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EDITORIAL

One of the first publications I ever read
on the Creation/Evolution debate,
written from a Catholic position, was
the late Wallace Johnson’s “The Case
Against Evolution” (1976), which begins
with this quotation:

“Every attack on the Christan Faith
made today has, as its basis, the doctrine
of evolution.” (Newman Watts, author

of “Britain Without God.”)

Thanks to the Internet, I have recently
managed to locate and purchase a copy
of this rare book from the USA.
Published in 1935, it firstly details the

anti-religious  influences rooted in
Russian Communism, Socialist
‘Freethinkers” and British atheism,

especially the activities of the National
Secular Society and the Rationalist
Press Association. No-one who seeks an
explanation for how Evolutionism and
scientific  materialism have gained
control of the media and education
should underestimate the extent to
which the widespread circulation of
their ~publications has relentlessly
attacked  Christian  doctrine  and
morality, as found in the millions of
copies of “The Thinker’s Library”.
Such writers included Prof. Julian
Huxley, H.G.Wells, Sir Arthur Keith,
Ernst Haeckel, Bertrand Russell,
Arnold Bennett, Prof. J.B.S.Haldane.,
Prof. Aldous Huxley, Prof. C.E.M.Joad,
J.B. Priestley, G. Bernard Shaw.

The quoted extract comes from the
chapter devoted to science, which is
reprinted in this issue. Watts, writing
under the pseudonym “A London
Journalist”, follows with chapters on
Literature, Art and Modernism 1n
religion. The last third of the book
develops his ideas for a counter-attack.,
primarily through education and
Church action. “If there are any people
in Great Britain who believe that the
scientific theory of evolution is not
taught in State schools in such a way as
to bring discredit upon and foster
disbelief in the Bible and religion, well,
they are quite at liberty to bury their
heads in the sand and refuse to admit
the facts, but that does not lessen the
danger.” [p.106].

I hope you find the extract interesting,
though written nearly seventy years ago.
Newman Watts (“A London Journalist™)
later wrote a book entitled: “Why Be An
Ape?” [1936, Marshall, Morgan and
Scott, London]| attacking evolutionism,
but I have so far been unable to trace a
copy on sale. It 1s, however, published
online at:
www.picknowl.com.au/homepages/rlister
See ‘Bible Study / Creation-Evolution’.
Warming:  the site also ncludes offenswe
anti-Catholic material.

I would be pleased to purchase a copy if
any reader can help, with a view to
possible republication of extracts.
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aatholic Bishop upholds Catholic

eaching on Creation!

t 1s most encouraging to read the article
yy His Lordship Bishop Andreas Laun,
. member of the Austrian hierarchy, in
vhich he cogently argues the case for
ejecting the notion of integrating
volutionism with Christianity. Despite
he widespread acceptance of the idea
mong prominent modern theologians,
Jishop Laun shows that there are
undamental contradictions between the
rinciples of evolution and the Catholic
faith. This article 1s, to my knowledge,
he only public rebuttal of theistic
volution by a member of the
piscopacy since Cardinal Ruffini’s
ook, “The Theory of Evolution Judged
yy Reason and Faith” (1959).

1is Lordship is not deterred from
dopting this position by the supposed
upport of evolution by Pope John Paul
I, but shows that the famous ‘Message
o the Pontifical Academy of Sciences’
hould not be considered an automatic
ndorsement of the theology of Teihard
le Chardin or Karl Rahner. In view of
he widespread misunderstanding of this
nessage, assisted by biased reporting of
he message at the time, it may be
ielpful to read in this issue the full text
f that statement, together with the
ommentary by Prof. Maciej Giertych,
vhich was published as a pamphlet in
\ustralia by Newman Graduate
ducation.

If just one Bishop can see the
importance of this issue, perhaps others
could also. It 1s now ten years since I
wrote to all the Bishops of England and
Wales (and eight years ago to those of
Scotland and Ireland) to inform them of
our movement (Daylight) of clergy,
scientists and layfolk who were seeking
their support in re-educating the faithful
in the traditional doctrines relating to
our origins. I received only a handful of
brief replies, but no opposition. Many
of the Hierarchy in Britain have
changed since then, and I intend to mail
about 72 Bishops with another letter
and copy of Daylight. I estimate that
this will cost around /200, which will

need to come from extra donations.
Subscriptions

Subscriptions were last increased in
September 1995, from £5 to £8 a year
(4 copies). As I mentioned in the last
issue, I now intend to publish three
issues a year (expanded from 28 to 40
inner pages). Printing and postage costs
have therefore much increased. The
price to receive three copies by mail is
now £10. I am reluctant to put off
potential subscribers by raising it
further. Please bear in mind that this is a
voluntary non-profit organisation and
has only previously stayed solvent
through your generous donations.

God bless you for your support!

A. Nevard
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Genesis : Myth or History?
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Are all human beings descendants of Adam and Eve?

Was Eve really created from Adam’s side?

Where did Cain get his wife?

Was Noah's Flood a global flood or a local flood?

Did the variety of human languages originate with the Tower of Babel?

How do the answers to thesae questions relats o the current crisis of faith and morals?

Find out the answers and bring your questions to

i TAPHTORET e, W £ 03 Ao . : ekl
The Third International Catholic Conference on Creation

Christendom College, Front Royal, Virginia

October 15-17, 2004
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Confirmed speakers are experts in theology, philosophy and natural science

Fr. Brian Harrison Fr. James Anderson Fr. Victor Warkulwiz
Mr. Gerry Matatics Dr. Robert Bennett Dr. Joseph Strada Mr. Robert Sungenis
Dr. Joseph Mastropaolo Dr. Robin Bernhoft Mr. Guy Berthault Mr. Salvatore Ciresi

Conference information and registration forms are available at the Kolbe Center website
www kolbecenter.org or contact

Hugh Owen, Director
The Kolbe Center for the Study of Creation
301 S. Main St., Woodstock, VA 22664

(540) 459-8334 E-mail: howen(@shentel.net
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Evolution and Creationism - Theological Considerations

by

Bishop Andreas Laun

n the face of the fact that it is almost
mpossible today to question the
mnipresent theory of evolution, R.
spaemann spoke of the “modern veto
f freedom of thought”. It seems to be
yarticularly despicable if a theologian
ffers his opinion and refuses to burn
ncense, the incense of the defeated, to
he dogma "Everything is evolution!"
Nevertheless, the time may well be
ipproaching when this myth comes to
he end 1t deserves, and it 1s once more
ossible  to  test  the
mpartially according to the Pauline
rinciple: Test all things; hold fast what s
ood. (1 Th. 5,21). Reject what is bad!

arguments

. Concepts

[he term “evolution” in general means
levelopment, but it can refer to various
pecific propositions. I shall refrain
rom a detailed differentiation and

estrict myself to three possible
neanings:

- Materialistic ~ “evolution”:  all
differentiation of matter has arisen
simply  through  evolution, in

particular the realm of the living,
including Man. I am referring here
to macro-evolution, 1.e. the jump to

another species, and not
micro-evolution within a species, the
existence of which 1s not in dispute.

- the “theistic” theory of evolution:
God has called the world into being
and has set within it that potentiality
from  which  everything  has
developed, including Man.

- the theory of evolution “acceptable
to  Catholics”:  everything  has
developed from matter which God
has created, or from the primeval cell
created by God, apart from the
immortal soul of Man, which 1s

created by God.

II. A Note on the Competence of

Theologians

It is good to clarify from the start what
theologians can do and what they
cannot:

Theologians can only answer those
questions which are in some way or
other contained in the Divine
revelation or which are indissolubly
connected with 1it. It follows that
theologians cannot judge on the basis
of theological criteria whether an
elephant would climb out of a pond
containing frogs, if one only stood for
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long enough - for millions of years - at
the water’s edge and waited. But they
do of course have the right to consider
the stringency of the proofs for the
theory of evolution and to question
them.

Theologians like to enter into
interdisciplinary  dialogue and to
meditate on the theories of the natural
sciences; sometimes they integrate
propositions of another discipline into
their thinking. These may, however,
later turn out to be false, without the
error having been made by the
theologian.

It is also important for theologians
not to stand still in the interdisciplinary
discussion. That means that if they
have integrated elements from other
sclences into their presentations they
must also discard them if it should be
shown that these propositions are false.

A particularly important duty of the
theologian 1s to raise objections if
someone links scientific facts to
ideological interpretations which are
not supported by those facts. He may
also raise objections when he observes
methodical errors in the work of a
colleague of the other scientific
discipline. In such criticism the
theologian, like every other scientist,
uses that same logic which 1is the
foundation of all thinking.

It should finally be acknowledged
that theologians are completely open
towards science. In fact it i1s one of the
“dogmas” of Catholic theology that

there 1s no antithesis between reason

and faith and that it 1s impossible that
there should be. There is today a
greater danger that theologians accept
a scientific theory too quickly than that
they  reject it  without  due
consideration.

Theologians do not have a tendency
to assert a direct act of God. They too
in the first instance assume natural
causes for an unexplained
phenomenon (such as the origin of
animals) rather than a particular
creative act of God, until the opposite
1s shown to be true.

III. The Theory of Evolution

“Acceptable to Catholics”

Evolution instead of faith in God and
creation! Historically the teaching on
macro-evolution was combined with
the triumphant cry, “We do not need
God 1n order to explain the world; we
have another, natural “explanation”
available: evolution.” Dawkins wrote in
1986, “Darwin enabled the ‘atheists to
be intellectually satisfied’, because at
last he had an explanation for the
origin of species which did not require
belief in God.” Dawkins thereby stands
in the tradition of J. Huxley, who, in
his speech on the occasion of the
centenary celebrations of Darwin’s
Origin of Species in 1959 said,
“In evolutionary thought there is no
need and no more place for the
supernatural. The earth was not
created, 1t developed through
evolution So all plants and
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animals on the earth are also
products of evolution — we too, spirit,
reason and soul, brain and body.
Religion too arose as a process of
... Evolutionary Man can
no longer find refuge in the arms of a
deified father figure invented by
himself.”

What senseless but also bad
onsequences can follow from this way
f thinking is demonstrated by the idea
vhich has been seriously put forward
hat adultery is in accord with the law
f evolution because the genes of the
dulterer thereby gain an advantage
or themselves ...

If anyone thinks that this radical
heory of evolution is harmless, he
hould remember that Hitler was a
onvinced  Darwinist.  He
onvinced of the doctrine of “nature”,
hat the principle of selection ruled it,
hat the stronger wins and the weaker
s defeated. He therefore held war to be
n unchangeable law of life — and he
.cted on his beliefs!

How sure of themselves the
volutionists are and how hard it will
e to enter into discussion with them 1is
hown by the remark of Dawkins,
You can say with complete certainty
hat, if you meet anyone who claims
10t to believe in evolution, he 1s either
gnorant, stupid or crazy (or evil, but I
vould prefer not to consider that
yossibility).”

Further examples can easily be
ound. It is always the same picture:
sod and his creative work are replaced

evolution

was

by evolution — it 1s a central thought of
the spirit of the time, present and
dominating in all the media and
sciences. Evolution instead of creation
— that 1s a declaration of war against
faith which cannot fail to engender
rejection by theologians and the
Church.

And today? Is the battle over, and 1if
so, who has won and who has lost? It
might appear that the Church has
finally surrendered to “science” and
got into line. No less than John Paul II
said not long ago to the members of
the Pontifical Academy of Science that
the theory of evolution is “more than a
hypothesis”. Because many people are
not used to listening exactly there was a
degree of excitement in the public and
sharp-tongued people asked, “Is the
pope a heretic?” Others thought he
had now finally “conceded” that Man
1s descended from the ape. The facts of
the matter are different and can be
explained by a closer consideration of
the development of Church teaching:

1. Pius XII in Humani Generis

Pius XII, having warned against the
theory of evolution and other errors of
his time, continued, “Now Catholic
theologians ... cannot afford to ignore
or neglect these more or less erroneous
opinions. Rather they must come to
understand these same theories well,
both because diseases are not properly
treated unless they are rightly
diagnosed, and because sometimes

page 7



Daylight Number 34

even 1n these false theories a certain
amount of truth 1s contained, and,
finally, because these theories provoke
more subtle discussion and evaluation
of  philosophical and theological
truths.” (HG 9)

2. Theological Acceptance of the
Theory of Evolution:
K. Rahner and P. Teilhard de Chardin

The theologians accepted the challenge
of Pius XII and some have attempted
to reconcile the theory of evolution
with the faith of the Church. In this
context the two Jesuits P. Teilhard de
Chardin and K. Rahner are to be
mentioned. Whereas Teilhard de
Chardin seems rather to have fallen
into oblivion, Rahner’s theory has been
widely accepted. For Karl Rahner,
and that was the impression of many,
finally freed the theologians from the
unpleasant  position of  supposed
backwardness with regard to the
dominant theory of evolution. Since
Pius XII had laid down that it was
permitted  to  contemplate  the
development of the body from living
matter (HG 36), Rahner developed the
concept of “self-transcendence”, the
idea that a being can grow beyond
itself. The first being would then bring
forth a second being, the nature of
which would be different and even
“higher” than that of the first being.
Or to put 1t clearly by means of an
example: birds have descended from
creatures which are not birds. Rahner

surely sensed the irrationality of this
proposition, since he added, “This
self-transcendence 1s a causa secunda, a
secondary cause, which assumes the
primary causation of God. Several
theologians accepted this idea, which 1s
referred to in standard
theological text books.

several

3. The Comment Expressed by
John Paul II

The pope did in fact describe the
theory of evolution as “more than a
hypothesis”. To deduce from this that
one must now as a Catholic “believe”
in it and may not question it, is entirely
false:

First of all, the pope speaks only in a
very general way of “new perceptions”,
which support the idea of evolution,
but does not say what “perceptions” he
means. In addition, his reference to the
high degree of acceptance of the theory
of evolution 1s in its nature of low value
as an authoritative argument — in the
estimation of Thomas Aquinas the
weakest of all arguments in science.

Secondly the pope assigns the theory
of evolution to the realm of
epistemology and thereby upso facto
declines to be responsible for its
evaluation.

Thirdly, he reckons with the
possibility that it might prove to be
unsuitable and that it would then have
to be “reconsidered”.

Fourthly, he points out the various
meanings  which  the  concept
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‘evolution” can have, and does not tie
11s statement to one particular concept.
Fifthly the pope states clearly what
he competence of the Magsterium
efers to: the nature of Man. In respect
o this he cites Pius XII with the
entence, “The origin of the human
ody comes through living matter
vhich existed previously, the spiritual
oul 1s created directly by God.” (HG
6) John Paul II continues, “As a
esult, the theories of evolution which,
ecause of the philosophies which
nspire them, regard the spirit either as
merging from the forces of living
natter, or as a simple epiphenomenon
f that matter, are incompatible with
he truth about man.”
Nith this statement he has done the
ame as Pius XII has done: he rejects
he atheistic theory of evolution and
eaves the question — which 1s of no
onsequence for faith — of whether new
lants or animals could come into
xistence, to the natural sciences.

. The Catholic Evaluation of the
[eaching on Evolution

[he Catholic attitude can be described
yy the following propositions:
- The Church permanently rejects the
theistic-materialistic  form  of  the
eaching on evolution — evolution
nstead of God — as a matter of course,
s it always has done.

The theologically possible
yroposition 18 that there could have

only

been an evolution of life up to Man,
even including the human body.

— From the point of view of faith the
idea that the soul could have developed
from matter is out of the question. In
the Catechism (366) it states very
clearly, “The Church teaches that
every spiritual soul i1s  created
immediately by God — it is not
‘produced’ by the parents.”

— It does not follow from the
theological possibility of evolution in
the realm of the living that the
proposition is either true or false. It can
be  “theologically  possible”  and
nevertheless a gigantic scientific or
philosophical error. The belief that the
earth 13 a disc and a thousand other
scientific theories were and still are

compatible with faith and were
nevertheless false or can be false.

- K. Rahner’s theory of
“self-transcendence” may well be

precisely this: theologically possible,
but philosophical nonsense and, in the
light of the criticism of the teaching on
evolution which is arising at the present
time, completely unnecessary. It should
be abandoned as soon as possible. For
self-transcendence explains nothing at
all; 1t 1s a mere assertion and at the
most a further enunciation of what has
to be explained, the
multiplicity of species.

namely

IV. A New Orientation of

Theology
In the light of the present situation the

theologian, in the sense explained by
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Pius XII and also by John Paul II
should be concerning himself with the
following projects:

First he should endeavour to
demonstrate with all clarity the
weakness and erroneousness of that
“theory of evolution” which connects
the scientific proposition of the origin
of species with the metaphysical
assertion of atheism in an inadmissible
manner. He should above all point out
the following:

The atheist and the materialist are
necessarily mm a bad position, which
actually forces them into subjectivity.
For, if God does not exist, they have to
assert that everything has evolved.
That means that their atheistic
prejudice takes away their scientific
freedom. They must assert the truth of
evolution in the face of all the evidence
and without any real proofs. If atheists
assume the existence of a “primeval
cell” they have simply pushed the
problem onto the “primeval cell”, but
they have not solved it. For they are
left with the question, “Where does the
primeval cell come from?”

Secondly the theologians should take
up the criticism which has been
recently formulated and proved and
which shows that evolution really is
impossible. Darwin himself said, “If it
could be proved that some kind of
complex organ exists, which could not
possibly have come into existence
through many small changes following
on one another, then my theory would
completely collapse.” But since then it

has long been shown that not just one
but many such organs exist, which,
according to Darwin’s own conviction,
refute his theory. I shall name just two
examples which have particularly
impressed me.

— The “bombardier” ground beetle
(Brachynus crepitans): this creature has an
incredibly astonishing defence
mechanism, and careful consideration
shows that i1t 13 absolutely impossible
that this creature could have developed
in an “evolutionary” manner in small
steps.

— The electro-motor of bacteria: as
Scherer shows, there are bacteria
which use a real electro-motor to
propel themselves. Again, it 1Is
absolutely impossible that these motors
could have developed in the small steps
of evolution, just as impossible as the
famous example of the ape, which
would by chance write the works of
Shakespeare in millions of years ...

I come to the following conclusion:
the theologians should take leave of the
theory of evolution ‘“acceptable to
Catholics” and in consequence write a
new presentation of the teaching of
creation — without being caught up in
an antiquated theory and without
philosophically untenable fantasies.
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ANTI-RELIGIOUS INFLUENCE IN SCIENCE
Newman Waits

Quite independent of any specific
organisations or institutions there exists
in the world at large, and not the least
in our own country, a powerful and
subtle anti-God and anti-religious
force.

In the case of Communism there is a
definite and pronounced hatred of God
and religion. This feeling is not so
evident among the rationalists. But in
considering the anti-religious influence
among the devotees of science, it
would, perhaps, be true to say that
little animosity or opposition to religion
1s intended. This does not, however,
the force of the subversive influence; 1n
fact, it renders it all the more powerful.

The scientist, we suppose, carries on
his research with an honest effort to rid
himself of preconceived opinions, to
keep a perfectly open mind to new
evidence. But he has only to suggest a
claim to a novel discovery and the
newspaper reporter comes along eager,
not only to get the news, but to put his
own construction on its significance.
Can the scientist be blamed for the
misconceptions, misrepresentations,
and misapplications of lay minds?

Not only so, but the newspaper
editor realises that there is news in the
fight between religion and science, and,
as the novel 1s always the popular side,
science nearly always gets the biscuit in

any publicity given in the newspapers.
And the general public forget that
publicity 1s not evidence.

Science has done no harm to religion
by her “proved conclusions.” She has
done considerable harm, however, by
her hypothetical anticipations.  To
llustrate this 1 will quote a passage
from Sir Oliver Lodge's Man and the
Unuverse : “It 13 difficult to resist yielding
to the bent and trend of  ‘modern
science,” as well as to its proved
conclusions. . . . There can be no doubt
about the tendency of orthodox science
at the present time. It suggests to us
that the Cosmos 1s self-explanatory,
self-contained, and self~-maintaining.
From everlasting to everlasting the
material universe rolls on, composing
worlds and dis-integrating them,
producing vegetable beauty and
destroying 1t, evolving intelligent
animal life, developing 1t into a
self-conscious human race and then
plunging it once more iInto
annthilation. I apprehend that
there i1s not a biologist but believes
(perhaps quite erroneously) that sooner
or later the discovery will be made, and
that a cell discharging all the essential
functions of life will be constructed out
of 1Inorganic material.” This 1is
confirmed by a statement made in an

article by Mr. Gerald Heard (News
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hronicle,  September 27, 1934).
suggesting what we may hope to know
'00 years hence, he writes : “How by
adiation to make food and by control
f delicate electric fields to build up
iving cells and living bodies out of
hemicals.”

The writer of the Epistle to the
Iebrews said “by faith we understand
hat the worlds were framed by the
vord of God,” but that faith - religious
aith - has to a large extent passed
way, and its place has been taken by
nother faith - scientific faith. Belief in
Jiblical creation has not been
lestroyed by scientific proof but by
cientific belief - that 1s, scientific
iypothetical anticipation, theory which
cientists hope one day to prove by
esearch and discovery.

It must be admitted that thousands
f ordinary folk cannot - or, at least, do
ot -distinguish between what the
cientist has proved by research and
liscovery and what he hopes to prove,
ut at present gives forth as his
cientific theory. “No one knows,"
vrites Professor J. B. S. Haldane (News
hronicle, December 29, 1933),” what
vill be discovered in 1934, but anyone
vho reads the scientific press can form
. shrewd 1dea of some of the things
vhich scientists will try to  discover.”
ixactly ! “Irying to discover” the
nfluenza virus, or a new drug, is
.dmirable work, but many scientists
re trying to discover evidence for a
heory which they themselves have
alked about so much that they have

deluded nearly the whole world,
including themselves, into the belief
that the theory is already a fact.

Soon after the famous Tennessee
trial 1n 1925, the Rt. Rev. H. H.
Henson, Bishop of Durham, called
attention to  the necessity of
distinguishing these two things in the
words: “The fact that Religion cannot
be reconciled with certain
quasi-philosophical  theories  which
masquerade under the name of science
need not prove that there is any real
conflict between religion and science.”

Now 1t must be admitted that a large
percentage of scientists have lost all
belief, if they ever had such belief, in
God as Creator, Jesus Christ as
Redeemer, and in man as an immortal
soul. In most scientific lectures the
Divine 1s eliminated by silence, and if
God's Name is mentioned at all it is
merely used as a figure of speech and
not as an indication of belief in a
personal Deity.

Professor Leuba, in his book 7he
Psychology of Religious Mpysticism, states
that among American men of science
believers in God among Physicists
amounted to 50 per cent, among
Biologists 39, Sociologists 29, and
Psychologists 32 per cent. Among
these names some have a star attached,
to indicate their greater distinction in
science, and among these the numbers
come out: among Physicists 34
believers per 100, Biologists 17,
Sociologists 19, and Psychologists 13
per 100.
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In 1933, however, Professor Leuba
made another investigation, and in an
article in Harper's Magazine for August
gave the result. Among the lesser men
of science believers in God had fallen
from 50 per 100 to 43 ; Biologists from
39 to 31 ; Sociologists had gained 1,
but Psychologists had dropped from 32
to 13 ! Among the greater scientists the
34 believers among Physicists in 1914
had dropped to 17 in 1933 ; among
Biologists 17 to 12 ; Sociologists 19 to
13 ; and Psychologists 13 to 12.%

Is it any wonder that the Freethinker,
quoting these figures, says : “Slowly but
surely belief in the supernatural 1s
dying, for what the scientist is thinking
to-day the people will be thinking
to-morrow.”

There 1s no evidence that our British
scientists are much different from the
American.
judge from the publicity given to
certain well-known scientists in Great
Britain, most of the influence in British
journalism and literature is given to
those whose veiled agnosticism or
blatant atheism is manifest in all their
writings. Professor Julian Huxley, in
Religion Without Revelation, dismisses 1in
one paragraph the belief in a personal
God. The empty pessimism of the
Godless universe of modern science 1s

revealed in H. G. Wells’ Science of Life,

In any case, if we may

* Prof.  Leuba's writings show a
decidedly prejudiced attitude against
religion, which bias may somewhat
affect the validity of these figures.

in which he asserts : “Man is an
inhabitant of a thin rind on a negligible
detached blob of matter belonging to
one among many millions of stars, in
one among many island universes.”
Or in Bertrand Russell's philosophy of
human Iife it is summarised in the
words :  “The life of man 1s a long
march through the night, surrounded
by invisible foes, tortured by weariness
and pain, towards a goal that few can
hope to reach and where none may
tarry long.”

Professor J. B. S. Haldane, the
eminent Cambridge biologist, in one of
his published essays, calls science his
religion. He writes: “I find in science
and art, and in an attempt to lead a
good life, all the religion I want.” The
underlying atheism and materialism of
so many popular writers whose names
are connected with
creeps into view in almost all their
literary effusions.  The religion of
Professor Aldous Huxley's Brave New
World 1s 1dentified with sex and
practised on the lines of the most
disreputable of emotional revivalism.
An article by the same writer in the
daily press on the subject of the
sterilisation of the unfit, regarded man
as a higher brand of cattle,
distinguished from other animals
mainly by superior cunning. Behind
this conception was, of course, the
assumption that the physical was of
primary importance, the mental
second, and the spiritual nowhere. I
could go on quoting from scientists in

various sclences
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sther fields, whose blatant atheism 1s
vell known. Many others who pose as
cientists and make a great show of
mowledge of scientific data are more
atrageous in their language. One of
oseph McCabe's crude attacks on
eligion in the name of science is
.dvertised in the following terms
“The subject 1s handled in a scholarly
nd fashion  from the
Qationalistic  standpoint  and 18
alculated to shake the faith of the
nost devout Christian.”

It 1s surely not without significance
hat in Professor Leuba's investigation
nentioned a few pages back, the
>sychologists should figure a greater
ercentage of sceptics with regard to
eligion than Physicists, Biologists or
sociologists. In 1933, among lesser
nen of science, Psychologists who were
relievers numbered only 13 per cent.,
nd among the greater men of science
mly 12 per cent. This must surely
rove that the more man studies
iumself, looking at himself as having
riginated by natural processes alone
nd not as having originated by the
reation of God and as “living, moving
nd having his being in God,” the
nore unnecessary God and religion
recome 1in the scheme of life.

C. E. M. Joad, in The Present and
uture  of  Relgion, after giving a
ummary of the different accounts of
he origin, growth and function of
eligion, states emphatically that “the
nodern psychological and sociological
reatment of the subject is, on the

mcisive

whole, markedly hostile to religion.”
“Moral considerations,” he avers in
explanation,  “deprived of their
supernatural  backing, lose their
accustomed force. . . . The incentive to
act rightly because it is pleasing to God
is removed by scepticism as to His
existence ; the incentive to act rightly
because we ought to do good for its
own sake 1s destroyed by the practical
fatalism of the new psychology. . . .
Moral scepticism is at once the parent
and the offspring of
scepticism. . . . Nothing, it appears, 13
worth taking trouble about ; the
universe 1s not worshipful and no
elements in it are worshipful ; therefore
there 1s no point in taking trouble
about it. . . . Thus scepticism in matters
of belief and fatalism in matters of
conduct go hand in hand.” Thus he
concludes : “Religious belief 13 rapidly
and palpably on the decline. Young
people in particular are either
indifferent to religion or hostile to it.
For the first time in history there is
coming to maturity a generation of
men and women who have no religion,
and feel no need of one. They are
content to ignore it. Also they are very
unhappy and the suicide rate 1is
abnormally high.”

According to modern psychology,
man was not made in the likeness of
God, but in the likeness of the beast.
He inherits no Divine virtues but many
bestial tendencies. His religion arises
not from any spiritual communion with
his Creator but has its roots in

religious
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primitive  fears, frustrated sexual
desires, and human vanity. Religious
beliefs, some psychologists aver, are
derived from the Oedipus complex and
spring from tainted motives. Prayer 1s
auto-suggestion and God 1s the man
the cannot  find
elsewhere. Naturally, such views of
religion are eagerly adopted by those
young people who want to rationalise
their scepticism in belief and their lack
of morality in conduct.

One crucial aspect of this matter
must be mentioned before I proceed to
a review of literature and art.
Practically the whole of the argument
against God and religion as it comes
from the realm of science is in some
way based on the theory of evolution,
and, what 1s atheistic and
evolutionary propaganda, when it
addresses itself to the ordinary reader,
persists in using every argument which
from time immemorial has been urged
against the existence of God, no matter
how effectively that argument has been
exploded.

Theory succeeds theory so rapidly in
the world of science that, apologising to
the British Association for not having
his paper printed, one scientist said
that “anything printed 1is ipso facto
out-of-date.” Eddington concludes a
survey of the latest theories in physics
thus : “We have turned a corner in the
path of progress and our ignorance
stands revealed before us, appalling
and insistent.” (7The Nature of the Physical
World.) And yet The Proof of Evolution, a

virgin -~ mystic

more,

typical materialistic tract by John H.
Dietrich, published in 1930, is said to
reflect the scientific attitude of 1880.
Darwin's Orgin of Species, first issued in
1859, 1s still sold and boosted as a
scientific work, in spite of the fact that
most of its arguments have been given
up by prominent present-day scientists.
There 1s not a shadow of doubt that its
amazing success was due very largely
to its materialistic appeal.

It may safely be said that any
sclentist who dares to question
evolution would be laughed at as surely
as any theologian who preached a
material hell-fire for unrepentant
sinners. McCQGabe says, in The Triumph
of Evolution, that opponents of evolution
are men who have “closed their
minds,” who “read no modern books.”
Paul Shorey, one of the leaders of the
new humanism and certainly not
friendly to the orthodox Christian
faith, characterised the arrogance of
the advocates of evolution thus
“There 18 no cause that 13 so immune
from criticism to-day, that is so sacred
a cow, not only in the newspaper
offices but in the universities of the
North, as evolution with the capital E.
An ambitious young professor may
safely assaill Christianity, or the
Constitution of the United States, or
George  Washington, or female
chastity, or private
property. But he must not apologise
for Bryan. That would be
intolerance, lack of sense of proportion,
failure in open-mindedness, unfaith in

marriage, oOr
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yrogress. It 13 not done.” (Atlantic
onthly, 1928.)
And vyet what are the facts?

rofessor Theodore Graebner, in God
nd the Cosmos, gives a list of thirty-five
volutionary theories. “The very term
wvolution,” he writes, “is one which we
nay hope in vain to find a definition
vhich 1s acceptable to every scientist
vho has proposed some scheme by
vhich, in his opinion, the evolution of
lants and animals has come about. It
vould puzzle the scientists to point out

. theological battlefield exhibiting
nore uncertainty, obscurity,
lissension, assumption, and fallacy,

han their own. There 1s not a single
oint where they all agree.”

Dr. W. Emerson Ritter, professor of
oology in the University of California,
tates (Science, April 4, 1922) that “he
an see signs that the whole battlefield
f evolution will have to be fought over
igain, this time not so much between
cientists and theologians as among
cientists themselves.”

I well remember, as a young man,
musing myself by going through
oseph McCabe's book on FEvolution
ounting up the number of times the
vords “if,”  “but,” and “hypothesis”
vere used. I am not surprised to find
omeone did it before me, who asserts
hat the phrase “we may well suppose”
ccurs more than 800 times in
Jarwin's two principal books. I am
ather 1inclined to agree with the
rerdict of that patient lover of figures
vhen he says “Evolution is the most

glaring  example of  unblushing
guesswork ever foisted on the public in
the name of science.”

Huxley, though an enthusiastic
champion of evolution, once wrote,
“Our acceptance of the Darwinian
hypothesis must remain provisional so
long as one link in the chain of
evidence 1s wanting.” One link ? Why !
no one who reads books on evolution
can fail to realise that it i1s not a
question of one link. Links without
number are missing. Think of the
audacity of calling the Heidelberg man
a link. It 1s but the fragment of a lower
jaw. Far from being evidence for
evolution, 1t 15  merely an
unwarrantable attempt to bolster up an
untenable theory with the flimsiest of
evidence.  No  such
guesswork would be tolerated in any
other branch of science. And such
samples could be multiplied ad &b. Too
many people reserve their scepticism
for the sphere in which religion is the
teacher, while in the presence of
scientific  guesswork they are as
innocent and simple in their receptivity
as infants.

But why drag this controversy into
this book, you may ask?  Simply
because 1t is vital to the issue at stake.
Evolution pushes God but of the
universe. It enables the assumption of
« self-explanatory,

monstrous

a COSMos
self-contained, and self-maintaining,” a
cosmos which demands no First Cause,
no Divine Upholder. The writings of
Rationalists all point to evolution as
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the basis of a Godless universe. And
the fact that the theory retains its
popularity, i spite of the flimsy
evidence on which it is based and the
failure of scientists to  produce
confirmation of their hypotheses, 1s
evidence  that  the
materialism which gave it its first
popularity 1s the basis of the
continuance of its acceptance in the
realm of common thought.

The 1933 Report of the Christian
Evidence Society states that the Society
has obtained through a questionnaire
the information that 142 Fellows of the
Royal Society believe that the theory of
evolution 18 consistent with belief in a
Creator and only six took the opposite
view. This,
satisfactory, for it simply means that a
percentage of evolutionists have given
up the hope of ever finding a complete
explanation of the origin of the
universe on an evolutionary basis, so
they fall back on the idea of God as
supplying a First Cause. This 1s not a
belief in a Creator, it 1s only a belief in
a mental stop-gap. It i1s nothing more
than making the idea of God a
postulate for the origin of things ; He
would be a Creator who didn't create
anything.

The Genesis account of creation
only uses the term “creation” three
times. Once in the first verse (and
presumably these scientists agree here)
; then when sentient life first appeared,
and again when man was formed.

Most people, and probably some

underlying

however, 1s not quite

scientists who never trouble to read the
Bible, have the idea that the story says
that God created light, space, the sun
and moon, etc. The Biblical account,
it 1s generally agreed, leaves room for
certain evolutionary processes, but at
the same time gives God a definite
place in His universe, and especially a
definite relationship with mankind.

What cannot be denied is that the
theory of evolution as popularly taught
has provided the rationalist with a
useful argument against the existence
of God, and particularly against the
truth of the Bible record, and this has
done much to overthrow popular belief
in God and the Bible.

In view of the failure of evolutionists
to prove their theory, it is a tragic
shame that our newspapers,
magazines, bookstalls, and libraries, as
well as our lecture rooms, pour out a
continuous stream of Godless “science”
until it can be said with obvious truth
what Machen avers in Christianity and
Liberalism : ““The change 1s nothing less
than the substitution of paganism for
Christianity as the dominant view of
life. Seventy-five years ago Western
civilisation, despite inconsistencies, was
still prominently Christian ; to-day it 1s
predominantly pagan.” And C. E. M.
Joad (The Present and Future of Religion)
expresses the opinion that “it seems
not unlikely that science will deliver the
coup de grace to organised Christianity
within the next hundred years. It is
probable, however, that the services of
the English Churches will still retain an
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nterest for overseas visitors for many
ears to come, and 1t 1s quite
onceivable that the Church, 1n
ompany with the House of Commons
nd the Royal Family, may ultimately
e subsidised as a picturesque survival
yy a syndicate of American millionaires
entimentally anxious to retain links
vith the past.”

From: Britain Without God — An Exposure
of Anti-Godism by a ‘A London
Journalist’ (Newman Watts), (1935),

© The Lutterworth Press, London.

Reprinted with permission.

e
LD e e M e T
prirEiiwraesdemesge s iy
R R RS R A VY x

i s
Y _ 3
¢
Ao
i PR ol
& e s R £ xl.:-:“'f.

ClART spowine THE ['BOGRLSS OF THE Nmw
ArnFry MOVEMERT BINCE LG

T
«vwaw%s%&mgg-ﬁ i

5
S
e
i
3

I
&
2 g
i i
-l
Ey
b1
e fR R buR sy

Y
w&gs mmg.;& =]
e et HRLISTELR

o)
*«-{3»-_4
Bl

FEECER LA |
g e

e
e

e

WorLn-wioE ATHTIZM, 1953,

page 19



Daylight Number 34

Creation Ex Nihilo

Peter Wilders

Strange that the doctrine of Creation
'out of nothing' (ex nihilo mm Latin)
should have endured nearly eight
hundred years before meeting the
strenuous  resistance 1t encounters
today. This basic tenet of the Church's
magisterium  was never seriously
questioned until mid-20th century. At
that time, most theologians recognised
the doctrine presented a problem, but

nevertheless gave it  unqualified
acceptance.
The situation has changed. The

majority now reckon it impossible to
accept 1t in 1its original form, the reason
being its flagrant incompatibility with
the Theory of Evolution, a theory
(though most  Catholic
theologians have come to accept.

unproven)

The ex nihilo dogma

Ex mihilo Creation was dogmatically
defined in 1215 at Lateran IV, the
twelfth ecumenical council, sometimes
referred to as the Great Council. It 1s
confirmed under sections 296-298 of
the Catechism of the Catholic Church.
It declares, in Chapter I of the Council
document entitled The Catholic Fuauth
that God 1s:

creator of all visible and uvisible things, of
the spiritual and of the corporal; who by His
own omnipotent power at once from the
beginming of time created each creature
Sfrom  nothing, spinitual and  corporal,
namely, angelic and mundane, and finally
the human, constituted as 1t were, alike of

the spirit and the body.

This article of faith has solemnly
echoed through subsequent ecumenical
councils. In canon 5 of Vatican I
(1869-70) the words ‘whole substance’ (i.e.
both as to matter as well as to form)
were mentioned, which adds
more to its clarity:

cven

If anyone does not confess that the world
and all things which are contained i 1,
both spiritual and material, as regards
their whole substance, have been
produced by God from nothing -
let him be anathema (canon D).

This canon contrasts sharply with the
hypothesis that God created a chemical
particle, which gradually developed
into a single cell, which evolved into a
complex cell, which transformed itself
into an invertebrate which developed
into a vertebrate, which through
further = multaple  transformations
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volved into man. It is evident that if
ach species evolved from another
pecies, each distinct species could not
1ave been created out of nothing in its
vhole substance.

r  Peter Fehlner', a dogmatic
heologian who has wundertaken a
pecial study of the magisterial

eaching on creation, concludes that
elief in evolution has eclipsed the
mportance of metaphysics in modern
heology. An understanding of the
nystery of creation, he says, requires a
ound knowledge of traditional
shristian metaphysics. Everything that
vas made, formed or created during
he period of creation was from God
cting alone. Each thing was made
nstantaneously and  consequently
vithout movement. There ,
herefore, no question of creatures
used, as Instruments or
econdary causes, during the period of
reation as required by evolutionary
iypotheses. In any case, dependence
m anything outside of Itself is not in
he  nature of the  Trinity.
Vultiplication ~ within the species,
equiring secondary causes, did not
tart until the prototypes of each
pecies had been brought into existence
yy God acting alone. Thus, traditional
reation theology is contradicted by
volution theory, whereby the latter
rrogates to itself a place in the
reation period as the cause, albeit
sed by God, for development of

rganisms. Such a scenario denies the

was

eing

Creator sole action and requires the
contribution of secondary causes.

Fr Fehlner points out that such
reasoning is a direct result of the
enormous  confusion over  what

happened during creation and what
happened after. Belief in evolution has
blurred the metaphysical difference
between God operating alone to
produce the distinction of species
during creation, and invoking
secondary causes when creation was
terminated.

Mediate and immediate Creation

by God

The traditional teaching of the
difference between mediate and immediate
creation ex mihilo has also been
overlooked. In both cases God acts
alone, without secondary causes.
Whether He brings into being the
essence of each thing mediately or
immediately, He does so instantaneously.
The creation in the beginning of the
heavens and the earth (Gen. 1 :1) was
immediale creation from nothing by God
alone. Adam's body, in order of
creation, was made after the earth. So
instead of being created directly out of
nothing he 1s said to have been created
mediately out of nothing. He was
nevertheless made immediately from the
earth. His creation or making was
Instantaneous. Eve similarly
created immediately from Adam's body.

was
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This 18 the implicit de fide teaching of
Lateran IV.

The formation from pre-existing
matter has been used by evolutionists
as evidence of God using secondary
causes during His creation. They
forget,  however, that  wnmediate
formation from pre-existing matter
excludes pso facto secondary causes.
There is no other cause than the one
efficient cause of Divine Omnipotence.
Immediate creation, by definition, 1s
instantaneous and by God acting
alone. In consequence, there is no
place for one species to evolve into
another whereby something in the first
species contributes to the emergence of
a new species. In the traditional
Christian metaphysics, used by the
Doctors of the Church, it is impossible
for any cause other than the Creator to
have any part in the creation, or
differentiation of new species.

The furst formation of the human body could
not be by the instrumentality of any created
power, but was wmmediately from God.

(ST,1,Q9 1,2 2)

The entire work of bringing biological
species prototypes Into existence was
by God alone. In terms of chronology,
the creation period as a whole
constitutes the beginning.
after this beginming that the natural
course of started.
Consequently, there i1s a key difference
between procreation within species

It was only

nature

after the six day period, and the
creation of the first representatives of
the species during the period. This
difference 1s determined by the absence
or presence of creatures co-operating
with the Creator. After Creation is
terminated, God conserves all He has
caused to exist by the introduction of the
cosmological, physical, mechanical,
biological and other laws of nature.
These laws provide for interaction
between the things created. God causes
things to exist in the first place,
mediately or immediately, by giving
them their being or essence, through
His divine power. He alone 1s
concerned. He 1s their first or efficient
cause. They continue their appointed
life cycle through the secondary causes
or natural He subsequently
produced for the purpose.

laws

Whether God created mediately or
immediately of nothing, the
Church’s teaching is that everything
He created was distinct one from
another. One created thing did not
cause another to exist. Both the slime
and Adam owed their total existence
and distinction to the Creator alone.
One did not depend upon the other.
This 13 why Lateran 4 can say they
were both created out of nothing.
Reproduction of humans after the six
days 1s called procreation because man
depends upon the woman and they
both co-operate with God in the work
of begetting. Whilst the soul of the
child born to them had its prototype in

out
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\dam, 1t 1s nevertheless created
mmediately by God alone from
othing. The child's body, however, 1s
lue to biological processes or
econdary causes.

Jn the theme of each species being
reated ex nihulo by God alone, Thomas

ays:

Some  have maintained that  creatures
proceeded from God by degrees, in such a
way that the first creature proceeded from
Him immediately, and n its turn produced
another, and so on until the production of
corporeal creatures. But this position s
untenable, since the furst production of
corporeal creatures 1s by Creation, by which
matter s produced ... it is impossible that
anything should be created, save by God.

1Q65a3)

sontradiction in terms with
‘ progressive creation”

Jne of the many problems of
tttempting to reconcile evolution with
_reation 1s the concept of change. The
iypothesis of one species transforming
nto different species, as for example,
he Australopithecus ape into Homo sapiens
apiens, requires the kind of change that
s at variance with ex miulo Creation.
st. Thomas explains why:
Creation 1s not change...For change means
that the same something should be different
now from what 1t was previously ...in
Creation, by which the whole substance of a
thing s produced, the same thing can be

laken as different now and before only
according to our understanding, so that a
thing 1s understood as first not existing at
all, and afterwards as existing.

1, Q.45 A.2. ad.2.).

It is true that when God made the
body of Adam out of the slime of the
earth, or the vurgin earth as most of the
Fathers called it, a change occurred
There was, no duration
because no efficient causality of a
creature entailing a process as required
theory was involved.
Being the result of wmmediate creation
from the virgin earth, the change was
Instantaneous.

however,

by evolution

The question of time needed for
evolutionary change, whatever the
duration, 1s also incompatible with the
doctrine.  Creation of each creature
(Lateran 1V) from nothing, whilst
invalidating the notion of a common
ancestor, also excludes development in
time. If, as traditional Creation
theology teaches, God's bidding alone
was the of created kinds,
movement and time must have been
absent from the act of Creation.
Mediate or immediate creation as
discussed above was instantaneous.
... because what 1s created 15 not made by
movement or change (I, Q 45, a 3) ... In
things which are made without movement, to
become and to be already made are
simultaneous...Hence  since  Creation s
without movement, a thing is being created

causce
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and 1s already created at the same time. (1,

Q45,a2,ad 3).

Propositions of theistic evolution are
pre-empted by ex miulo Creation.
Whether the notion of God
programming original created matter
to evolve, or God intervening over time
to change one species into another,

movement, time and change are
Intrinsic requirements.
The scientific problem for

evolution: absence of proof

If the concept of slow gradual evolution
of elemental matter to man could be
proved In some way, the ex nihulo
Creation doctrine would not only need
to be given an entirely different
meaning, 1t would have to be
reworded. There 185 no way of
re-Interpreting it to accommodate
evolution as it reads. Many believe
such evolution has been proved. As a
result a new theology' is underway to
give a new meaning to Scriptural
passages which conflict with it. Such 1is
the case with Genesis 1 - 11 which 18
recognised as an obstacle to Evolution
Theory if taken as real history in any
sense.

What, therefore, 1s the current state of
play? Has theory been
proved? Balanced and qualified
thinkers such as David Berlinski and
Phillip Johnson, who have managed -
incredibly - to penetrate the systematic
censorship of the naturalistic media,

evolution

have given a negative answer to that

question. Having examined the
evidence, they consider that any
objective evolutionist scientist must
admit the absence of proof for

macro-evolution.

If 1t were not for the sanctions imposed
by the
members criticising the evolutionary
paradigm, it would not be necessary to
rely on the conclusion of academics
outside the profession. Scientists from
the profession, having taken the time to
study the question, confirm the
complete lack of proof. Unfortunately
when they do, they are immediately
dubbed ‘Creationist fundamentalists’
and their scientific demonstrations are
studiously 1gnored. To depart from
evolution dogma i1s dangerous. There
are numerous examples.

sclentific community upon

For instance, Catholic Professor Dean

H. Kenyon, Ph.D, Department of
Biology, @ San  Francisco  State
University, was  threatened  with

dismissal because he explained to his
students the scientific data against
evolution. Having established himself
as world authority on chemical
evolution, his further research exposed
the weakness of his own data. It did not
prove Evolution. His offence was to
draw the facts to the attention of his
students.

Professor Maciej Giertych (Papal
Knight), BA, MA Oxon, PhD Toronto,

page 24



April 2004

)Sc  Poznan, Head of Genetics
Jepartment, Polish Academy of
sciences, Institute of Dendrology, has
Iso suffered much for his stand.
,ooking at the data, he concluded:

Genetics has no proofs for evolution. It has
trouble explaining it. The closer one looks at
the evidence for evolution the less one finds of
substance. In fact the theory keeps on
postulating evidence, and failing to find it
moves on to other postulates (fossil missing
links, natural selection of improved forms,
positwe mutations, molecular phylogenetic
sequences etc.). This is not science. A whole
age of scienlific endeavour was wasted

searching for a phantom. (Foreword to
Creation ~ Rediscovered - G.J. Keane,
1991)

Jlearly, therefore, evolution is far from
eing the established fact that the
cientific community claim it to be.

(et, the now well-known ofticial 1995
tatement on Teaching Fvolution from the
Vational =~ Association of  Biology
[eachers in the USA was published

laiming:

The dwersity of life (i.e. all life) on earth is
the outcome of evolution: an unsupervised,
umpersonal,  unpredictable, and natural
process of temporal descent with genetic
modification that s affected by natural
selection,  chance, historical contingencies,
and changing environments. (emphasis

added).

Phillip Johnson, professor of law at the
University of California at Berkeley, in
his book Darwin On Trial, examined the
scientific  community's  “established
fact” claim, in the light of their
acknowledged lack of proof. He found
it to be based on the belief that
evolution must be true because there
was no naturalistic alternative to
explain it. The lack of proof is,
therefore, of no great concern, because
as evolution 1s held to be true, it must
only be a question of time before the
proof 1s forthcoming. It is on this
tenuous reasoning that the scientific
community maintains its position, and
has allowed the world to believe that
evolution 1s a fact.

Not  surprisingly, scientists,
theologians and the general public
alike believe that evolution has been
proved. The dotted lines from one
species to another in phylogenetic trees
illustrated in Natural History museums
and text books, rather than being
correctly seen as missing links, are
assumed to be evidence of intermediate
steps linking the species.

Every so often new evidence 1is
presented n paleobiology,
palaecontology and genetics to support
the evolutionary paradigm. The
evidence invariably consists of a new
hypothesis for assumed species change.
There have been many over the years.
The ungulate-to-whale transition 1s a
recent example. The world media gave
it great publicity. Cartoons of cows

many
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changing into whales in TV science
programmes were so persuasive that
the sceptics started to be
convinced. But like all previous
hypotheses there were no transitional
fossils to give it credibility. It remained
hypothesis. It might well have been this
kind of “new evidence” that was used
by the Pontifical Academy of Science
to persuade the Holy Father that
Evolution Theory was more than a
hypothesis.

cven

Interpretational bias is well known to
science. The classic case involved
canals on Mars. Italian astronomer
Giovanni  Schiaparelli, 1in 1877,
observed straight lines on Mars
connecting dark areas. He recorded
them in Italian as canali, meaning
channels or grooves. Some years later,
American astronomer Percival Lowell
also observed the canali on Mars.
Believing in extraterrestrial life, he
immediately interpreted them as real
intelligently-designed canals. He built
up an elaborate scenario of engineering
skills and advanced civilisations to
account for them. It was not until the
1960’s when the spacecraft Marmmer 11
sent back pictures of the Martian
surface that the evidence from the
telescope observations was shown to be
completely wrong.

Evidence based upon assumption is
inevitably biased. It can never be
accepted as proof. Evolutionists over
the last one hundred and fifty years,

have accumulated what they consider
to be evidence for evolution. The data
has invariably been interpreted on the
assumption that evolution 1s a fact, and
is presented as proof. As confirmed by
such eminent teaching scientists as
Profs. Giertych and Kenyon, there is
no proof whatsoever that evolution has
ever taken place.

The contradiction between
evolution and the Catholic faith

Far from being proven, evolution
theory remains a philosophical concept
incompatible  with  theology and
scientifically tenuous. Revealed truth,
however, 1n Christian
certitude. No more certain facts exist
than those divinely revealed. They can
never be questioned and will remain
for all time, whether in the past or in
the future, just as true as they are
today. The Deposit of the Faith of the
Church, in the personal safekeeping of
the Holy Father, embraces all the
guaranteed revealed truths that have
ever existed. It i1s considered as an
inexhaustible treasure. It contains #e
whole of Christ's teaching as embodied n
Revelation  and ~ Traditon  (Catholic
Encyclopaedia, 1991). De fide teachings,
those belonging to the very substance
of the Faith, are an essential part of this
holy of holies. They include conciliar
definitions  confirmed by  papal
authority, and call for the assent of all
Catholics. Creation ex nihulo is one of
these defined doctrines and 1s,

terms 1S
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herefore, a non-optional and authentic
eaching of the Church necessary for
wur salvation. It belongs to Her
xtraordinary Magisterium.

\ccording to the norms of Catholic
eaching, the fact that a theory is
rreconcilable with the extraordinary
Vlagisterium 1s sufficient reason for it
o be rejected. This position 1s
eflected 1n the fourth century teaching
f St. Augustine:

Vhatever — they  [the scientists] can
lemonstrate by genuine proofs regarding the
ature of things, let us show that it is not
ontrary to our Scriptures; but whatever
hey set forth contrary to our
eriptures, that is to Catholic
aith, let us show by some
neans, or let us believe without
tesitation to be most false.

D. 1947).

ixactly the reverse of this teaching
eems to have taken place. The fact
hat evolution is claimed as being
ompatible with the faith, can only
nean that the Magisterial teaching
uch as ex mifulo Creation has been put
side.

Jow has this strange situation come
bout? Is there any way by which the
rreconcilable can be reconciled? An
wuthoritative definition of Evolution
heory is:

The processes by which all organisms have
arisen by descent from a common ancestor.
(S. Lurna, S. Gould and S. Singer 4
View of Life' (1981) - college textbook).

The definition contains two essential
elements.

1 Evolution extends to all organisms,
and they have all arisen by descent
from a common ancestor.

2. Evolution 1s a process.

Examining both elements in the light
of the ex nilulo doctrine, what emerges?

l. Evolution includes all
organisms having arisen by descent
from a common ancestor.

Whilst Creation from nothing includes the
prototypes of all organisms, it
emphatically excludes descent from a
common ancestor. The terms of the
Lateran Council are clear.
if anyone does not confess that the world and
all things which are contained n 1, both
spiritual - and malerial, as regards
their whole substance, have been
produced by God from nothing - let him be

anathema.

The Creation of all things in their
whole substance ex nifilo means what it
says. The original organism from any
species being created in its whole
substance from nothing excludes it
being created from ancestors. The
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Council warns that to say the contrary
18 anathema. In other words, the
teaching 1s divinely revealed by God as
being necessary for our salvation. Not
to recognise the work of God in the
things He created is not to proclaim
His glory revealed by those things.

The first element in the definitton of
evolution 1s, therefore, irreconcilable
with the ex nihilo doctrine.

2. Evolution 1s a process. The
definition of process 1s: a systematic series of
actions durected to some end.

The process involved for any organism
to evolve or change into something
more complex is the production of new
genetic information.

The question 1s, therefore, does the
magisterial  teaching of ex niulo
Creation allow for or permit a process?
St. Thomas provides the answer:
Creation 15 without movement (1, Q 45, a
2, ad 3) and God alone can create, for the
Just  agent  alone  can  act  without
presupposing the existence of anything: while
the second cause (a creature) always
presupposes something derwed from the furst
and every agent that presupposes
something o its act, acts by making a
change therein. 1herefore everything
else acts by producing a change, whereas
God alone acts by Creation.

(1,090, a 3).

cause ...

Creation 1s without movement.
Creation, therefore, is not a process
at all but the immediate effecting of a
product, that is, a being complete
with all its principles. Creatures
are the cause of becoming but only

God i1s the cause of being (ST, 1, Q
104, a ).

The second element of the definition of
evolution 1s, therefore, as incompatible
with the ex nihulo doctrine as the first.

As Father Fehlner explained above,
evolution requires the interaction of
created agents already constituted in
their essence. Creation ex nihulo, by
definition, excludes interaction of
things already made. For this reason
each thing created is distinct in its
essence or nature from any other thing.
In theological terms, Fr. Fehlner
writes:

Not only s the Creator solely responsible_for
the existence of the world, but it s His
distincte action principally that gwes order
lo the world n establishing the distinct
natures of species in thewr essence and n
establishing the laws or structures governing
the subsequent actiities of created agents.
(In The Beginning published in
Christ To The World, 1988).

To avoid misunderstanding, it needs to
be emphasised that the essence or
nature of a species refers to its genetic
pool. Combinations of genes from the
pool produce species variety. The
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arious varieties within a species do
rise from the interaction of created
igents. The species itself did not. It
iriginated by divine fuat, by God calling

t into existence from nothing.

[he first words of the Apostles Creed
ecited at Sunday Mass 1s a statement
f the revealed truth defined by
.ateran IV and, therefore, of our belief
n an omnipotent God who created
verything from nothing. Regrettably, the
nfluence of evolutionary teaching has
esulted in a conflict between this
undamental declaration of faith and
he reality of what many people
relieve.

Tow to tackle evolution
Nhat  makes  evolution  theory
ufficiently convincing to intrude upon

eligious beliefs? When confronted with
he accumulating scientific weaknesses

f  the theory, no convincing
ransitional  fossils, no  creatures
volving new organs, no proof

vhatsoever that macro-evolution ever
1appened,  what keeps it  so
ascinatingly alive?

[he conviction of the late Professor
erome  Lejeune, geneticist and
nember of the Pontifical Academy of
sciences, provides a probable answer.
de  was  hyper-sceptical  about
Darwinian theory, but as with the vast
najority of scientists and public alike,
1e felt obliged to accept that evolution

had taken place because of the
evidence from geology and palacontology
(Notre Dame de Paris talk entitled
Biology, Conscience and Faith 198)5).

Were he alive today to witness the
virtual invalidation of the geological
time-scale by recent experimental
research in sedimentology, he would
have been sceptical about evolution
theory per se. 'The stratigraphic
principles, upon which the scale of
geological time was calculated, were
thought to apply under all hydraulic
conditions. Laboratory experiments
have clearly demonstrated that the
principles do not apply to sediments in
As
currents abound in oceans where over
ninety-five per cent of sedimentary
rocks were originally formed, it 1s clear
that the geological time scale has been
based on invalid data.

water moved a current. water

Fr. Fehlner reminded us of the
corollary to ex mifulo Creation which 1s
that, according to traditional Creation
theology, there was no activity, as we
know before the entire Creation was
completed.  Creatures, acting as
principal causes, only started operating
after the Creation period. Creation,
like a lock, had to have all its parts
made and put together before it
worked. According to the common
traditional teaching of St Bonaventure,
St Thomas, St Augustine and all the
Fathers, the history of the world did
not begin until after the completion of
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Creation. Theistic evolution, however,
clashes with the traditional teaching
because 1t assigns the beginning of the
earth’s history to the first day of the
Creation period.

The prototypes of all species were
created during the “six day” period,
and then Creation stopped:

Nothing new was aflerwards made by God,
but all things subsequently made had in a
sense been made before, i the work of the

Six Days (ST,1,Q 73, a1, ad l.).

So the discussion as to whether the
Creation period is six days of 24 hours
or billions of years has no bearing on
the subject of evolution. The real
world and its history only started on
the seventh day, after our first parents
had been created. Even in the absence
of the ex milo doctrine, Evolution
would have no object if restricted to
the period commencing after the
Creation of Adam and Eve.

The divine revelation defined by
Lateran IV, and the
teaching of infer alia the Angelic
Doctor, St. Augustine and St
Bonaventure, in fact our heritage as
Catholics, seems to have been
discarded in favour of a scientific
hypothesis.

supporting

Yet in his 1998 encyclical Fides et Ratio
the Sovereign Pontiff referred to the
First Vatican Council saying: 7he
Jaithful have not the right to defend, as
legitimate conclusions, opinions contrary to the
Jaith but are bound to consider m as errors.
As the Holy Father 1s custodian of the
deposit of faith 1t is certain that when all
the data 1s made available to him, this
present conflict between magisterium
and naturalistic scientific hypothesis
will be resolved in favour of the faith.
For the time being the facts are being
obscured.

In the stampede to validate Evolution
theory, Scripture has been the first
victim. The Genesis Creation account
has been dismissed as symbol, and the
other writings attributed to Moses
rejected. Our Lord foreseeing this
situation said:

If you believed Moses, you would believe me,
Jfor he wrote of me. But if you do not
belicve his writings, how will you believe
my words? (John 5:46-47).

Rev. Peter Damian Fehlner obtained Doctorate
and taught dogmatic theology at the Seraphicum in

Rome.

2

Experiments on stratification of

heterogeneous sand mixtures Berthault, Julien,
Lan, Bul. Soc. Geologique France, 1993, T. 164., 5,
pp. 649-660
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“Spectrum”
Sharing comments and opinions from your letters

‘I must resume reading ‘Daylight’ and enclose my sub. If possible 1'd like
o start with issue number 33. I found it intensely interesting. God bless
ou in your good work!” Fr H.T, London.

‘Congratulations on the Daylight ‘make-over’ Anthony, and thank you for
he catalogue...” Mrs D.M, Surrey.

‘A wonderful new printing and great articles inside - well done!”
Mrs P.T., Sussex

‘The news of the Kolbe Symposium in Rome is interesting... What a pity
_ard. Ratzinger did not attend the talks. It is sad that someone in his
»osition should be prepared to accept Evolutionism... Such beliefs are
ound to affect his attitude towards Exegesis in particular and Tradition in
reneral. ” Dr J. T., Italy.

‘The new Magazine is excellent... Annual Mass for your apostolate in the
Vew Year.” Fr P. L., Devon

‘Thank you for the 15 copies... I have spoken about the matter in those
laces at Mass, so I hope you get some subscriptions.” Fr M. C., Bristol

‘[ notice with great joy that you have the Wallace Johnson lectures on CD!
“always wished I could get hold of these slides.” Fr. D.C., Singapore
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To the Members of the
Pontifical Academy of Sciences
taking part in the
Plenary Assembly

Nith great pleasure I address cordial
reeting to you, Mr.President, and to
1l of you who constitute the Pontifical
\cademy of Sciences, on the occasion
f your plenary assembly. I offer my
est wishes in particular to the new
cademicians, who have come to take
vart in your work for the first time. I
vould also like to remember the
.cademicians who died during the past

‘ear, whom I commend to the Lord of
ife.

. In celebrating the 60th
mnniversary  of  the  academy's
efoundation, I would like to recall the
ntentions of my predecessor Pius XI,
vho wished to surround himself with a
elect group of scholars, relying on
hem to inform the Holy See in
omplete freedom about developments
n scientific research, and thereby to
issist him 1n his reflections.

e asked those whom he called the
hurch's Senatus scientificus to serve the
ruth. I agamn extend this same
nvitation to you today, certain that we
vill be able to profit from the
ruitfulness of a trustful dialogue
etween the church and science (cf.
\ddress to the Academy of Sciences, n.
, 28 Oct. 1986; L'Osservatore Romano,
inglish edition, 24 Nov. 1986, p. 22).

2. I am pleased with the first theme
you have chosen, that of the origins of
life and evolution, an essential subject
which deeply interests the church, since

revelation, for its part, contains
teaching concerning the nature and
origins of man. How do the

conclusions reached by the various
scientific disciplines coincide with those
contained in the message of revelation?
And 1if] at first sight, there are apparent
contradictions, in what direction do we
look for their solution? We know, 1n
fact, that truth cannot contradict truth
(cf. Leo XIII, Encyclical Providentissimus
Deus). Moreover, to shed greater light
on historical truth, your research on
the church’s relations with science
between the 16th and 18" centuries is
of great importance.

During this plenary session, you are
undertaking a “reflection on science at
the dawn of the third millennium,”
starting with the identification of the
principal problems created by the
sciences and which affect humanity's
future. With this step you point the
way to solutions which will be
beneficial to the whole human
community. In the domain of
inanimate and animate nature, the
evolution of science and its applications
give rise to new questions. The better
the church’s knowledge is of their
essential aspects, the more she will
understand their impact.
Consequently, in accordance with her
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specific mission she will be able to offer
criteria for discerning the moral
conduct required of all human beings
in view of their integral salvation.

3. Before offering you several
reflections that more specifically
concern the subject of the origin of life
and 1ts evolution, I would like to
remind you that the magisterium of the
church has already made
pronouncements on these matters
within the framework of her own
competence. I will cite here
interventions.

two

In his Encyclical Humani generis ( 1950),
my predecessor Pius XII had already
stated that there was no opposition
between evolution and the doctrine of
the faith about man and his vocation,
on condition that one did not lose sight
of several indisputable points. (cf AAS
42 [1950], pp. 575-576).

For my part, when I received those
taking part in your academy’s plenary
assembly on October 31, 1992, I had
the opportunity with regard to Galileo
to draw attention to the need of a
rigorous hermeneutic for the correct
interpretation of the inspired word. It
1s necessary to determine the proper
sense of Scripture, while avoiding any
unwarranted interpretations that make
it say what it does not intend to say. In
order to delineate the field of their own
study, the exegete and the theologian
must keep informed about the results

achieved by the natural sciences (cf.
AAS 85 [1993], pp. 764-772; Address to
the  Pontifical Biblical  Commussion, 23
April, 1993, announcing the document
on The Interpretation of the Bible n the
Church: AAS 86 [1994], pp. 232-243).

4. Taking into account the state of
scientific research at the time as well as
of the requirements of theology, the
Encyclical Humani generis considered the
doctrine of “evolutionism” a
hypothesis, worthy of investigation and
in-depth study equal to that of the
opposing hypothesis. Pius XII added
two methodological conditions: that
this opinion should not be adopted as
though it were a certain, proven
doctrine and as though one could
totally prescind from revelation with
regard to the questions it raises. He
also spelled out the conditions on
which  this opinion would be
compatible with the Christian faith, a
point to which I will return.

serious

Today, almost half a century after the
publication of the Encyclical,
knowledge has emerged that shows the
theory of evolution to be more than a
hypothesis. It is indeed remarkable
that this theory has been progressively
accepted by researchers, following a
series of discoveries in various fields of
knowledge. The convergence, neither
sought nor fabricated, of the results of
work that conducted
independently 1s in itself a significant
argument in favour of this theory.

new

was
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Nhat is the significance of such a
heory? To address this question is to
nter the field of epistemology. A
heory 1s a metascientific elaboration,
listinct from the results of obsevation
yut consistent with them. By means of
t a series of independent data and
acts can be related and interpreted in
. unified explanation. A  theory’s
alidity depends on whether or not it
an be verified; it is constantly tested
igainst the facts; wherever it can no
onger explain the latter, it shows its
imitations and unsuitability. It must

hen be rethought.

‘urthermore, while the formulation of
. theory like that of evolution complies
vith the need for consistency with the
bserved data, 1t borrows certain
otions from natural philosophy.

\nd, to tell the truth, rather than the
heory of evolution, we should speak of
everal theories of evolution. On the one
1and, this plurality has to do with the
lifferent explanations advanced for the
nechanism of evolution, and on the
ither, with the various philosophies on
vhich it 1s based. Hence the existence
f  materialist;, reductionist  and
piritualist interpretations. What 1s to
e decided here is the true role of
»hilosophy and, beyond it, of theology.

). The church’s
lirectly concerned with the question of
volution, for it involves the conception
f man: Revelation teaches us that he

magisterium  1s

was created in the image and likeness
of God (cf. Gn 1:27-29). The conciliar
Constitution  Gaudium et spes has
magnificently explained this doctrine,
which 1s pivotal to Christian thought.
It recalled that man is “the only
creature on earth that God has wanted
for its own sake” (n. 24). In other
terms, the human individual cannot be
subordinated as a pure means or a
pure instrument, either to the species
or to society; he has value per se. He 1s
a person. With his intellect and his will,
he is capable of forming a relationship
of solidarity  and
self-giving with his peers. St. Thomas
observes that man’s likeness to God lies
especially in his speculative intellect,
for his relationship with the object of
his  knowledge resembles God's
relationship with what he has created
(Summa Theologica 1-11, q.3, a.5, ad 1).
But even more, man 1s called to enter
into a relationship of knowledge and
love with God himself, a relationship
which will find its complete fulfilment
beyond time, in eternity. All the depth
and grandeur of this vocation are
revealed to us in the mystery of the
risen Christ (cf. Gaudium et spes, n. 22).
It 13 by virtue of his spiritual soul that
the whole person possesses such a
dignity even in his body. Pius XII
stressed this essential point: If the
human body take 1its origin from
pre-existent living matter, the spiritual
soul 1s immediately created by God
(animas enim a Deo immediate creari catholica
Judes nos retinere wber; [That souls are

communion,
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immediately created by God is a view
which the Catholic faith imposes on
us.] Encyclical Humani generis, AAS 42
[1950], p. 57)5).

Consequently, theories of evolution
which, 1n accordance with the
philosophies inspiring them, consider
the spirit as emerging from the forces
of living matter, are incompatible with
the truth about man. Nor are they able
to ground the dignity of' the person.

6. With man, thcn, we find ourselves
in the presence of an ontological
difference, an ontological leap, one
could say. does not the
posing of such ontological discontinuity
run counter to that physical continuity
which seems to be the main thread of
research into evolution in the field of
physics and chemistry? Consideration
of the method used in the wvarious
branches of knowledge makes it
possible to reconcile two points of view
which would seem irreconcialable.
The sciences of observation describe
and the multiple
manifestations of life with increasing
precision and correlate them with the
time line. The moment of transition to
the spiritual cannot be the object of this
kind of observation, which nevertheless
can discover at the experimental level a
series of very valuable signs indicating
what is specific to the human being.
But the experience of metaphysical
knowledge, of self-awareness and
self-reflection, of moral conscience,

However,

measure

freedom, or again of aesthetic and
religious experience, falls within the
competence of philosophical analysis
and reflection, while theology brings
out its ultimate meaning according to
the Creator’s plans.

7. In conclusion, I would like to call
to mind a Gospel truth which can shed
a higher light on the horizon of your
research into the origins and unfolding
of living matter. The Bible in fact bears
an extraordinary message of life. It
gives us a wise vision of life inasmuch
as 1t describes the loftiest forms of
existence. This vision guided me in the
Encyclical which I dedicated to respect
for human life, and which I called
precisely Fvangelium vitae.

It 1s significant that in St. John's Gospel
life refers to the divine light which
Christ communicates to us. We are
called to enter into eternal life, that 1s
to say, into the eternity of divine
beatitude.

To warn wus against the serious
temptations threatening us, our Lord
quotes the great saying of Deuteronomy:
“Man shall not live by bread alone, but

by every word that proceeds from the
mouth of God” (Dt 8:3; cf. Mt 4:4).

Even more, “life” 1s one of the most

beautiful titles which the Bible
attributes to God. He 1s the lving God.

page 36



April 2004

cordially invoke an abundance of
livine blessings upon you and upon all
vho are close to you.

‘rom the Vatican, 22 October 1996.

John Paul II

Like to read more on this
subject?

Daylight No 22 (Winter 1996/7)
contains articles by:

Thomas Mary Sennott -

A response to the statement by the Holy
Father on Evolution

Anthony Nevard -

October revolution?

Dr Henry Morris -

Evolution and the Pope

Dr John Morris -

Does 1t help to compromise with evolution?
Geoff Chapman -

The Pope 1s wrong!

Reprint available £1 post free.

The Pope Speaks on Evolution
Maciej Giertych

The world media announced “The
Pope says we may descend from
monkeys” (Il Giornale, 24th Oct 1996),
“Pope makes peace with Darwin” (La
Republica, 24th  Oct 1996), “Pope
accepts theory of evolution, (Reuter,
14th Oct 1996, “The Pope gives his
blessing to natural selection” (Time, 4th
Nov 1996), “Pope backs acceptance of
evolution” (The Washington Post), “Pope
John Paul II has put the teaching
authority of the Roman Catholic
Church firmly behind the view that the
human body 1s not the immediate
creation of God but is the product of
evolution” (New York Tumes). (The last
two quotations are from The Wanderer

of 7th Nov 1996.)

The euphoria in the world media
comes from a singular interpretation of
an address John Paul II made (in
French) to the Pontifical Academy of

Sciences on Oct 22nd 1996. The
address has only one sentence that
purportedly  justifies the  above

headlines and comments. The Pope
said, “Today, almost half a century
after the publication of the Encyclical
[Humani generis], new knowledge has
emerged that shows the theory of
evolution to be more than a

hypothesis”. [4, para 2]
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The Pope affirms that such is the
position of the world of science, which
need not necessarily imply that this 1s
his own opinion. He also writes that in
many disciplines, independent of each
other, there 1s a convergence of
research results towards this theory,
which i1s an argument in its favour. [4,
para 2| This convergence of course is

the consequence of specific
interpretations and not of factual
evidence. The Holy Father's address

permits such interpretations, which is
nothing new.

The Pope not only did not annul the
encyclical Humani generis of 1950 but
firmly reconfirmed it. The encyclical
posed three that
evidence both for and against evolution
be fairly treated; 2° that the view about
the evolutionary origin of the soul be
rejected and 3° that we must reject
polygenism (many Adams). None of
these postulates of Pius XII were
changed by John Paul II. He recalled
and confirmed the conditions under
which Pius XII permitted discussion of
evolution. It should not be adopted as
though it were a certain,

requirements: 1°

proven
doctrine, nor is one allowed to prescind
from revelation in matters pertinent to
it. [4, para 1]

The Pope, when addressing the
assembly of the Pontifical Academy of
Sciences, made a point of stressing the
difference between a theory and the
results of observations on which it 1s

based. “A theory’s validity depends on
whether or not it can be verified; it 1s
constantly tested against the facts;
wherever it can no longer explain the
latter, 1t shows 1ts limitations and
unsuitability. It must then be
rethought.” [4, para 3] All of this is
very far from the recognition by the
Pope of the theory of evolution as
proven. Besides, this is not the main
topic of the Pope’s address.

The Pope's main concern 1s to
reconfirm the teaching of the Church
on the creation of the human soul, on
the exceptionality of man as the only
living being created in the image of
God. [5] The Pope recalls after Pius
XII that even “if the animal body takes
its origin from pre-existing
matter, the spiritual soul is immediately
created by God”. This 1s a direct
quotation from Humani generis. One
should notice here the conditional
mood. Thus there is no change in the
teaching of the Church. On the
contrary. The Pope reminds us that
“Theories of evolution which, 1n
accordance with the philosophies that
inspire  them, consider spirit as
emerging from forces of living matter
or as a mere epiphenomenon of this
matter, are incompatible with the truth
about man. Nor are they able to
ground the dignity of the person.” [J,
para 2]

living
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[he Pope recalls also the teaching of
.o XIII [2] that truth cannot
ontradict truth. Thus there cannot be
ny inconsistency between natural
ciences and Revelation. On the other
iand, neither the Church nor
Revelation need fear anything from the
1atural The Church has
Iways supported them and 1s able also
o admit its errors in judging them.
Ne still can and must continue to fairly
reat arguments both for and against
he theory of evolution. Its validity is
1ot finally decided even if many judge
hat 1t 1s something more than just an
iypothesis. It is however obvious from
vhat the Pope has now published that
e treats theories [4, para 5] of
volution (note the plural here) as
ndangering the teaching of the
“hurch by reducing man to an animal.
[hus all the headlines and comments
[uoted at the beginning of this article
rre simply not true.

sciences.

[he most important thing is that the
’ope  has again opened up the
liscussion on the topic of evolution, a
heme atheists would like to consider
losed. There 1s a long way from
tating that evolution is more than a
iypothesis to claiming that it is a
roven fact. Neither the Church nor
he Pope will be dealing with that.
Jowever, the Pope touched on a very
mportant issue. He rejected [5, para 2]
. thesis that recently appeared in
volutionary literature and which only

begins to make a career - the theory of
emergence.

This thesis 1s based on the observation
that together with the linking of
simpler entities into more complicated
ones new features emerge that were not
suspected in  the  components.
Knowledge about oxygen (0) and about
hydrogen (H) 1s insufficient to predict
the qualities of water (H,0). From
combinations of hydrogen,
oxygen and carbon we have the whole
richness of organic chemistry. The
emergence of traits 1s today being
extrapolated to living organisms. It is
being suggested that while it is not
possible to deduce what qualities are
present in the human brain from its
components, sufficiently complicated
links may lead to traits that could
include 1ntellect, will, emotion and
even soul. Before this theory becomes
widely known and publicised, the
teaching authority of the Church
comes with a reminder about the
ageless truth that the spiritual soul of
man is directly created by God and has
no relation to the material origin of the
human body.

various

This 1s the main impact of John Paul
Il’s address!

Reprinted by kind permission of Newman

Graduate Education.
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Daylight Number 34

Financial Statement

Daylight Origins Society

2001 - 2003
INCOME Year 2001 Year 2002 Year 2003
Opening Credit 469 976 994
Subscriptions 473 271 68
Donations 233 138 -
Books/tapes 366 329 102
Videos 102 83 15
Bank Interest 6 13 5
TOTAL 1,649 1,810 1,184
EXPENDITURE
Printing/copying 270 270 680
Postage 126 91 194
Office 30 51 85
Books/tapes 68 229 80
Telephone/electric | 50 50 30
Subscriptions 89 40 60
Meetings / travel 40 85 -
TOTAL 673 816 1,129
Credit Balance 976 994 55
Notes
1. Only three issues were published over this period so renewal of

subscriptions was suspended until members had received their four issues.

2. Printing and postage costs of the new format magazine have risen
considerably to around /650 per issue. A new issue of the Catalogue and Index

were also published in 2003.

3. Less than a third of those on the mailing list have so far renewed their
subscriptions for 2004. This issue will use up most of that income; until funds

allow, it may not be possible to publish Number 35.

4. Subscriptions have therefore been raised to £10 per year (three issues).

A. Nevard

page 40




From

Daylight Origins Society

Catalogue of Resources (12pp)

Pamphlets of some popular articles

Newman Graduate Education reprints

Creation Research pamphlets

Details of book: Creation Rediscovered - G.J. Keane

Wallace Johnson lectures on GCD-ROM

Evolution - Fact or Belief? video

Details of Drama in the Rocks - section of EFoB video

Spotlight - brief articles on Origins topics

Books and booklets from other publishers

Creation Science Audio-cassettes (available from CV Productions)
Details of other Creation Science organisations and resources

Index of Articles

Daylight 1 - 32 (1991 - 2002)

Please send SAE (in Britain) for Catalogue and/or Index

Past issues of Daylight
(Numbers 1-32 @ 50p each
33 on, @ L1 each)

Front cover acknowledgement

Adam and Eve (detail) 1504 - Albrecht Direr

Museum number M.66.33

Los Angeles County Museum of Art, Art Museum Council Fund
Photograph ©2003 Museum Associates/ LACMA
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Guiding Principles
of
Daylight Origins Society
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"The Teaching Authority of the Church does not forbid
that, in conformity with the present state of human
sciences and sacred theology, rescarch and discussions,
on the part of men experienced in both fields, take place
with regard to the doctrine of evolution, in as far as it
inquires into the origin of the human body as coming
from pre-existent and living matter - for the Catholic
faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created
by God. However this must be done in such a way that
the reasons for both opinions, that is, those favourable
and those unfavourable to evolution, be weighed and
judged with the necessary seriousness, moderation and
measure, and provided that all are prepared to submit
to the judgement of the Church, to whom Christ has given
the mission of interpreting authentically the

Sacred Scriptures and of defending the dogmas of faith."

Encyclical Letter: "Humani Generis", (1950) , Pope Pius

XII.




