that
somehow fell to this deeper level. A recent scientific
article has shown that the rejection ofthe Calaveras
Skull was unwarranted.' This skull was a genuine
fossil burial in rocks much too 'old' to fit the
evolution theory. A modern-rype human humerus
(elbow-bone) was discovered in Kanapoi, Kenya, in
1965 by Bryan Patterson of Harvard University. It
was dated at 4.5 million years old - older than
'Lucy'and the other australopithecines which are
supposed to be our ape ancestors! Henry M.
McHenry (University of California, Davis) said this
specimen' is indistin guishable from modem H o m o
sapiens.'In spite ofthis, the fossil has been assigned
to the ausrralopithecine catagory, presumably
because evolution theory won't allow true humans
to be living at 4.5 million years ago.

FASCINATING ARTIFACTS
There are also numerous examples of human
artifacts found in rocks that are much 'too old'. In
1873, Frank Calvert reponed finding 'a bone of
either a dinotherium or a mastodon' bearing the
carving ofa horned quadruped and other markings
which could only have been carried out by human
beings. The rocks the bones were found in were
Miocene! Calvert wrote that this was 'conclusive
proof of the existence of man in the Miocene
period'.'American researcher Ron Calais has spent

lnset: Carved shell fiorn the Pliocene
Above- Cerarnic ladle found in coal

25 years accumulating this kind ol evidence Hc
reported the discovery ofa sea-shell pendant with a
carved face found in Pliocene rocks in Essex,

England.'and a ceramic ladle found in bituminous
coal.t There have been many examples of human
artifacts found in coal, - which evolutionists
believe was formed some 340 million years before
humans appeared! A century ago a metal thimble
was found embedded in, and completely
surrounded by, coal, brought from about 300 feet
below the surface. The coal was said to be'fresh',
and too'green'to bum well." Without doubt, some
of the artifacts found in coal found their way into it
after it was mined, and are not genuine artifacts.
However, therc are erlrugh wcll-:ruthenticaled
crirrnplcs t() cilll inl() qucslion thc rlating ot'co:rl N0
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r)rtc bcllgvcs that htrrrlrrts llrr c trccrr

orr carth lbr .140 rrtrllion r cars. s0

thrs kind ofcvidcnce suggcsts that

the coal is not more than a tew
thousand years old -- tbrmed
when masses of vegetalron were
buried during the flood.
One of the most amazrng and

controversial hnds was a fossilized
metal hammer with a wooden
handle, found embedded in
Ordovician sandstone (dated at
over 430 million years old) in
Texas. Tests showed that the
wooden handle was partially
coalified, and that it had been
subjected to heat and pressure
following burial. The presence of a

contraction zone around the
hammer indicated that it was an
authentic inclusion, i.e. the rock
was formed around the hammer.'
The evidence available is entirely
consistent with the view that the

hammer was deposited belore the

rock solidified.. Since no one

believes that humans have been on
earth for 430 million years, these
rocks can be only a fraction of that
age.

HUMAN ANTIQUITY
These examples are only a sample of the many
tascinating'out-of-place' fossils and artifacts,
which simply do not fit the millions-of-years
evolutionary scenario. and are evidence ol human
antiquity. The Bible teaches a six-day, relatively
recent creation. lt also teaches that humans were

intelligent and sophisticated from the beginning. ln
theory, we could expect to find evidence of human
presence and activity in rocks ofany 'age', although
due to the severity ofthe flood, we would not expect
to find many pre-flood artifacts.
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rHE PREDICTED ORDER OF FOSSILS ACCOROING IQ €VOLUTI(]N

CEOLOCICAL SYSTEM MAJOR EVENTS llcgJ
xr \ r\ .r8u

Rcecnt Modcrn Dan appc.rcd 0 0r
Plci:Iecnc lcc.tc - molly m.hmothr r8
Plioccnc 'Ape-mcD' rppcarcd. largc trlarrlrrll drrd

oul

Midcnc Apcl hocd manrm.li. rprcadirg
grrshnds 0

OliSccnc Modern mrnmek rnd shrlcr crolvcrJ i8.o
Eccnc Fi,st hoiF!.nd clcphrnrs

Modcrn plrnt: i50
Prlaccnc Molt rcptil.! dicd out

Mrmels :prcrd rrpidly b50

Crctrc eous Dn6u.r dicd oul
Fi,rr llowcriD! pLnlt t4t

Jun srt Dincurs rulcd lhc crrrh
Flying reptilc. First birds r95

Tri.ssic Firir dioogurt.nd l.rtc *. rcplrl.t.
Firrl mtormelr. zlo

Pcrmian Rcptilcr iNrc.Fd. Modcrn insets,
fint conifcrr 280

Carbonifcrous Amphibi.n! cvolY.d into r.ptil.r
Corl-s*rmps ]45

Dcvonian Firrl rmphibi.nt
Fi:hcr abundeat 195

Silurian Firsl l.nd plrot!. L:rgc ernrourcd fishcs 415

Ordovicirn Firsl vcrtcbntct (fish )
Abundanr s. lifc 5S

Carrbrial 'P.iilril ivc' $! crcaturca. i.c. Trilobitar.
Crcllfirh 5?O

PRE{AMBRIAN TIMI: AlfJa. nri(ro-oryaniss 4.600

Hammer in Ordovician rock



The "Bible Alone" is Not Enough
Answers to 25 questions on the History of New Testament which

completely refute the Protestant's "Bible Only" Theory
takenfiom 'The Catholic Religion Prwd by the Protestant Bible". lPart2:. Qq. 13 - 251

THIRTEEN

Would the theory of private interpretation of the New Testament have been
possible for the year 406 dD.? No, because, as already stateq no New Testament
as such was in exislence.

COMMENT: If our non-Catholic brethren today hid no Bibles, how could they
wen imagine following the 'Bible-only privately interpneted' tteory; but before 400
A.D., New Testaments were altogether unavailable.

FOURTEEN

Would the private interpretation theory have been possible between 400 A.D.
and 1440 A.D., when printing was invented? No, the cost of individual Bibles
written by hand was prohibitive; moreover, due to the scarcity of bools, and other
reasong the ability to read was limited to a small minority. The Church used art
drama and other meiuls to convey Biblical messages.
COMMENT: To have proposed the 'Bible only' theory during the above period

would obviously have been impracticable and irrational.

FIX'TEEN

Who copied and congerved the Bible during the intcrval between 400 A.D.
and 1440.dD.? The Catholic monks; in many cases these spent their entire lives to
give the world personally-penned copies of the Scriptures, before printing was
invented-

COMMENT: In spite of this, the Catholic Church is accused of having tried to
destroy the Bible; had she desired to do this, she had 1500 yean within which to do
so' 

sxrEEN

Who gave the Reformers the authority to change over from the one Feith,
one Fold and'one Shepherd progrsm, to that of the 'Bibleonly' theory? St.
Faul seems to answer the above when he said: 'But thouglr we, or an angel from
heaverq peach any other gospel unto you than that which we have prreached unto
you, let him be accursed' (Galatians I -8 - Protestant version).
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COMMENT: lf in 300 years. one-third of Christianity was split into at least 300

sects, how many sects would three-thirds of Christianity have produced in 1900

years? (Answer is 5700).
SEVENTEEN

Since Luther, what comequences have followed from the use of the 'Bible
only' theory and its personal interpretation? Just what St. Paul foretold when he

said: 'For the time will come when they will not endure sound doctrine; but after
their own lusts sball they heap to themselves teachers' having itching cars.' 2
Timothy 4-3 (Protestant edition). According to the World Almanac for 1953 there
are in the United States 20 different organizations of Methodists, 22 kinds of
Baptists, l0 branches of Presbyterians, 13 organizations of Mennonites, l8 of
Lutherans and hundreds of other denominations.

COMMENT: The 'Bible only' theory may indeed cater to the self-exaltation of
the individual, but it certainly does not conduce to the acquisition of Divine truth.

EIGETEEN

In Christ's system, what important part has the Bible? The Bible is one
precious source of religiou,s tnrth; other sources are historical records Clradition)
and the abiding presence of the Holy Spirit.
COMMENT: Elimination of any one of the three elements in the equation of

Christ's true Church would be fatal to its claims to be zuch.

NINETEEN

Now that the New Testament is complete and availablg what insolvable
problem remains? The impossibility of the Bible to explain itsef and the

consequent multiplicity of errors which individuals make by their theory of private
interpretation. Hence it is indisputable that the Bible must have an authorized
interpreter.

2 Peter l-20: Knowing this fust, that no prophecy of the scripures is of any
private interpretation.

2 Peter 3-16: As also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things; in
which are some things hard to be understood, which they that are unlearned and

unstable wrest, as they do also the other scriptures, unto their own destnrction.

Acts 8-30: And Philip ran thither to hirn, and heard him read the propltet Isaias,

and sai4 Understandest thou what thou readest?
31. Andhe sai4 How can I, except some man should guide me? And

he desired Philip that he would come up and sit with hirn.

COMMENT: Only by going on the zupposition that falsehood is as acceptable to
God as is truth, can the 'Bible-only' theory be defended

-29-



TWENTY

Who is the fficial erpounder of the Scriptures? The Holy Spirit" aaing
through ard widiin the Church which Chrisr founded nineteen centuries ago; the
Bible teaches fuough whom in the Church come the official interpretations of
God's law and&d's word-

Luke t0-16: tbthat heareth you heareth me; and he that despiseth you despiseth
me; andhe that &spiseth me despiseth him that sent me.

lvIat 16-18: And I say also unto thee, That thou art Fercr and upon this rock I will
hrild ry chuldg ad tbe gates of hell shall not pevail aginst it.

lvlal. 2-7: For tbe Fiest's lips slrould keep knowledge, and they should seek the
law at his moulh: frr he is the messenger of the Lord of hosts.

COMMENT: Formerly at least, it was commody held that when individuals
read their Bibles car€fully and payerfirlly, the Holy Spirit would guide each
indivi&al to a loowledge of the tnrth- This is much more than the Catholic Church
claims for even the Pope himself. orfy after extended oonsultation and stndy, with
mrch fervent FqEr, does he rarety and solemntymake such a &ision.

TWENTY4NE

l9hat are thc efids of the Catholic use of the BiDle? Regardless of what
pemons may thi*about the Catholic Churctr, they must a&lit that her system gets

rcsults in the way of unity of nrle and unity of faitb otherwise state4 one Faith, one
Foldandone S@oerd

COMMENT: If many millions of non- Calholics in all nations, by reading their
BiHe care,fully md praprfully, had exactly the same faith, reached the same
onclusions, then &is theory migh deserve the seriou$ onsideration of intellig€nt
wdldisposed persons - hrt not otherwise.

TWE,NTY.TWO

TVhy are therr so many non-Catholic Churches? Because there is so much
difrered interpeilation of the Bible; therc is so much difeircnt inlerpetation of the
Bible because there is so much wnong interp,etatioq therre is so much wrong
interpetaim because the system of interpeting is radically \ilrong" You cannot
hwe one Fold and one Sh@rcr( one Faith and one Bapti$n, by allowing orcry
marr and eyery woman to distort and penert the Scritrur€s to suit his or her own pet
thories.

COMMENT: To say th* Bibte reading is an intensely Chdstian practice, is to
€nunciate a bcautifirl tnrth; to say that Bible reading is the sole sourae of religious
faitlr, is to make a sadly erroneous statemelt.
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TWENTY-TEREE

Without Divine aid, could the Catholic Church have maintained her one
Faith, one Fold, and one Shepherd? Not any more than the non-Catholic sects
have done, they are a proof of what hapens wheq without Divine aid, groups strive
to do the humanly impossible.

COMMENT: Catholics love, venerate, use theBible; but they also know that the
Bible alone is not Christ's system but only a precious booh a means, an aid by
which the Church carries on her mission to 'peach the Gospel to wery living
sreature' and to keep on peaching it 'to the end of time.'

TWENTY.T'OUR

Were therc any printed Bibles before Luther? When printing was invented
about 1440, one of the first, if not the earliest prfurted book, was an edition of the
Catholic Bible printed by John Gutenberg It is reliably maintained that 626 editions
of the Catholic Bible, or portions thereot had come from the press through the
agency of the Church, in countries where her influence prwaild before Luther's
German version appeared in 1534. Of these, many were in various European
languages. Hepce Luther's 'discovery' of the suprposedly unknown Bible at Erfurt in
1503 is one of those strange, wild calumnies with which anti-Catholic literature
abounds.

COMMENT: Today parts of the Bible are read in the vernacular from wery
Catholic altar every Sunday. The Church grarts a spiritual premium or indrlgence
to those who read the Bible; every Catholic family has, or is zupposed to have, a

Bible in the home. Mllions of Catholic Bibles are sold annually.

TWENTY FTYE

During the Middle Ages, did the Catholic Church manifest hostility to the
Bible as her adversaries claim? Under stress of special circumstances, various
regulations were made by the Church to protect the people from being spiritually
poisoned by the compted and distorted translations of the Bible; hence opposition
to the Waldensianq Albigensians, Wycliff and Tyndale.
COMMENT: Individual churchmen may at times bave gone too far in their zeal,
not to belittle the Bible, but to protect it. There is no human agency in which
authority is always exercised blamelessly.

Republished with permission from:
Crying in the Wildemess Newsletter [Spring 199a]
Most Holy Family Monastery, a - .

@ Daylight Origins Society 200 l, AL} 6BL England
USA.
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E "SPECTRUM" ,E
Extracts t'rom your corresponde nce

li was very good to receive the latest issue of "Davlight". It is especially rich
in Biblicai topics. and I must say that the Geoff Chapman article is a mine of
inlbrnration. God bless you and your'*'ork. P.G., Cambridge

Prcf. W.H.I'horpe, in "Purpose in a World of Chance"(1978). states that
there is little doubt that no primitive living cells exist on earth. All known
living cells are of enornlous complexitv and "no biologist or physicist has yet
been able to propose even the outlines of a theory as to lrow such a cell nright
have been 'evolved'."

Apparently, also, even if about l-5 billion years is accepted as the age of the
universe. this is nowhere nearly long enough for the first living cell to have
been formed by random activity, such is its 'staggering degree of organisation'
(Thorpe).

The entire Evolution Theory seems thus to depend upon an absolutely
fundamental requirement, the living cell, rvhich cannot be accounted for by
ntodern science and convincingly points to a Creator. 'I'he theory, in other
words. becomes an atheistic srnoke-screen deployed to mask a fact which is of
decisive theistic persuasion. quite irrespectively of whatever merits the Theory
itself nray or may not have.

And Hoyle, no great champron of religion. reckoned that the otlds against its
f<;rntation by chance were enough "to bury Darwin and his whole theory," and
lhat onlv purposeful design could account for it ("Nature". l98l).

Unless there is new knowledge contradicting this, it looks as if the
Creationists rvin harrds down...

T'his point does not seeln to have the publication it deserv'rs, so far as I am
aware. Perhaps a future "Daylight" could take it up? P.C.. Sasse.x.

While I think of rt. a suggestlon f.r"r anyone who writes. It is: to challenge
lhemselves to work a menlion of creationism into rvhatever it is they happen to
be rvriting. I have. tbr instance, ;ust completed a book about the village I live
in, and I nranaged to work in creationism without anv difficulty in connection
with archaeological digs. I wonder if there'll be any comment. lf there is . I'll
takc the opportunit_v to nrention "Daylight"!
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5 'HAVE YE NoT READ..." ALrusloNs ro GENEsls l-l I tN THE

NE\T TESTAMENT. ANTHONY NEVARD

Over forty passages taken from twelve NT books refer to the events of the Book of
Genesis from the Creatian until the Flood- Provides a quick reference to these useful
quotatiors. [Douai-Rtreims version] 8pp Price 40p

[Fir* publistrd m tuylight No. 25, Spring 1998]

6 THE MYSTERY OF THE FATTH MOYEMENT
AHTHoNY NEYARD

Over the past tirrty years, the clerical leaders of this organisatisr in England have
publicly argued that the findings of modem science de,mand that the Chuch must
adopt a new evolutionary theology. Their csrviction despite the credibility gap in
Drwin's dreory is now explained by a claimed pivate revelation from tre Holy
Spirir 12 pp Price 50p

[Fir$ publistred as part of trre article: Theistic Evoldion - the Faith of ow
FutwesT n DaylightNo. 25, Spring 1998 - see wl.drer Spotlight 4 above.l

7 THE ..BIBLE ALONE'' IS NOT ENOUGH
ANswERs To 25 aUESTIONS ON THE HISTORY OF NEW TESTAMENT WHTCH

COMPLETELY REFUTE THE PROTESTANT'S "BIBLE ONLY" THEORY.

Taken from "The Callolic Religion Proved by tle Protestant Bible",lhw answers

ad&ess the major points of contoversy in respect of the doctrine"Sola kriptwd'.
8pp
[Fir* pblished in two parts n Doylight No. 31 nd 32.]

Price 40p

A THE UNIQUENESS OF MAN
ANTHONY NEVARD

[inprcpardionJ

The human body differs physically in dozens of ways from even our zupposed closest

animal relatives. In additiqr are the many mental and spiritual qualities that s€t us

aprt from all ottrer creatures. The evidence is strurgly against fte possibility of
evolution and in favour of man being specially created. l2W Price50p

fihis is an expanded versiur of the article in Daylight 24,19971

Please add 30p for postage on mders under f,3 - post free in UK above f,3.



Spotlighl - Brief articles on Origins and Catholic Dochine

I WHERE I,s EVOLUTION IN CATHOT-Ic TEICHING.
.4NTHoNY NEYARD

Summarises key doctrines and principles from Yatican Councill (1870) up to the
Catechism of Pope Jobn Paul II (194), and $orvs that the evolution of man has
never been part of official Catholic teadting. 4 pp Price 20p

A longc article, Calnlic Doctrircs of Creation and Original Siz, first
published n DaylightNo. 19, Spring 196, 8 pp, is also available Price 40p

2 SoME ROTTEN FRulrS Or EvOUurrOn
ANTHONY NEVARD

Authorities quoted $ow tre damaging efFects of evolution theories ut Science,
Society and Politics, Mmality and Religion, andhow Evolutionism is foundaticrai to
Eugenics, Secular lftrmanism, ldarxism and Nazisn. 4 pp Price 20p

A longe article, Dedly Fntit of Evolutiory first publistred n DayliglrtNo.
23, Spring lW,&pp,is also available Price 4{lp

3 THERE'S NO PLACE LIKE EARTHT
ANTHoNY NEYARD

The uniqueness of our planet isnot confined to its millions of life forms but is found
in the phpical conditions created to make life possible - the positior and influences
of the Sm and Mour, itsrotation mdtilt, gavity, magnetic field, atmosph€re, watef,

and mineral resources. 4 pp Price 20p

[First publi$ed m DaylightNo. 29, Auttmn/Winte 1999.]

4 CaTHoTIC REACTIONS TO DAR\^IINISM
ANTHoNY NEVARD

Ever since dre publication of Origin of Spuies in 1859, evolution was s€en as an
attack on fte Churcl. All decrees by Catholic aufiorities have been, in essence,

opposd to it. Quotations from 1860 to 1996 $ow that Modemists have igrored the,na

oittrepresumption ftat evolutim is a scientifically prove,n fact. 8 pp Price 40p

A lmge rticle, Tlteistic Ewluion - tlv Faith of our Futwes? was
published m DaylightNo. 25, Spring 1998 and Clvistian Order, vol. 39, No &9,
Aug/Sept 1998. This version" under ttretrtle Tlcistic Evolution and tlre tiystery of
FAITH (28 pp) is also available. Price ll


