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EDITORIAL

“Before Darwin’s work appeared, the great majority of naturalists, and almost
without exception the whole literary and scientific world, held firmly to the belief that
species were realities, and had not been derived from other species by any process
accessible to us [...] But now this is all changed. The whole scientific and literary
world, even the whole educated public, accepts, as a matler of common knowledge, the
origin of species from other allied species by the ordinary process of natural birth. The
idea of special creation or any altogether exceptional mode of production is absolutely
extinct ! [...] And this vast, ths totally unprecedented change in public opinion has
been the result of the work of one man, and was brought about in the short space of
twenty years!” Alfred R. Wallace Darwinism (1897)

Few naturalists of the late nineteenth century could have had a better
understanding of Darwin’s theory than Alfred Wallace. Like Darwin, he was a
naturalist who, having read Malthus’s essay on population, independently
arrived at the same conclusions. In 1858 he sent Darwin his essay: On the
Tendency of Varieties to Depart Indefinitely from the Original Type. This, and a letter
outlining Darwin’s theory, were read to the Linnaean Society on July 1, 1858.
Neither writer was present and no discussion followed, but on November 24th
1859, Darwin’s book, the Origin of Species, was published and provoked public
debate in all quarters. Wallace returned to England in 1862. His modest
assertion quoted above that Darwin alone should be credited with
extinguishing ‘the idea of special creation’ overlooks the great influence of
many debaters and writers such as T.H. Huxley and H.G. Wells, who spared
no effort in using Darwinism to attack Christianity and promote secular
humanism. Nor, of course, was it true that no-one still believed in special
creation, but his polemic tactics of making bold unprovable suppositions, along
with snide remarks like ‘the whole educated public’, are familiar to us from the
defensive, and often offensive, argumentation of popular TV pundits (as
illustrated in the article by Dr Monty White, to whom I am indebted).

While Wallace continued his work particularly on the fauna and flora of the
Malay Archipelago, he had reservations about human evolution. Unable to
accept the idea of spiritual evolution, he became involved in spiritualism. He
died in 1913, at nearly 91, having been elected F.R.S. and received the Order
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of Merit. R. Desmond, Librarian at the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew, opined:
“He was half genius, half crank, a very simple man with a kindly nature. His

almost total eclipse in public memory is probably due to his innate modesty.” !

This comment appears disingenuous when we read Isaac Asimov’s view:

“In later years Wallace never could bring himself to believe that man had
evolved from the lower animals and he tried to differentiate between man’s
body and man’s soul. Oddly enough Wallace was also an articulate crusader
against vaccination and managed to adopt another minority opinion by

espousing spiritualism - and socialism too.” 2 Aha! Now we can guess the real
reason why we are not encouraged to admire Wallace qua great scientist - he
believed in the human soul and couldn’t accept the evolution of man! The
extract from his book in this issue shows Wallace understood why there was
scientific opposition to Darwinism. Such an ‘eclipse’ is the fate of scientists who
expose the errors of evolution. Where would he stand today, when an opinion
poll has shown that only half the British public admits to belief in evolution?

“We can, therefore, quite readily admit the necessity of evolution as an hypothests,
while rejecting its necessity as a dogma.” Mgr George Barry O’ Toole (1925)

Some thirty years after Wallace seemed convinced that no educated person
could refuse to believe in evolution, a distinguished Catholic priest, holding
Professorial chairs in Philosophy, Theology and Animal Biology, wrote a 400-
page book documenting a huge range of scientific evidence that conflicts with
evolutionary theory, and pointing up the harmful effects on society that have
followed in its wake; note that this warning was in 1925, with no mention of
the rise of Nazism and Communism yet to come. The quality of writing and
argument may be appreciated from the extracts chosen here, which hopefully
are not over-technical for the lay reader. While the content of the book is
naturally dated and limited, the arguments are very largely still current and
valid, and make very interesting reading. Mgr O’Toole’s is a good example of
a Catholic priest, highly qualified in science and theology, arguing against the
hypothesis of evolution; another example was Cardinal Ruffini’s “7he Theory of
Evolution fudged by Reason and Faith” (1959). [see Daylight 18].

" Williams, T. (Ed). 4 Biographical Dictionary of Scientists, 2nd Edn, A&C Black, 1974, p.540.
2 Asimov, L. Asimov’s Biographical Encyclopedia of Science and Technology, Revised Edition 1971, Pan
Books, p.373.
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As crusaders for the anti-evolutionist Gatholic position, we face two common
lines of attack from fellow Catholics:

*  We are wrong in using the Bible to argue against science - the Church
teaches that Scientific truth is not in opposition to the the Truths of Faith.

*  We are wrong in reading the Bible literally like Fundamentalist Protestants
do - the Church teaches that Genesis is not to be read as historical fact.

Surely no fair-minded and informed (!) Catholic would consider that Mgr
O’Toole or Cardinal Ruffini had ‘un-poped’ because they argued that
evolution was scientifically unproven. The way the philosophy of evolutionism
is now used as an implicit (or explicit) denial of the truth of the Bible can
support the view that it is intrinsically anti-Christian and heretical, a position
explained in this issue by Frank Rega. The falsity of the notion that the
‘Catholic creationist’ is adopting a Protestant approach to the Bible can be
clarified through examining the principle of ‘sola scriptura’ - only the scriptures,
as expounded here by Jim Seghers (pace Dr Monty-White).

It would appear that the writers of The Gift of Scripture, a document produced by
the Bishops’ Conference of England and Wales, and the Bishops” Conference
of Scotland, were affected by a fashionable phobia of “the phenomenonon of
fundamentalism (which) is prevalent in today’s world, bringing with it an
intransigent intolerance which rules out both listening to other views and the
willingness to dialogue.” (p. 20).

The Flock, newsletter of Pro Ecclesia et Pontifice (Spring 2006), reported:
Even The Tumes greeted it with the headline: Catholic Church no longer
swears by Truth of the Bible” whilst the publication Evangelicals Now
mocked us for having a “holey Bible”!

The Gift of Scripture was written to commemorate the anniversary of the
Vatican II Document on Divine Revelation, Dei Verbum. But, at times, it
even misquotes the very Document it is commemorating. For example,
when it says that the “Bible teaches the truth God wished set down” instead
of “...the books of Scripture firmly, faithfully and wuthout error teach the truth
God wished...” (Dei Verbum 11). Then, of course, The Gift of Scripture goes
on to list the errors our Bishops see in the Bible, replacing Catholic
tecahing with the Protestant higher criticism Pope Leo XIII warned us in
his Encyclical Providentissimus Deus could have such “evil consequences”.
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This latest document is so outrageous it has attracted criticism
from faithful Catholics around the world.

Several American scholars have reviewed the book, notably Professor
Ronald Conte (www.catholicplanet.com) whose 28-page critique, listing the
numerous Papal Encyclicals contradicted by The Gift of Seripture ends with
these desperately sad words:

How did it happen that two Bishops’ Conferences and two
Cardinals published a so-called ‘teaching document’ which
promotes outright heresy, is poorly written, is poorly
documented, offers no new insights and does not criticise or
rebuke any of the errors in modern Biblical scholarship? It is
clear that Professor Conte does not realise how serious the situation in this
country is and of course he knows that the American Conference of Bishops
could never have approved the Gift of Scripture as a teaching document. |...]

As Mgr John McCarthy, J.C.D., S.T.D., Editor of Living Tradition published
by the Roman Theological Forum, writes at the conclusion of his seven-
page critique (www.rtforum.org):

“The Gift of Scripture...depends largely on sources...that do not represent the
teaching of the Church. The Document seems to me to represent the
current opinions of a select group of Catholic biblical scholars who have the
confidence of the teaching office of the Episcopal Conferences of England,
Wales and Scotland but which opinions do not represent the perennial
teaching of the Universal Church.”

It would seem that their Lordships paid little attention to the information that
they all had been sent from Daylight a few months before the document was
published. Had they been less intransigent, more willing to listen to other views
and engage in dialogue, they might have been more praised than criticised.

Anthony Nevard
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Evolution as Heresy?
FRANK M. REGA, S.F.0.

“Science, my son, for all ils greainess ts still an inferior thing; it is less than
nothing when compared to the formidable mystery of Divinity.” - Padre Pio

In an address by Pope John Paul II to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences on
October 22, 1996, entitled “Truth Cannot Contradict Truth,”! the Holy
Father made this controversial statement: “..new knowledge has led to the recognition
of the theory of evolution as more than a hypothesis.”

This assertion greatly inflamed many in the anti-evolution camp, who felt
that it set back the causes of creationism and “intelligent design,” which had
been making great headway.

Natural selection within species

However, one aspect of evolutionary theory is “natural selection”, and in
certain limited cases dealing with changes within a species, natural selection is
in fact “more than a hypothesis.”

For example, some studies have shown that beak sizes in finches can vary
depending on selection due to environmental factors.

The same phenomenon of variation has been found in classical studies of
the survival value of changes in wing coloration of peppered moths.

Yet, in the end, we still have finches and peppered moths. The changes are
due to natural selection and the environment acting on variations in the
genetic information within members of a species.

Common evolutionary descent

However, the aspect of evolutionary theory that is most often questioned
and debated is the supposition of “common evolutionary descent.”

It is questionable because there is no experimental, scientific proof that one
species or family has descended from another. It is merely a hypothesis, and
has not progressed beyond this stage for a century and a half.

Pope John Paul II, “Truth Cannot Contradict Truth,” Address to the Pontifical Academy of
Sciences, October 22, 1996, www.newadvent.or/library/docs_ jp02tc.htm

page 6


http://www.newadvent.or/library/docs_

September 2006

The term evolution in this essay will refer to this concept of common
evolutionary descent.

Unproven hypothesis

In recent years the work of scientists who employ intelligent design theory
has effectively debunked the notion of neo-Darwinism, i.e. evolution of new
species arising from the interaction of natural selection, the environment, and
genetic changes primarily due to mutations.

Among the active pionecers in the intelligent design community are the
London-educated Michael Denton, and the Americans William Dembski, and
Michael Behe, a Catholic.

Nevertheless, the new developments that have effectively challenged neo-
Darwinism have not prevented evolutionists from brazenly referring to their
model as the “fact of evolution.”

But evolutionary descent can be labelled neither a fact, nor as “more than a
hypothesis”, since it has never been scientifically proven that higher animals
and plants developed from other species or simpler forms of life. Controlled
laboratory experiments on genetic mutations have failed to produce evidence
of new species evolution or even an “improved version” of an existing species.

“Theistic evolution® anomalies

Unfortunately, evolution is still uncritically accepted as true by large
segments of the Catholic population. Perhaps some are so apprehensive of
another Galileo incident that they bend over backwards to accommodate
evolution theory to religion. Thus the compromise of “theistic evolution” is
embraced, whereby God somehow used or permitted evolutionary descent to
be the mechanism of creation.

Speculation along this line of thought is permissible to a believing Catholic,
as detailed in the encyclical Humani Generis issued by His Holiness Pope Pius
XII. The encyclical explains that in light of the current (1950) state of opinions
on evolution by scientists and theologians, it is permissible to discuss and
explore the possibility of “..the origin of the human body as coming from pre-existent and
liwing matter - for the Catholic faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created by
God.”?

? Pope Pius XTI, Humani Generis, Encyclical of August 12, 1950.
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In the more than half a century since then, and in the century and a half
since Darwin, the discussion of the possibility of human descent from lower
animals has been ongoing, and it still remains no more than an unproven
hypothetical possibility.

Theistic evolutionists who have accepted the false premise of the “fact” of
evolution, must try to reconcile it with their Christian faith, but cannot do so
without diluting that very faith.

For example, they must come to terms with the Biblical teaching that God
created man not only with an immortal soul, but with a body that was not
subject to death — a death which entered into the world with the fall of Adam.
“Wherefore as by one man sin entered into this world, and by sin death; and so death passed
upon all men, in whom all have sinned” (Romans 5: 12). 3

And from the Catechism of the Catholic Church (no. 1008): “Death is a
consequence of sin. The Church’s Magisterium, as authentic interpreter of the affirmations of
Scripture and Tradition, teaches that death entered the world on account of man’s sin.”
Further, the book of Wisdom seems to indicate that initially no living beings of
any kind were subject to death:

“For God made not death, neither hath he pleasure in the destruction of the living. For he

created all things that they might be” (Wisdom 1: 13,14).

Yet, the proponents of theistic evolution maintain that God used survival of
the fittest, violence, death, and natural selection, in order to create creatures by
an evolutionary process. Therefore they must explain and reconcile with
scripture the issue of how beasts who fought, killed and ate each other for
survival, eventually evolved to such a state of perfection that God saw fit to
impart to humans an immortal soul and an indestructible body.

“For God created man incorruptible, and to the image of his own likeness he made ham”™

(Wisdom 2: 23).

Confused astronomer

There are a number of other serious problems that become evident in
examining the evolution issue from a Catholic standpoint.

Some excellent examples of these difficulties, and of what can happen to
one’s concept of God as a result of accommodating evolution to Catholicism,
are apparent in a recent address by Father George V. Coyne 8.J., Director
of the Vatican Observatory. He gave a talk affirming the “fact” of evolution in

3 Biblical Quotations use the Douay Rheims version with Challoner revisions, online version.
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January 2006 entitled “Science Does Not Need God, or Does It? A Catholic
Scientist Looks at Evolution,” delivered at Palm Beach Atlantic University in
Florida (USA). ¢

The reasons he presents for defending, explaining, and justifying evolution
are actually the very reasons why evolution theory is a pitfall of dangerous
assumptions for Catholics.

It seems that his talk is primarily a vehicle to present his objections to an
article in the New York Times by Christoph Cardinal Schonborn (July 7, 2005).
In this Op-ed piece, entitled “Finding Design In Nature,” the Cardinal
explicitly denies that evolution is “somehow compatible with Christian faith.”
He writes that “evolution in the neo-Darwinian sense — an unguided,
unplanned process of random variation and natural selection ...” is not true. In
speaking of evolution as an overall system of thought and ideology that seeks to
“explain away” evidence of design in nature, he writes: “... scientific theories
that try to explain away the appearance of design as the result of ‘chance and
necessity’ are not scientific at all, but, as John Paul put it, an abdication of
human intelligence.” >

Schonborn’s paper does not address the theory of “intelligent design,” per se.
Rather he asserts that by the light of reason alone, as the Church proclaims,
“... the human intellect can readily and clearly discern purpose and design in
the natural world, including the world of living things.”

Fr. Coyne enumerates, in his talk, five reasons why he considers the stance of
Cardinal Schonborn against evolution to be incorrect, “... the cardinal is in
error on at least five fundamental issues...”

Following is a brief description of Fr. Coyne’s arguments, and the reasons
why each of them is invalid.

I
The first point he makes is that evolution is “completely neutral with respect to
religious thinking.” By this he is of course implying that intelligent design is not
religiously neutral. But, as those active in the field emphasize, intelligent design
theory makes no statement as to who or what is responsible for such design,
and makes no assumptions whatsoever about religion. Since the scientific

4 Coyne, Fr. George V., S.J., “Science Does Not Need God, Or Does It? A Catholic Scientist
Looks at Evolution,” January 30, 2006,

www.catholic.or/national/national story.php?id=18504.

5 Christoph Cardinal Schonborn, “Finding Design in Nature,” New York Times, July 7, 2005.
(Reprinted in €O, October 2005).
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hypothesis that there is design and purpose in the universe does not concern
itself with religious viewpoints, it is as neutral in this respect as is evolution
theory.

II
Fr. Coyne’s second disagreement with the cardinal’s views cites the talk of
John Paul II wherein he noted that evolution is “more than a hypothesis.”
However, as we have shown above, only in limited areas of natural selection
have findings been verified as more than a hypothesis. Further, the Holy
Father does not give blanket approval to all of the theory of evolution.

III

Fr. Coyne’s third objection is interesting because he first contends that Neo-
Darwinian evolution is not the “unplanned process of random variation and
natural selection” that Cardinal Schonborn says it is. He then proceeds later in
his talk to present his own version of evolution theory (not standard Neo-
Darwinism), in which randomness combines with “necessity” and “fertility.”

Fertility is apparently described by the following: “The universe has a certain
vitality of its own like a child does. It has the ability to respond to words of
endearment and encouragement.” He states that, “God is working with the
universe”, but then describes evolution as a process in which God does not
directly intervene: “God lets the world be what it will be in its continuous
evolution. He does not intervene, but rather allows, participates, loves.”

Thus we have a God that does not intervene in his own creation — this is
quite a surprising statement in light of the Incarnation, which was quite an
intervention! Regarding randomness and necessity, we read in the Catechism
of the Catholic Church (no. 295): “We believe that God created the world according lo

his wisdom. 1t is not the product of any necessily whatever, nor of blind fate or chance.”

v

His fourth objection to Cardinal Schonbom merely begs the question, since
Fr. Coyne pre-supposes the validity of the evolutionary process: “...the
apparent directionality seen by science in the evolutionary process does not
require a designer...”

However, this objection is in contradiction to the words of Pope John Paul
I, in his talk before a general audience July 10,1985 and cited by Schénborn.
“This finality which directs beings in a direction for which they are not
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responsible or in charge, obliges one to suppose a Mind which is its inventor,
its creator.”

In this same catechesis, the Holy IFather also adds, “T'o speak of chance for a
universe which presents such a complex organization in its elements, and such
a marvellous finality in its life would be equivalent to giving up the search for
an explanation of the world as it appears to us. In fact, this would be
equivalent to admitting effects without a cause. It would be an abdication of
human intelligence which would thus refuse to think, to seek a solution for its
problems.” 6

Fr. Coyne emerges as a lonely figure standing on very thin ice when he
asserts that the directionality evidenced in nature does not oblige consideration
of an intelligent designer.

A%

His fifth objection is that “... Intelligent Design is not science...” This time
he is essentially correct; since it is not a science, it is a theory, a way of
conducting scientific investigation. It predicts that if there is an organic
structure it must have a purpose, and determining its purpose can be the object
of scientific investigation.

Evolution theory, on the contrary, makes no assumption that a natural
structure has a purpose, since such a structure might be a vestigial leftover
from an evolutionary ancestor, or an anomaly that persisted by chance even
though it had no survival value.

Therefore evolution is not a useful tool for scientific prediction, while
intelligent design, on the other hand, predicts that a use will be found for any
living structure found in nature. In fact, almost all of the bodily parts that
evolutionists once considered as vestigial human organs or structures have
been found to have a purpose.

Non-interventionist and needless God

Fr. Coyne’s talk presents a useful example of how one’s understanding of
God is affected by attempts to reconcile the precepts of evolution with long-
standing tenets of the Faith.

® Pope John Paul II, Proofs for God’s Existence are many and Convergent,”
General Audience of Wednesday, July 10, 1985,

www.its.caltech.edu/~nmcenter/sci-cp/sci85071. html.
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The net conclusion of his modified theory of evolution as a combination of
necessity, chance and fertility is, as he remarks, a God who does not intervene
in the “lottery” of evolution:

“For 13.7 billion years the universe has been playing at the lottery .... A good

example of a chance event would be two very simple molecules wandering

about in the universe. They happen to meet one another and, when they do,
they would love to make a more complex molecule because that is the nature
of these molecules .. as this process goes on and more complex molecules

develop, there is more and more direction to this process.... In such wise did

the human brain come to be and it is still evolving.”

He adds, “...it would be scientifically absurd to deny that the human brain is a
result of a process of chemical complexification in an evolving universe.”

In contrast to this wandering lottery of molecules and chemically evolving
human brains, is the Word of God.

To quote just two of many relevant passages:

“By the word of the Lord the heavens were established; and all the power of them by
the spirit of his mouth: Gathering together the waters of the sea, as in a vessel, laying up
the depths in storehouses. Let all the earth fear the Lord, and let all the inhabitants of the
world be in awe of him. For he spoke and they were made: he commanded and they were
created” (Psalm 32: 6-9).

“I beseech thee, my son, look upon heaven and earth, and all that is in them: and
consider that God made them out of nothing, and mankind also” (I Machabees 7:28).

Not only does Fr. Coyne propose a non-interventionist God, he also
questions the absolute need for God: “Do we need God to explain this [the
origin of life]? Very succinctly my answer is no. In fact, to need God would be
a very denial of God. God is not the response to a need.” And further on: “We
should not need God; we should accept her/him when he comes to us.”

No need for God? Citing only one scripture verse of the plethora available:
“Without me you can do nothing” (John 15: 4,5). Who else can forgive our sins?
Who else answers our prayers?

Slave to science

Further, his concern for taking “modern science seriously” causes him to
minimize the vision of the truly personal God that has been revealed to us in
Jesus Christ.

Although he makes mention of “the personal God I have described,” Fr.
Coyne then goes on to write: “We can only come to know God by analogy.
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The universe as we know it today through science is one way to derive an
analogical knowledge of God.”

It is wonderful to learn that modern science can teach us something about
God, even if only by analogy. However, as Catholics and Christians we know
God independently of science, because he has revealed himself to us in the
Incarnation, in scripture, through the sacraments, particularly Baptism and
Confirmation where we receive the Holy Spirit, and most especially through
the Holy Eucharist. “And we know that the Son of God is come: and he hath given us
understanding that we may know the true God, and may be in his true Son. This is the true
God and life eternal” (1 John 5:20).

Furthermore, when we receive his Body and Blood, Jesus comes to us in
reality, and not merely by analogy. “He that eateth my flesh, and drinketh my blood,
abideth in me, and I in him” (1 John 6: 57).

Evolving beyond Christ?

This reference to the Eucharistic Body and Blood leads to the crux of the
present paper, which is to identify some of the problems and issues that revolve
around the relation of the evolution of the human body to the humanity of
Jesus.

Once again I'r. Coyne’s talk supplies a controversial statement that brings up
the first of these issues.

Discussing the process of evolution, which he considers to be ongoing, he
says, “In such wise did the human brain come to be and it is still evolving.”
That is, creation by means of evolution (randomness, necessity, and fertility) is
a continuing process, and included is the evolution of the human being.
Without belabouring how this obviously conflicts with the completed six-days
of creation described in Genesis, another more subtle problem arises.

Approximately two thousand years ago, Jesus, the Son of God, was
incarnated as a human being, the most perfect of all human beings in all
aspects, including his flesh, mind, and brain. This same Jesus sits at the right
hand of the Father in heaven in his glorified body.

According to Fr. Coyne and any others who accept his position, our earthly
human bodies will eventually evolve into something superior to what they now
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are. This would mean that some future human being would have a humanity
superior to the flesh that clothed the Son of God in his Incarnation.’
But any proposal by a Catholic evolutionist that the human brain or body is
still continuing to evolve is in conflict with, for example, this declaration of
faith of the Council of Chalcedon:
“We declare that he [Jesus Christ] is perfect both in his divinity and in his
humanity, truly God and truly man composed of body and rational soul;
that he is consubstantial with the Father in his divinity, consubstantial with
us in his humanity, like us in every respect except for sin.” 8
Therefore, it would seem impossible for the Church to ever be able to accept
any theory of bodily evolution that allows for a future human being to have a
body superior to, or essentially different from, the humanity of Jesus Christ.

Adam’s sub-human parents?

Next comes the problem of the origin of Adam. (In all fairness to Fr. Coyne;
it should be noted that this and the subsequent issues were not addressed in his
talk.)

The Church in conformity with Sacred Scripture has always taught that
Adam was the first man. However, the Catholic evolutionist, while admitting
that Adam was the first human and even admitting a special creation of Eve,
would have to provide Adam with some sort of parents of flesh and blood. But
these parents of course could not themselves be of the race of “man,” and they
could not have had rational human souls.

In other words, Adam’s parents would have to be sub-human hominids that
gave birth to the first true human being.

The third chapter of Luke presents a genealogy of the Messiah, traces his
roots back in time. For the earliest ages, the last verse describing the ancestral
line is “Who was of Henos, who was of Seth, was of Adam, who was of God” (Luke
3:38).

The evolutionist requires other non-human members of this family tree in
order to bridge the gap between Adam and God. As the tree is extended
further back in time, Adam’s ancestors are not even hominids, but other

7 Since this article was written, it has been reported that Fr Coyne has left his post at the
Vatican Observatory. To the writer’s knowledge, this was unconnected to the publication of this
article, and neither was it his intention that this be the consequence.

8 The Church Teaches. Documents of the Church in English Translation, Jesuit Fathers of St. Mary’s
College, St. Mary’s, Kansas, 1973, TAN Books and Publishers, p. 172.
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mammals, then more primitive creatures, perhaps birds, reptiles, amphibians,
and finally fish — or whatever version of evolutionary descent is currently in
vogue.

Further, these lower animals progressed to the level of human beings by their
ability to survive. According to this premise of survival of the fittest, these
creatures passed on to future generations the various genetic adaptations
which enabled them to hunt, kill, and eat their prey more efficiently than their
neighbouring jungle denizens.

These then, according to the Christian evolutionist, are the ancestors of Jesus
Christ. This conclusion should not be taken to imply that there is something
“evil” or negative about matter in itself; rather it points out some of the
awkward implications of theistic evolution that its advocates must admit are
necessary to their theory.

Our Lady’s bestial heritage?

There are still other extremely important reasons why it is distressing to hear
Catholic intellectuals allege that evolution is compatible with Catholicism.

Let us focus a little closer on the humanity of Jesus by considering the
Blessed Virgin Mary, mother of the God-Man, Jesus Christ.

The Virgin Mary announced at Lourdes to St. Bernadette, “I am the
Immaculate Conception.” She was and is immaculate, sinless and pure in both
body and soul.

Consider further our devotion to her Immaculate Heart. At the Church-
approved apparitions of Fatima in 1917, Our Lady revealed to the seers, “
God wishes to establish in the world devotion to my Immaculate Heart... I
shall come to ask for the consecration of Russia to my Immaculate Heart.”
And, perhaps most importantly, “In the end, my Immaculate Heart will
triumph.” 9

Theistic evolutionists would have to acknowledge that through the line of
Adam’s supposed evolutionary descent, this purest and most perfect woman’s
ancestors must be traced to half-human, half-beast primitive creatures.

In simpler and more shockingly blunt terms (at the risk of sounding harsh
and crude but this needs to be brought out): as part of God’s plan of guided
evolution, the great great ... great great grandfather of the Blessed Virgin Mary

® Marian Apparitions, the Bible, and the Modern World, Donal Foley, Gracewing, Leominster, 2002,
pp- 235-243.
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would have to be a gorilla, monkey or lemur of the jungle, or an even more
primitive ape-human common ancestor!

These creatures would not only be progenitors of human flesh in terms of
genetic development, but would also be ancestors in terms of the progressive
evolution of their psychological makeup. Those who support theistic evolution
cannot escape the fact that such is the necessary and logical conclusion of their
beliefs.

This is not to deny the possibility of such descent, whose final cause would be
the will of God, since this is the meaning that some give to the “slime” of the
earth from which man was formed (Genesis: 2: 6). However, those who accept
this view must be prepared to admit the existence of a sub-human, pre-Adamic
genealogy for the genetic origins not only of man in general but of the House
of David, the Holy FFamily, and in particular the Eucharistic Jesus.

Evolution as heresy

At the Incarnation, the body of Jesus was taken from Mary’s flesh, and we
receive this same Precious Body and Blood of Our Lord into our own bodies
when we consume the Eucharistic species. The argument for common
evolutionary descent entails the proposition that the flesh of the Blessed Virgin
Mary and the Precious Body and Blood of Jesus are ultimately derived from
primitive ancestral animals and lower life forms, which killed and ate each
other. Are we then to say that the Body and Blood of our Saviour, which we
receive at Holy Mass, is the flesh (albeit now glorified) of someone whose
mother’s distant ancestors included monkeys, reptiles and the lowest creatures?

Yet, this disturbing conclusion is an inescapable result of the position taken
by those who advocate any sort of human evolution. Even if such concepts can
be rationalized, there is an innate offensiveness in such thoughts and images on
a devotional level.

Such are the issues that a truly theological analysis of theistic evolution must
address and satisfactorily resolve before evolution could ever be said to be
compatible with the Catholic Faith. The response of common sense, however,
is to view such ideas as unthinkable and perhaps even blasphemous.

Although it is now permissible according to Church teaching to freely discuss
the hypothetical evolution of the human body, one may legitimately pose the
following question: is it not possible that the concepts of common
evolutionary descent and theistic evolution might one day be
considered heretical?
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For example, the Incarnation of Christ in time seems to eliminate, at least on
theological grounds, the proposition that the human body is continuing to
evolve.

Secondly, since “death” is an integral part of the process of evolution, the
burden of proof is on the theistic evolutionist to explain why the author of life
(Acts 3:135) would use death and killing over eons of time in order to “create”
human beings.

Finally, how could the Church ever maintain that the Body and Blood of
Jesus, the resurrection and the life (John 11:25), which we receive in the Holy
Eucharist, is the same humanity whose “creation” was the result of a fatalistic
combination of natural selection, randomness, mutations, and a cruel
impersonal process of birth, death, destruction and killing, in order to perfect
the most efficient survival machine?

“In lam was life, and the life was the light of men” - John 1:4.

[From Christian Order Vol 47, No 8/9, Aug/Sep 2006, pp 66-77.]
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WHAT ARE SPECIES
The Early Transmutationists

A few great naturalists, struck by the very slight difference between many of
these species, and the numerous links that exist between the most different
forms of animals and plants, and also observing that a great many species do
vary considerably in their forms, colours, and habits, conceived the idea that
they might be all produced one from the other. The most eminent of these
writers was a great French naturalist, Lamarck, who published an elaborate
work, the Philosophie Zoologique, in which he endeavoured to prove that all
animals whatever are descended from other species of animals. He attributed
the change of species chiefly to the effect of changes in the conditions of life —
such as climate, food, etc. — and especially to the desires and efforts of the
animals themselves to improve their condition, leading to a modification of
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form or size in certain parts, owing to the well-known physiological law that all
organs are strengthened by constant use, while they are weakened or even
completely lost by disuse. The arguments of Lamarck did not, however, satisfy
naturalists, and though a few adopted the view that closely allied species had
descended from each other, the general belief of the educated public was, that
each species was a “special creation” quite independent of all others; while the
great body of naturalists equally held, that the change from one species to
another by any known law or cause was impossible, and that the “origin of
species” was an unsolved and probably insoluble problem. The only other
important work dealing with the question was the celebrated Vestiges of Creation,
published anonymously, but now acknowledged to have been written by the
late Robert Chambers. In this work the action of general laws was traced
throughout the universe as a system of growth and development, and it was
argued that the various species of animals and plants had been produced in
orderly succession from each other by the action of unknown laws of
development aided by the action of external conditions. Although this work
had a considerable effect in influencing public opinion as to the extreme
improbability of the doctrine of the independent “special creation” of each
species, it had little effect upon naturalists, because it made no attempt to
grapple with the problem in detail, or to show in any single case how the allied
species of a genus could have arisen, and have preserved their numerous slight
and apparently purposeless differences from each other. No clue whatever was
afforded to a law which should produce from any one species one or more
slightly differing but yet permanently distinct species, nor was any reason given
why such slight yet constant differences should exist at all.

Scientific Opinion before Darwin

In order to show how little effect these writers had upon the public mind, I
will quote a few passsages from the writings of Sir Charles Lyell, as
representing the opinions of the most advanced thinkers in the period
immediately preceding that of Darwin’s work. When recapitulating the facts
and arguments in favour of the invariability and permanence of species, he
says: “The entire variation from the original type which any given kind of
change can produce may usually be effected in a brief period of time, after
which no further deviation can be obtained by continuing to alter the
circumstances, though ever so gradually, indefinite divergence either in the
way of improvement or deterioration being prevented, and the least possible
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excess beyond the defined limits being fatal to the existence of the individual.”
In another place he maintains that “varieties of some species may differ more
than other species do from each other without shaking our confidence in the
reality of species.” He further adduces certain facts in geology as being, in his
opinion, “fatal to the theory of progressive development,” and he explains the
fact that there are so often distinct species in countries of similar climate and
vegetation by “special creations” in each country; and these conclusions were
arrived at after a careful study of Lamarck’s work, a full abstract of which is
given in the earlier editions of the Principles of Geology. !

Professor Agassiz, one of the greatest naturalists of the last generation, went
even further, and maintained not only that each species was specially created,
but that it was created in the proportions and in the localities in which we now
find it to exist. The following extract from his very instructive book on Lake
Superior explains this view: ‘““T'here are in animals peculiar adaptations which
are characteristic of their species, and which cannot be supposed to have arisen
from subordinate influences. Those which live in shoals cannot be supposed to
have been created in single pairs. Those which are made to be the food of
others cannot have been created in the same proportions as those which live
upon them. Those which are everywhere found in innumerable specimens
must have been introduced in numbers capable of maintaining their normal
proportions to those which live isolated and are comparatively and constantly
fewer. For we know that this harmony in the numerical proportions between
animals is one of the great laws of nature. The circumstance that species occur
within definite limits where no obstacles prevent their wider distribution leads
to the further inference that those limits were assigned to them from the
beginning, and so we should come to the final conclusion that the order which
prevails throughout nature is intentional, that it is regulated by the limits
marked out on the first day of creation, and that it has been maintained
unchanged through ages with no other modifications than those which the
higher intellectual powers of man enable him to impose on some few animals
more closely connected with him.” 2

These opinions of some of the most eminent and influential writers of the
pre-Darwinian age seem to us, now, either altogether obsolete or positively
absurd; but they nevertheless exhibit the mental condition of even the most
advanced section of scientific men on the problem of the nature and origin of

I These expressions occur in Chapter IX of the earlier editions (to the ninth) of the Principles of
Geology.
2 1. Agassiz, Lake Superior, p.377.
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species. They render it clear that, notwithstanding the vast knowledge and
ingenious reasoning of Lamarck, and the more general exposition of the
subject by the author of the Vestiges of Creation, the first step had not been taken
towards a satisfactory explanation of the derivation of any one species from
any other. Such eminent naturalists as Geoffroy Saint Hilaire, Dean Herbert,
Professor Grant, Von Buch, and some others, had expressed their belief that
species arose as simple varieties, and that the species of each genus were all
descended from a common ancestor; but none of them gave a clue as to the
law or the method by which the change had been effected. This was still “the
great mystery.” As to the further question — how far this common descent
could be carried; whether distinct families, such as crows and thrushes, could
possibly have descended from each other; or, whether all birds, including such
widely distinct types as wrens, eagles, ostriches, and ducks, could all be the
modified descendants of a common ancestor; or, still further, whether
mammalia, birds, reptiles, and fishes, could all have had a common origin; —
these questions had hardly come up for discussion at all, for it was felt that,
while the very first step along the road of “transmutation of species” (as it was
then called) had not been made, it was quite useless to speculate as to how far
it might be possible to travel in the same direction, or where the road would
ultimately lead to.

The Problem before Darwin.

It is clear, then, that what was understood by the “origin” or the
“transmutation” of species before Darwin’s work appeared, was the
comparatively simple question whether the allied species of each genus had or
had not been derived from one another and, remotely, from some common
ancestor, by the ordinary method of reproduction and by means of laws and
conditions still in action and capable of being thoroughly investigated. If any
naturalist had been asked at that day whether, supposing it to be clearly shown
that all the different species of each genus had been derived from some one
ancestral species, and that a full and complete explanation were to be given of
how each minute difference in form, colour, or structure might have
originated, and how the several peculiarities of habit and of geographical
distribution might have been brought about—whether, if this were done, the
“origin of species” would be discovered, the great mystery solved, he would
undoubtedly have replied in the affirmative. He would probably have added
that he never expected any such marvellous discovery to be made in his
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lifetime. But so much as this assuredly Mr. Darwin has done, not only in the
opinion of his disciples and admirers, but by the admissions of those who
doubt the completeness of his explanations. For almost all their objections and
difficulties apply to those larger differences which separate genera, families,
and orders from each other, not to those which separate one species from the
species to which it is most nearly allied, and from the remaining species of the
same genus. They adduce such difficulties as the first development of the eye,
or of the milk-producing glands of the mammalia; the wonderful instincts of
bees and of ants; the complex arrangements for the fertilisation of orchids, and
numerous other points of structure or habit, as not being satisfactorily
explained. But it is evident that these peculiarities had their origin at a very
remote period of the earth’s history, and no theory, however complete, can do
more than afford a probable conjecture as to how they were produced. Our
ignorance of the state of the earth’s surface and of the conditions of life at those
remote periods is very great; thousands of animals and plants must have
existed of which we have no record; while we are usually without any
information as to the habits and general life-history even of those of which we
possess some fragmentary remains; so that the truest and most complete theory
would not enable us to solve all the difficult problems which the whole course
of the development of life upon our globe presents to us.

What we may expect a true theory to do is to enable us to comprehend and
follow out in some detail those changes in the form, structure, and relations of
animals and plants which are effected in short periods of time, geologically
speaking, and which are now going on around us. We may expect it to explain
satisfactorily most of the lesser and superficial differences which distinguish one
species from another. We may expect it to throw light on the mutual relations
of the animals and plants which live together in any one country, and to give
some rational account of the phenomena presented by their distribution in
different parts of the world. And lastly, we may expect it to explain many
difficulties and to harmonise many incongruities in the excessively complex
affinities and relations of living things. All this the Darwinian theory
undoubtedly does. It shows us how, by means of some of the most universal
and ever-acting laws in nature, new species are necessarily produced, while the
old species become extinct; and it enables us to understand how the continuous
action of these laws during the long periods with which geology makes us
acquainted is calculated to bring about those greater differences presented by
the distinct genera, families, and orders into which all living things are
classified by naturalists. The differences which these present are all of the same
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nature as those presented by the species of many large genera, but much
greater in amount; and they can all be explained by the action of the same
general laws and by the extinction of a larger or smaller number of
intermediate species. Whether the distinctions between the higher groups
termed Classes and Sub-kingdoms may be accounted for in the same way is a
much more difficult question. The differences which separate the mammals,
birds, reptiles, and fishes from each other, though vast, yet seem of the same
nature as those which distinguish a mouse from an elephant or a swallow from
a goose. But the vertebrate animals, the mollusca, and the insects, are so
radically distinct in their whole organisation and in the very plan of their
structure, that objectors may not unreasonably doubt whether they can all
have been derived from a common ancestor by means of the very same laws as
have sufficed for the differentiation of the various species of birds or of reptiles.

The Change of Opinion effected by Darwin.

The point I wish especially to urge is this. Before Darwin’s work appeared, the
great majority of naturalists, and almost without exception the whole literary
and scientific world, held firmly to the belief that species were realities, and
had not been derived from other species by any process accessible to us; the
different species of crow and of violet were believed to have been always as
distinct and separate as they are now, and to have originated by some totally
unknown process so far removed from ordinary reproduction that it was
usually spoken of as “special creation.” There was, then, no question of the
origin of families, orders, and classes, because the very first step of all, the
“origin of species,” was believed to be an insoluble problem. But now this is all
changed. The whole scientific and literary world, even the whole educated
public, accepts, as a matter of common knowledge, the origin of species from
other allied species by the ordinary process of natural birth. The idea of special
creation or any altogether exceptional mode of production is absolutely extinct
! Yet more: this is held also to apply to many higher groups as well as to the
species of a genus, and not even Mr. Darwin’s severest critics venture to
suggest that the primeval bird, reptile, or fish must have been “specially
created.” And this vast, this totally unprecedented change in public opinion
has been the result of the work of one man, and was brought about in the short
space of twenty years! This is the answer to those who continue to maintain
that the “origin of species” is not yet discovered; that there are still doubts and
difficulties; that there are divergencies of structure so great that we cannot
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understand how they had their beginning. We may admit all this, just as we
may admit that there are enormous difficulties in the way of a complete
comprehension of the origin and nature of all the parts of the solar system and
of the stellar universe. But we claim for Darwin that he is the Newton of
natural history, and that, just so surely as that the discovery and demonstration
by Newton of the law of gravitation established order in place of chaos and laid
a sure foundation for all future study of the starry heavens, so surely has
Darwin, by his discovery of the law of natural selection and his demonstration
of the great principle of the preservation of useful variations in the struggle for
life, not only thrown a flood of light on the process of development of the
whole organic world, but also established a firm foundation for all future study
of nature.

In order to show the view Darwin took of his own work, and what it was
that he alone claimed to have done, the concluding passage of the introduction
to the Orgin of Species should be carefully considered. It is as follows: “Although
much remains obscure, and will long remain obscure, I can entertain no
doubt, after the most deliberate and dispassionate judgment, of which I am
capable, that the view which most naturalists until recently entertained and
which I formerly entertained—mnamely, that each species has been
independently created—is erroneous. I am fully convinced that species are not
immutable but that those belonging to what are called the same genera are
lineal descendants of some other and generally extinct species, in the same
manner as the acknowledged varieties of any one species are the descendants
of that species. Furthermore, I am convinced that Natural Selection has been
the most important, but not the exclusive, means of modification.”

It should be especially noted that all which is here claimed is now almost
universally admitted, while the criticisms of Darwin’s works refer almost
exclusively to those numerous questions which, as he himself says, “will long
remain obscure.”

Taken from: Alfred Russel Wallace, Darwinism - an exposition of the Theory of Natural
Selection with some of its applications , 2nd Edn, Macmillan, 1897 [extract from
Chapter 1, pp 3- 10].
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THE CASE AGAINST EVOLUTION

BY

GEORGE BARRY O'TOOLE, PH.D., S.T.D.
PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY AND PROFESSOR EMERITUS OF PHILOSOPHY,
ST. VINCENT ARCHABBEY; PROFESSOR OF ANIMAL
BIOLOGY, SETON HILL COLLEGE

FOREWORD

The literature on the subject of evolution has already attained such vast
dimensions that any attempt to add to it has the appearance of being both
superfluous and presumptuous. It is, however, in the fact that the generality of
modern works are frankly partisan in their treatment of this theme that the
publication of the present work finds justification.

For the philosophers and scientists of the day evolution is evidently
something which admits of no debate and which must be maintained at all
costs. These thinkers are too intent upon making out a plausible case for the
theory to take anything more than the mildest interest in the facts opposed to
it. If they advert to them at all, it is always to minimize, and never to
accentuate, their antagonistic force. For the moment, at any rate, the minds of
scientific writers are closed to unfavorable, and open only to favorable,
evidence, so that one must look elsewhere than in their pages for adequate
presentation of the case against evolution.

The present work aims at setting forth the side of the question which it is
now the fashion to suppress. It refuses to be bound by the convention which
prescribes that evolution shall be leniently criticized. It proceeds, in fact, upon
the opposite assumption, namely, that a genuinely scientific theory ought not
to stand in need of indulgence, but should be able, on the contrary, to endure
the acid test of merciless criticism.

Evolution has been termed a “necessary hypothesis.” We have no quarrel
with the phrase, provided it really means evolution as an hypothesis, and not
evolution as a dogma. For, obviously, the problem of a gradual differentiation
of organic species cannot even be investigated upon the fixistic assumption in
as much as this assumption destroys the problem at the very outset. Unless we
assume the possibility, at least, that modern species of plants and animals may
have been the product of a gradual process, there is no problem to investigate.
It is, however, a far cry from the possibility to the actuality; and the mere fact
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that an hypothesis is necessary as an incentive to investigation does not by any
means imply that the result of the investigation will be the vindication of its
inspirational hypothesis. On the contrary, research often results in the
overthrow of the very hypothesis which led to its inception. We can, therefore,
quite readily admit the necessity of evolution as an hypothesis, while rejecting
its necessity as a dogma.

Assent to evolution as a dogma is advocated not only by materialists, who see
in evolutionary cosmogony proof positive of their monism and the complete
overthrow of the idea of Creation, but also by certain Catholic scientists, who
seem to fear that religion may become involved in the anticipated ruin of
fixism Thus all resistance to the theory of evolution is deprecated by Father
Wasmann and Canon Dorlodot on the assumption that the ultimate triumph
of this theory is inevitable, and that failure to make provision for this
eventuality will lead to just such another blunder as theologians of the
sixteenth century made in connection with the Copernican theory.
Recollection of the Galileo incident is, doubtless, salutary, in so far as it
suggests the wisdom of caution and the imperative necessity of close contact
with ascertained facts, but a consideration of this sort is no warrant whatever
for an uncritical acceptance of what still remains unverified. History testifies
that verification followed close upon the heels of the initial proposal of the
heliocentric theory, but the whole trend of scientific discovery has been to
destroy, rather than to confirm, all definite formulations of the evolutional
theory, in spite of the immense erudition expended in revising them.

There is, in brief, no parity at all between Transformism and the
Copernician theory. Among other points of difference, Tuccimei notes
especially the following: “The Copernican system,” he remarks, “explains that
which s, whereas evolution attempts to explain that which was; it enters, in other
words, into the problem of origins, an insoluble problem in the estimation of
many illustrious evolutionists, according to whom no experimental verification
is possible, given the processes and factors in conjunction with which the
theory was proposed. But what is of still greater significance for those who
desire to see a parallelism between the two theories is the fact that the
Copernican system became, with the discoveries of Newton, a demonstrated
thesis, scarcely fifty years after the death of Galileo; the theory of evolution, on
the other hand, is at the present day no longer able to hold its own even as an
hypothesis, so numerous are its incoherencies and the objections to it raised by
its own partisans.” (“La Decadenza di una Teoria,” 1908, p. 11.)
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The prospect, then, of a renewal of the Galileo episode is exceedingly
remote. Far more imminent to the writer seems the danger that the well-
intentioned rescuers of religion may be obliged to perform a most humiliating
volte face, after having accepted all too hastily a doctrine favored only for the
time being in scientific circles. It is, in fact, by no means inconceivable that the
scientific world will eventually discard the now prevalent dogma of evolution.
In that case those who have seen fit to reconcile religion with evolution will
have the questionable pleasure of unreconciling it in response to this reversal of
scientific opinion.

On the whole, the safest attitude toward evolution is the agnostic one. It
commits us to no uncertain position. It does not compromise our intellectual
sincerity by requiring us to accept the dogmatism of scientific orthodoxy as a
substitute for objective evidence. It precludes the possible embarrassment of
having to unsay what we formerly said. And last, but not least, it is the attitude
of simple truth; for the truest thing that Science is, or ever will be, able to say
concerning the problem of organic origins is that she knows nothing about it.
In the present work, we shall endeavor to show that Evolution has long since
degenerated into a dogma, which is believed in spite of the facts, not on
account of them. The first three chapters deal with the theory in general,
discussing in turn its genetical, morphological, and geological aspects. The last
three chapters are devoted to the problem of origins, and treat of the genesis of
life, of the human soul, and of the human body, respectively.

While this book is in no sense a work of “popular science,” I have sought to
broaden its scope and interest by combining the scientific with the philosophic
viewpoint. Certain portions of the text are unavoidably technical, but there is
much, besides, that the general reader will be able to follow without difficulty.
Students, especially of biology, geology, and experimental psychology, may use
it to advantage as supplementary reading in connection with their textbooks.

I wish to acknowledge herewith my indebtedness to the Editor of the Catholic
Educational Review, Rev. George Johnson, Ph.D., to whose suggestion and
encouragement the inception of this work was largely due. I desire also to
express my sincere appreciation of the services rendered in the revision of the
manuscript by the Rev. Edward Wenstrup, O.S.B., Professor of Zoology, St.
Vincent College, Pennsylvania.

[The Case Against Evolution, pp xi - Xiv]
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AFTERWORD

With the close of the nineteenth century the hour hand of biological science
had completed another revolution. One after another, the classic systems of
evolution had passed into the discard, as its remorseless progress registered
their doom. The last of these systems, De-Vriesianism, enjoyed a meteoric
vogue in the first years of the present century, but it, too, has gone into eclipse
with the rise of rediscovered Mendelism. Notwithstanding all these reverses,
however, the evolutionary theory still continues to number a host of steadfast
adherents.

Some of its partisans uphold it upon antiquated grounds. Culturally
speaking, such men still live in the days of Darwin, and fail to realize that
much water has passed under the bridge since then. It has other protagonists,
however, who are thoroughly conversant with modern data, and fully aware,
in consequence, of the inadequacy of all existent formulations of the
evolutional hypothesis. Minds of the latter type are proof, apparently, against
any sort of disillusionment, and it is manifest that their attitude is determined
by some consideration other than the actual results of research.

This other consideration is monistic metaphysics. In defect of factual
confirmation, evolution is demonstrated aprioristically from the principle of
the minimum. The scope of this methodological principle is to simplify or unify
causation by dispensing with all that is superfluous in the way of explanation.
In olden days, it went by the name of Occam’s Razor and was worded thus:
Entia non sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitatem — ““Things are not to be multiplied
without necessity.” Evolution meets the requirements of this principle. It
simplifies the problem of organic origins by reducing the number of ancestors
to a minimum. Therefore, argues the evolutionist, evolution must be true.

As an empirical rule, the principle of the minimum is, no doubt, essential to
the scientific method. To erect it into a metaphysical axiom, however, is
preposterous; for simple explanations are not necessarily #ue explanations. In
the role of aprioristic metaphysics, the principle of continuity is destructive,
and tends to plane down everything to the dead level of materialistic monism.
For those who transcendentalize it, it becomes the principle “that everything is
‘nothing but’ something else, probably inferior to it.” (Santayana.) To assert
continuity, they are driven to deny, or, at least, to leave unexplained and
inexplicable, the obvious novelty that emerges at each higher level of the
cosmic scale. And thus it comes to pass that intelligence is pronounced to be
nothing but sense, and sense to be nothing but physiology, and physiology to
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be nothing but chemistry, and chemistry to be nothing but mechanics, until
this philosophical nihilism weeps at last for want of further opportunities of
devastation. Its exponents have an intense horror for abrupt transitions, and
resent the discovery of anything that defies resolution into terms of mass and
motion.

Evolution smooths the path for monism of this type by transforming nature’s
staircase into an inclined plane of imperceptible ascent. Hence Dewey refers to
evolution as a “clinching proof” of the continuity hypothecated by the monist.
For the latter, there is no hierarchy of values, and all essential distinctions are
abolished; for him nothing is unique and everything is equally important. He
affirms the democracy of facts and is blind to all perspective in nature. He is, in
short, the enemy of all beauty, all spirituality, all culture, all morality, and all
religion. He substitutes neurons for the soul, and enthrones Natural Selection
in the place of the Creator. He sets up, in a word, the ideal of “an animalistic
man and a mechanistic universe,” and offers us evolution as a demonstration
of this “ideal.”

Vernon Kellogg objects to our indictment. “The evolutionist,” he says, “does
not like being called a bad man. He does not like being posted as an enemy of
poetry and faith and religion. He does not like being defined as crassly
materialist, a man exclusively of the earth earthy.” (Atlantic Monthly, April 24,
1924, P. 490.) Apart from their object, the likes or dislikes of an evolutionist
are a matter of indifference. What we want to know is whether his dislike is
merely for the names, or whether it extends to the reality denoted by these
names. Human nature has a weakness for euphemisms. Men may “want the
game without the name,” particularly when, deservedly or undeservedly, the
name happens to have an offensive connotation.

There are, no doubt, evolutionists who mingle enough dualism with their
philosophy to mitigate the most objectionable aspects of its basic monism. In so
doing, however, they are governed by considerations that are wholly
extraneous to evolutionary thought. Indeed, if we take Kellogg’s words at their
face value (that is, in a sense which he would probably disclaim), it is in spite of
his philosophy that the evolutionist is a spiritualist. “And just as religion and
cheating,” reasons Kellogg, “can apparently be compassed in one man, so can
one man be both evolutionist and idealist.” (Loc. cit., p. 490.) If this comparison
holds true, the evolutionist can be an idealist only to the extent that he is
inconsistent or hypocritical, since under no other supposition could piety and
crime coexist in one and the same person.
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Be that as it may, the majority of evolutionists are avowed mechanists and
materialists, in all that concerns the explanation of natural phenomena. “That
there may be God who has put his Spirit into men” (Kellogg, id., p. 491),
they are condescendingly willing to concede. And small credit to them for this;
for who can disprove the existence of God, or the spirituality of the human soul?
Nevertheless, it is impossible, they maintain, to be cerlain on these subjects.
Natural science is in their eyes the only form of human knowledge that has any
objective validity. Proofs of human spirituality they denounce as metaphysical,
and metaphysics is for them synonymous with “such stuff as dreams are made
of,” unworthy to be mentioned in the same breath with physical science — “Es
gibt fiir uns kein anderes Erkennen als das mechanische, ... Nur mechanisch begreifen st
Wissenschaft.” (Du Bois-Reymond.)

In practice, therefore, if not in theory, the tendency of evolution has been to
unspiritualize and dereligionize the philosophy of its adherents, a tendency
which is strikingly exemplified in one of its greatest exponents, Charles Darwin
himself. The English naturalist began his scientific career as a theist and a
spiritualist. He ended it as an agnostic and a materialist. His evolutionary
philosophy was, by his own confession, responsible for the transformation.
“When thus reflecting,” he says, “I feel compelled to look to a first cause
having an intelligent mind in some degree analogous to that of man, and I
deserve to be called a Theist. This conclusion was strong in my mind about the
time, as far as I remember, when I wrote the ‘Origin of Species’; and it is since
that time that it has very gradually, with many fluctuations, become weaker.
But then arises the doubt, can the mind of man, which has, as I fully believe,
been developed from a mind as low as that possessed by the lowest animals, be
trusted when it draws such grand conclusions? I can not pretend to throw the
least light on such abstruse problems. The mystery of the beginning of all
things is insoluble by us; and I, for one, must be content to remain an
Agnostic.” (“The Life and Letters of Charles Darwin,” edited by Francis
Darwin, 1887, vol. I, p. 282.)

Darwin likewise exemplifies in his own person the destructive influence
exercised upon the aesthetic sense by exclusive adherence to the monistic
viewpoint. Having alluded in his autobiography to his former predilection for
poetry, music, and the beauties of nature, he continues as follows: “But now
for many years I cannot endure to read a line of poetry: I have tried lately to
read Shakespeare, and found that it nauseated me. I have also lost my taste for
pictures and music. . . . I retain some taste for fine scenery, but it does not
cause me the exquisite delight which it formerly did. . . . My mind seems to
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have become a kind of machine for grinding general laws out of large
collections of facts; . . . if I had to live my life again, I would have made it a
rule to read some poetry and listen to some music at least every week; for
perhaps the parts of my brain now atrophied would have been kept alive
through use. The loss of these tastes is a loss of happiness, and may possibly be
injurious to the intellect, and more probably to the moral character by
enfeebling the emotional part of our nature.” (Op. cit,, vol. I, pp. 81, 82.)

Evolution, we repeat, has brought us materialistic monism, in whose barren
soil nor faith, nor idealism, nor morality, nor poesy, nor art, nor any of the
finer things of life can thrive. To its dystelic and atomistic view, Nature has
ceased to be the vicar of God, and material things are no longer sacramental
symbols of eternal verities. It denies all design in Nature, and dismembers all
beauty into meaningless fragments. It is so deeply engrossed in the
contemplation of parts, that it has forgotten that there is any such thing as a
whole. The rose and the bird-of-paradise are not ineffable messages from God
to man; they are but accidental aggregates of colloidal molecules fortuitously
assembled in the perpetual, yet aimless, flux of evolving matter.

From the standpoint of the moral and sociological consequences, however,
the gravest count against evolution is the seeming support which this theory
has given to the monistic conception of an animalistic man. Darwin’s doctrine
on the bestial origin of man brought no other gain to natural science than the
addition of one more unverified and unverifiable hypothesis to its already
extensive stock of unfounded speculations. It did, however, work irreparable
harm to millions of unlearned and credulous persons, whose childlike
confidence the unscrupulous expounders of this doctrine have not hesitated to
abuse. The exaggerations and misrepresentations of the latter met with an all
too ready credence on the part of those who were not competent to
discriminate between theory and fact. The sequel has been a wholesale
abandonment of religious and moral convictions, which has ruined the lives
and blighted the happiness of countless victims.

Has it been worth while, we may well ask of the propounders of this theory,
to sacrifice so much in exchange for so little? The solid gain to natural science
has been negligible, but the consequences of the blow unfairly dealt to morals
and religion are incalculable and beyond the possibility of repair. “Morals and
Religion,” says Newman, “are not represented to the intelligence of the world
by intimations and notices strong and obvious such as those which are the
foundation of physical science.... Instead of being obtruded on our notice, so
that we cannot possibly overlook them, they are the dictates either of
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Conscience or of Faith. They are faint shadows and tracings, certain indeed,
but delicate, fragile, and almost evanescent, which the mind recognizes at one
time, not at another, discerns when it is calm, loses when it is in agitation. The
reflection of sky and mountains in the lake is proof that sky and mountains are
around it, but the twilight or the mist or the sudden thunderstorm hurries
away the beautiful image, which leaves behind it no memorial of what it was....
How easily can we be talked out of our clearest views of duty; how does this or
that moral precept crumble into nothing when we rudely handle it! How does
the fear of sin pass off from us, as quickly as the glow of modesty dies away
from the countenance! and then we say ‘It is all superstition.” However, after a
time, we look around, and then to our surprise we see, as before, the same law
of duty, the same moral precepts, the same protest against sin, appearing over
against us, in their old places, as if they had never been brushed away, like the
Divine handwriting upon the wall at the banquet.” (“Idea of a University,” pp.
513-515.)

Had evolutionary enthusiasts adhered more strictly to the facts, had they
proceeded in the spirit of scientific caution, had they shown, in fact, even so
much as a common regard for the simple truth, the “progress of science”
would not have been achieved at the expense of morals and religion. As it is,
this so-called progress has left behind a wake of destruction in the shape of
undermined convictions, blasted lives, crimes, misery, despair, and suicide. It
has, in short, contributed largely to the present sinister and undeserved
triumph of Materialism, Agnosticism, and Pessimism, which John Talbot
Smith has so fittingly characterized as the three D’s of dirt, doubt, and despair.
A little less sensationalism, a little more conscientiousness, a little more of that
admirable quality, scientific caution, and the concord of faith and reason
would have become a truism instead of a problem. But such regrets are vain.
The evil effects are here to stay, and nothing can undo the past.

If man is but a higher kind of brute, if he has no unique, immortal principle
within him, if his free will is an illusion, if his conduct is the necessary resultant
of chemical reactions occurring in his protoplasm, if he is nothing more than
an automaton of flesh, a mere decaying organism which is the sport of all the
blind physical forces and stimuli playing upon it, if he has no prospect of a
future life of retribution, if he is unaccountable to any higher authority, Divine
or human, then morality ceases to have a meaning, right and wrong lose their
significance, virtue and vice are all the same. The constancy of the martyr and
the patriotism of the fallen soldier become unintelligible folly, while a heartless
and infamous sensualism preying vulturelike upon the carrion of human
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misery and corruption is to be reckoned the highest expression of wisdom and
efficiency. The grandest ideals that have inspired enthusiasm and devotion in
human breasts are but idle dreams and worthless delusions. From a world
which accepts this degraded view of human nature all heroism and chivalry
must vanish utterly; for it will recognize no loftier incentives to action than
pleasure and love of self.

Such doctrines, too, are essentially antisocial. They destroy the very
foundation of altruism, To seek immortality in the effects of one’s unselfish
deeds becomes ridiculous. FFor what assurance can we have that the fruits of
our sacrifice will be acceptable to a progressive posterity, or what difference
will our self-denial make, when the whole human species shall have become
extinct on the desolate surface of a dying world? Without an adequate
motivation for altruism, however, the existence of society becomes impossible,
since self-interest is not a feasible substitute. To urge the observance of social
laws on the ground that they protect person, life, and property, will hardly
appeal to men who have no possessions to be protected nor a comfortable life
to be prolonged. Yet the major portion of mankind are in this category. For
such the laws can mean nothing more than artificial corruptions, of the natural
and primitive order of things introduced for the special benefit of the rich and
powerful.

Under circumstances of this sort, no plea avails to silence the heralds of
revolt. If there is no future life for the righting of present injustices, then
naught remains but to terminate the prosperity of the wicked here and now. If
there is no heaven for man beyond the grave, then it behooves everyone to get
all the enjoyment he can out of the present life. It is high time, therefore, that
this earthly heaven of mankind should cease to be monopolized by a few
coupon-holding capitalists and become, instead, the property of the
expropriated proletariat. Anarchy and Socialism are the consequences which
the logic of the situation inexorably portends. The starving swine must hurl
their bloated brethren from the trough that the latter have heretofore reserved
for themselves. The sequel, of course, can be none other than the complete
disintegration of civilization and its ultimate disappearance in a hideous vortex
of carnage, rapine, and barbarity.

Nor 1is this prognosis based on pure conjecture. In proportion as these
pernicious doctrines have gained ground, modern society has become infected
with the virus of animalism, egoism, and perfidy; expediency has been
substituted for honor; and purity has been replaced by prophylaxis. One could
not, of course, expect to see a universal and thoroughgoing application of these
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principles in the concrete. The materialistic view of human nature is horribly
unnatural, and, in practice, would be quite unbearable. Natural human
goodness and even the mere instinct of self-preservation militate against a
reduction to the concrete of this inhuman conception, and these tend, in real
life, to mitigate the evil effects of its acceptance. Nevertheless, the actual
consequences resulting from the spread of evolutionary principles are so
conspicuous and appalling as to leave no doubt whatever of the deadly nature
of this philosophy.

Marxian Socialism has been called “scientific” for no other reason than that
it is based upon materialistic evolution, and this scientific socialism has brought
upon modern Russia a reign of terror, which eclipses that of France in the
bloodiest days of the Revolution. Eleanor Marx, it will be remembered, after
falling a victim to her father’s teachings regarding “free love,” committed
suicide. The same confession of failure has been made by two recent editors of
the socialist Appeal to Reason (J. W. Wayland and J. O. Welday), both of whom
committed suicide. These are but a few of the many instances that might be
cited to show that the life philosophy inculcated by materialistic evolution is so
intolerably unnatural and revolting that neither society nor the individual can
survive within the lethal shadow of its baleful influence.

But may not the extreme materialism and pessimism of this view be peculiar
to the sordid and joyless outlook of the social malcontent? Does not
evolutionary thought conduce to something finer and more hopeful in the case
of the progressive and optimistic liberal? Vain hope! We cannot console
ourselves with any delusions on this score. Liberalism proclaims the
emancipation of humanity from all authority, and the rejection of a future life
of retribution is the indispensable premise of the doctrine that makes man a
law unto himself. Hence, wherever Liberalism controls the tongues of
educators, the human soul becomes a myth, religion a superstition, and
immortality an anodyne for mental weaklings. Strong-minded truth-seekers are
advised to abandon these irrational beliefs, and to adopt the “New Religion,”
which dispenses once for all with God and the hereafter. “The new religion,”
says Charles Eliot, ex-President of Harvard, “will not attempt to reconcile
people to present ills by the promise of future compensation. I believe that the
advent of just freedom has been delayed for centuries by such promises.
Prevention will be the watchword of the new religion, and a skillful surgeon
will be one of its ministers. It cannot supply consolation as offered by old
religions, but it will reduce the need of consolation.” (“The New Religion.”)
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Again, it may be objected that evolutionists, for all their agnosticism and
materialism, frequently put Christians to shame by their irreproachably
upright and moral lives. That they sometimes succeed in doing this cannot be
gainsaid. But they do so because they borrow their moral standards from
Christianity, and do not follow the logical consequences of their own
principles. Their morality, therefore, is parasitic, as Balfour has wisely
observed, and it will soon die out when the social environment shall have been
sufficiently de-Christianized “Eat, drink, and be merry, for tomorrow we die,”
is their proper philosophy of life, only they have not the courage of their
convictions. For the rest, their philosophical convictions have nothing in
common with the moral standards which they actually observe. In fact, not
only does the monism of evolutionary science fail to motivate the Christian
code of morals, but it is radically and irreconcilably opposed to all that
Christianity stands for. Hartmann, a modern philosopher, notes with grim
satisfaction the clash of the two viewpoints, and predicts (with what, perhaps, is
premature assurance) the ultimate triumph of “modem progress.” “Many there
are,” he tells us, “who speak and write of the struggle of civilization, but few
there are who realize that this struggle is the last desperate stand of the
Christian ideal before its final disappearance from the world, and that modern
civilization is prepared to resort to any means rather than relinquish those
things, which it has won at the cost of such great toil. For modern civilization
and Christianity are antagonistic to each other, and it is therefore inevitable
that one give place to the other. Modern progress can acknowledge no God
save one immanent to the world and opposed to the transcendent God of
Christian revelation, nor other morality save only that true kind whose source
is the human will determining itself by itself and becoming a law unto itself.”
(“Religion de Uavenir.”)

The World War has done much to dampen the ardor of those who looked
forward with enthusiasm to the millennium of a purely scientific religion. In
this spectacular lesson they have learned that science can destroy as well as
build. They have come to see that biology, physics, and chemistry are morally
colorless, and that we must go outside the realm of natural science when we
are in quest of that which can give meaning to our lives and noble inspiration
to our conduct. When science supersedes religion, the result is always
disillusionment following in the wreck-strewn wake of moral and physical
disaster.

Grave little manikins digging in the slime
Intent upon the old game of ‘Once-upon-a-time.’
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Other little manikins engaged with things-to-come,
Building up the sand-heap called Millennium.
(Theodore MacManus)

Recently, the chancellor of a great university has seen fit publicly to disclaim,
in the name of his institution, all responsibility for a crime committed by two
members of the student body. The young men involved in this affair had
performed an experimental murder. The experimenters, it would seem, were
unable to discriminate between man and beast. They had been taught by their
professors that scientific psychology dispenses with the soul, and that the
difference between men and brutes is one of degree only, and not of kind.
Even that negligible distinction, they were told, had been bridged by evolution.
In the sequel, the young men failed, apparently, to see why vivisection, which
was right in the case of animals, should be wrong in the case of human beings.
Their astounding obtuseness on this particular point was, of course,
exceedingly regrettable and hard to understand. Yet, somehow, one cannot
help thinking but that their education was largely responsible for it.

In the startling crime of these students, modern educators will find much
food for serious thought. It should give pause to those, especially, who have
been overzealous in popularizing the Darwinian conception of human nature.
Let men of this type reflect upon what slender grounds their dogmatism rests,
and let them then weigh well the gravity of the responsibility, which they incur.
Tuccimei summarizes for them, in the following terms, the nature and extent
of their accountability:

“This perverse determination to place man and brutes in the same category,
interests me not so much from the scriptural standpoint as for reasons moral
and social. Science, as the more moderate of our adversaries have told us often
enough, does not assail religion, but proceeds on its way regardless of the
consequences. And the consequences we see only too plainly, now that the
evolutionary philosophy has invaded every branch of knowledge and walk of
life, and has seeped down among the ignorant and turbulent masses. These
consequences are known as socialism and anarchy. The protagonists of the
new philosophy strove to repudiate them at first: but now many of their
number have laid aside even this pretense. Socialistic doctrines are based
exclusively upon our assumed kinship with the brutes, and the leaders of
militant socialism have inscribed on the frontispieces of their books the chain
fatally logical and terribly true of three names, Darwin, Spencer, Marx.
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“In truth, our common origin with the brutes being taken for granted, why
should we not enjoy in common with them the right to gratify every instinct?
Social inequalities are the product of laws and conventionalities willed by the
rich and powerful. In the natural and primitive state of things they did not
exist; why not proceed then to a general leveling of the existing social order?

“Such an origin of the human race being assumed, the existence of the soul
and a future life becomes a myth invented by the priests of the various
religions. With this inconvenient restraint removed, there remains no
alternative save to aspire to the acquisition of all the pleasures of life; and for
him who lacks the wherewithal to procure them for himself there remains no
other recourse than to seek them by means of violence or strategy. Hence
anarchy. In this supposition, morality no longer possesses that sole, true, and
efficacious sanction which religion alone can furnish; it amounts to nothing
more than the resultant of the evolution of the individual’s perfections and
their coordination to the well-being of his race and of society. But if, by reason
of retarded evolution, the social instincts have not progressed to the point of
repressing the individual or egoistic instincts, what guilt will there be in the
delinquent who lapses into the most atrocious crimes? Hence free will is
another myth that positive psychology and the science of moral statistics have
already been at pains to explode.

“And behold the suffering, the unfortunate, and the dying deprived of their
sole consolation, the last hope which faith held out to them, and society
reduced to an inferno of desperadoes and suicides! I could go on showing in
this way, to what a pass the evolutionistic theories bring society and the
individual.” (“La teoria dell’ evoluzione ¢ le sue applicazioni,”’p. 46.)

[The Case Against Evolution, Macmillan, New York, 1925, pp 349-361]
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TV ATTACKS
Dr A. J. Monty-White

Evangelical Christianity has been under repeated attack on the TV networks
in the UK over the last couple of months.

We had Lord Robert Winston on BBC1, with his “The Story of God’.
Winston had three hours in which to broadcast his personal philosophy that
our ideas about God had evolved over the centuries. He made sure that he
took plenty of time to criticise Christians who believe the Bible to be true. He
even featured Ken Ham, Answers in Genesis, and the Creation Museum, but was
allowed to give his personal putdowns, without right of reply— ‘Galileo must
be spinning in his grave’ he said of the Creation Museum.

Dawkins’s ‘The Root of all Evil’

In January 2006, we had Richard Dawkins on Channel 4 telling us why we
should all be atheists. His two one-hour documentaries were entitled “The
Root of All Evil’. While his programmes were supposed to be opposed to all
types of religious faith, he spent most of his time criticising Bible-believing
Christians. He used a large number of offensive innuendos. He described a
church service as ‘worthy of a Nuremburg Rally’; and told the pastor that ‘Dr
Goebbels would have been proud.” He described one religious ceremony as
being ‘the slippery slope that leads to young men with rucksacks on the
Underground’. And when he visited a Christian school—a type of education
he described as ‘child abuse’ — he was shown travelling by Underground,
while commenting ‘we live in the midst of a religiously inspired terror....”

At the end of January, Dawkins popped up again, this time on BBC2 along
with David Attenborough, in a biased documentary pretending to analyse
‘Intelligent Design’, but actually attempting to do a hatchet job on it.

When one considers all these one-sided documentaries attacking Biblical
Christianity, how many programmes do you suppose there have been on the
main terrestrial networks made from a Biblical point of view? How often have
creationists been able to present the truth of the Genesis account of creation? If
you are struggling for the answer, I will give you a clue. It’s a round number!
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UK Public do not believe evolution

Despite all the media propaganda, and despite the fact that evolution has been
taught in school biology to the exclusion of all other theories for decades,
apparently only 48% of the British public actually believe in evolution,
according to an Ipsos MORI poll conducted for the BBC, published on 26th
January 2006.1 Of the rest, 17% said they believed in Intelligent Design, with
22% saying they believed in Creation. The remainder did not know. With his
usual charm, Richard Dawkins said of the evolution-unbelievers “These
ignorant people would probably welcome enlightenment.” Of course, no one
can consider themselves truly wise unless they have accepted all their opinions
from high priest Dawkins himself!

The statistic of 22% believing in Creation is interesting. It is unlikely that all
22% believe in the exact Genesis account, especially as this number is far
higher than the estimated percentage of evangelical Christians, but it must
include a significant number of evangelicals who are in churches led by pastors
who compromise on the book of Genesis.

Let’s get this 22% into context. Children are taught that evolution is fact
from being very young. Pastors and ministers tell that minority of them that
attend church that they can believe evolution and just add it to the Bible. Bible
college students in so-called evangelical colleges are taught to ‘harmonise’ the
Bible with evolution. And popularisers of science such as Attenborough,
Dawkins and Winston continue to hammer home the same message from our
television sets day after day after day. Meanwhile, genuinely evangelical
Christians, who believe all of the Bible, from the very first verse, are given no
publicity, no air time and no right of reply. Yet less than half of the public
believe evolution! Evolution does not seem, after all, to be a very convincing
theory!

From Answers in Genesis, March 2006, reprinted with permission.

! Britons unconvinced on evolution <http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/sci/tech/4648598.stm>
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Sola Scriptum

by Jim Seghers

Catholics and Protestants share many common beliefs. Among these doctrines
is faith in the Blessed Trinity, the Incarnation, that Jesus Christ is truly God
and truly man, the indispensability and efficacy of his atoning death on the
cross, the necessity of grace, and the inspiration of Sacred Scripture.

However, there are other important issues over which there is a continuing
debate. Indeed, even within Protestantism, there are important doctrines that
are disputed. For example, there is general disagreement regarding baptismal
regeneration, the necessity for infant baptism, the relationship of grace to free
will, the meaning of the Lord's supper and the Eucharist, and the possibility of
one losing ones salvation by personal sin.

Fundamental to the debates between Catholics and Protestants, as well as basic
to the lack of doctrinal unity among Protestants is the principle of Sola
Scriptura. Sola scriptura is Latin for "by the Bible alone." It is an affirmation
that the only source of knowledge regarding divine revelation is the Bible, and
that there is no church authority established by Christ to correctly interpret it.
Even within Protestantism the definition of sola scriptura is disputed, although it
is accepted as a general principle. One expression of sola scriptura, for example,
is found in the Westminster Confession cited below.

"The whole counsel of God, concerning all things necessary for his own glory,
man's salvation, faith, and life, is ether expressly set down in Scripture, or by
good and necessary consequence may be deduced from Scripture...All things
in Scripture are not alike plain in themselves, nor alike clear unto all; yet those
things which are necessary to be known, believed, and observed, for salvation,
are so clearly propounded and opened in some place of Scripture or other, that
not only the learned, but the unlearned, in a due use of the ordinary means,
may attain unto a sufficient understanding of them..."

This essay will examine sola scriptura as a viable principle of Christianity.
However, it is important to understand that the issue is sola not scriptura. The
Catholic Church continually affirms the importance of the Bible as an
indispensable source of discovering God's revelation. "In Sacred Scripture,
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the Church constantly finds her nourishment and her strength, for she
welcomes it not as a human word, 'but as what it really is, the word of God'." !

Historical Difficulties

1. While the Fathers of the Church show great respect for Sacred Scripture
and stress its importance, the doctrine of sola scriptura cannot be found in any of
their writings. Nor does the idea of sola scriptura make any appearance in
Christianity until the 14th century. John Wycliffe first formulated the concept.
It was rejected by his colleagues at Oxford and found no general support. The
idea of sola scriptura does not reappear until the 16th century when promoted
by Martin Luther as one of the two principles of the Reformation.

This creates an enormous difficulty. Is one to believe that a principle so vital to
Christianity was unknown until the 14th century? How is this possible?
Additionally, is one to believe that Martin Luther received a revelation in the
16th century that was unknown to the Fathers of the Church, many of whom
were taught by the Apostles or by men who knew and were instructed by the
apostles?

2. The doctrine of sola scriptura underscores a view of Christianity as a religion
of the book - the Bible. The Bible is seen as the only source given to Christians
to know what Jesus authentically taught. Sola scriptura contains two important
facets. The first is the claim that the Bible is the only source of God's
revelation. Secondly, it affirms that there is no church authority empowered to
infallible interpret its meaning. There are insurmountable difficulties with
these positions.

First, it ignores the superabundance of historical evidence that the early
Church relied on Apostolic or Sacred Tradition in resolving doctrinal disputes,
not sola seriptura. This view also ignores the instruction of Scripture, itself,
which affirms the importance of Sacred Tradition, a subject that will be
discussed in another essay.

Secondly, this viewpoint ignores the evidence that the Bible, as we now have it,
did not exist for over three hundred years. The Bible was not compiled into
one book until the end of the 4th century. If Sacred Scripture is the only
source by which a person can know what Christ taught, how was the faith
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transmitted from the death of the last Apostle until the canon of the Bible was
formulated at the Councils of Hippo (393) and Carthage (397) and approved
by Pope Damasus I? There are additional difficulties.

According to the Protestant principle of sola scriptura there is no authority
outside of the Bible. That principle jeopardizes the Bible itself! Prior to the
Councils of Hippo and Carthage there were disagreements among local
churches regarding which books belonged in the New Testament. Questions
were raised regarding the inspiration of the Epistles of James, Jude, 2nd Peter,
2nd & 3rd John, Hebrews, and the Book of Revelation. Luther threw out 7
books of the Old Testament: Tobias, Baruch, Judith, Wisdom, Ecclesiastics, 1
& II Maccabees, and parts of Esther and Daniel.? Yet, it should be noted that
all Christians accepted these books as being divinely inspired until the 16th
century. Perhaps other books should also be discarded. Luther dishonored the
Epistles of James, Jude, Hebrews, and the Book of Revelation. Should they be
rejected too? Clearly, if one who accepts sola seriptura is to be consistent, he
should reject any book that the Bible itself does not affirm to be divinely
inspired. The result would be a very thin Bible!

A Principle of Anarchy not Unity

Sola scriptura 1s clearly unworkable. Individual interpretation of the Bible has
lead to the uncontrollable fragmentation within Protestantism. The total
number of Protestant denominations is rapidly approaching 30,000. This
scandalous disunity embraces both doctrinal and moral issues. Nor is there any
possibility within the framework of sola scriptura to mend this fracturing. Even
Luther, who introduced this virus of chaos into Christianity, came to see the
excesses to which it was headed.

After he broke from Rome Luther wrote that the Bible could be interpreted by
anyone "even the humble miller's maid, nay, a child of nine." However, later
in his career he called the Bible the "heresy book." In 1525 he wrote: "There
are as many sects and beliefs as there are heads. This fellow will have nothing
to do with baptism; another denies the sacraments; a third believes that there is
another world between this and the Last Day. Some teach that Christ is not
God; some say this, some say that. There is no rustic so rude but that, if he
dreams or fancies anything it must be the whisper of the Holy Spirit and he
himself'is a prophet."”
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The vital issue with sola scriptura is, of course, interpretation. Sola scriptura asserts
that the Holy Spirit guides the Bible believing Christian in correctly
interpreting the word of God in matters essential to the faith. Since Protestants
reject the reality of an infallible interpretative authority within the Church,
how does one reconcile differences? Forget for a moment the disagreements
between Catholics and Protestants. For illustration purposes let's consider an
issue debated within Protestant groups - baptismal regeneration. One group
teaches that baptism is essential. A second group teaches that baptism is
desirable, but not essential. A third group rejects baptism altogether. Each
group cites the Bible as its source. Which is the correct interpretation? Are we
to believe that the Holy Spirit is responsible for this confusion? Did God give
his people an infallible book without giving his children any way of correctly
interpreting it?

In adhering to sola seriptura infallibility is in effect attributed the individual. In
other words, the Holy Spirit guides the believing Christian to an accurate
understanding of the meaning of essential text. Indeed, when one listens to the
scriptural interpretations that flood the Christian airwaves, one rarely hears
qualifying statements like, "In my opinion." Rather the audience is told "this is
what the word of God means" with an air of absolute certitude. In rejecting an
infallible magisterium (teaching authority of the Church) sola scriptura attributes
infallibility to each believer!

Sola Scriptura is Not Biblical

The most damaging criticism of sola scriptura is the reality that the Bible does
not teach it.> This leads to an absurdity. The adherents of sola scriptura claim
that every thing that is essential for a Christian to know is clearly taught in the
Bible, and only in the Bible. However, the Bible does not teach that every
thing that is essential for a Christian to know is clearly taught in the Bible, and
only in the Bible.

The passage that is most often cited as a proof text by those who support sola
scriptura is 2 Timothy 3:15-17. Let's examine that passage beginning with its
immediate context. Paul is clearly instructing Timothy and the church in
Ephesus to be a faithful witness during difficult times. There is no indication
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anywhere in this Epistle that he is contrasting Sacred Scripture with other
sources of revelation, or even discussing the subject.

In addition, the "sacred writings" with which Timothy has been acquainted
"from childhood" (verse 15) refers to the Old Testament. Are we to believe
that St. Paul is teaching that the Old Testament constitutes the only source
needed to know what Jesus taught?

Lastly, Paul has many important things to say about the scriptures. They "are
able to instruct you for salvation in Christ Jesus" (v. 15). However, he doesn't
claim that only the scriptures can instruct one for salvation in Christ Jesus. "All
scripture is inspired by God" (v. 16), but Paul does not claim that only
scripture is inspired by God. Paul also affirms that scripture is "profitable for
teaching for reproof, for correction, and for training in righteousness" (v. 17),
but he never asserts that only scripture is so useful.

Some Protestant apologists cite John 20:31 to buttress sola scriptura. This
passage informs us that John's Gospel, and by inference the other books of the
Bible, were written that we "may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of
God, and ...have life in his name." However, one finds no affirmation in this
passage that only scripture serves this purpose.

John 5:39 is also used in the vain attempt to support sola scriptura. This
interpretation distorts the entire meaning of the passage. In the first place the
"scriptures" Jesus refers to is the Old Testament. Secondly, Jesus is rebuking
the disbelieving Jews who refused to see in him the fulfillment of the messianic
prophecies. Why? They rejected Jesus because they relied on their
interpretation of the scriptures.

Several Protestant apologists have argued that in Acts 17:11 one finds clear
support that the Bible is the sole and final authority. This is ironic, because the
passage in question proves exactly the opposite.

In Acts 17:2 we learn that in Thessalonica Paul not only read from scripture,
but he also "reasoned", that is, debated with the Jews from the scriptures. He
attempted to convince them that the Christ had to suffer. In other words Paul
was interpreting the Old Testament in an effort to show that the messiah of
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their scriptures is Jesus of the New Covenant (Acts 17:5-9). Regrettably, only
"some" were persuaded by Paul's explanation.

What did the Jews in Thessalonica reject? They did not reject the veracity or
usefulness of scripture. Nor did they reject messianic prophecies. They rejected
Paul's interpretation of scripture, which supported his claim that Jesus was the
messiah. In short, like the Jews Jesus admonished in Jn 5:39, they were sola
seriptura men, who rejected the Word who is God based on their individual
interpretation of the word of God!

The Jews of Berea, on the other hand, "received the message [Paul's
preaching] with great eagerness" (Acts 17:11). They "examined the scriptures
every day to see if what Paul said was true" (Acts 17:11) with an openness to
accept a new revelation. That new revelation was not the Bible, but Paul's oral
teaching for his preaching was "the word of God" (Acts 17:13). The faith of the
"many" (Acts 17:12) who accepted Christ in Berea wasn't based on sola
seriptura, but on their acceptance of Paul's interpretation of the Old Testament
in light of the fullness of God's revelation, Jesus Christ.

Summary

One passage that is never cited as a proof text for sola scriptura is 2 Peter 1:20-
2:1. That's hardly surprising. In this passage Peter rejects the idea of private or
individual interpretation: "No prophecy of scripture is a matter of one's
own interpretation." Then Peter warns: "But false prophets also arose
among the [Jewish] people, just as there will be false teachers among you,
who will secretly bring in destructive heresies, even denying the Master
who brought them, bringing upon themselves swift destruction" (2 Pet 2:1).
Note that under divine inspiration Peter connects individual interpretation
with heresies!

The Greek word that is translated as "heresies" comes from the verb haireomai,
which means "to take or to choose for oneself." In the first century it had the
negative meaning of going off on one's own in rebellion to the established
teaching. Thus, in Acts 24:14 some translations render it as "sect".

The statement in 2 Peter 1:20 is so strong in its opposition to idea of sola
seriptura that one Protestant translation attempts to subvert its meaning by
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inserting words that are not in the original. Thus the NIV intentionally
mistranslates "one's own interpretation” with "by the prophet's own
interpretation." However, tou prophetou is not found in the Greek text.

This highlights another problem with sola scriptura. Not only does it impose
one’s individual interpretations on the text of the Bible, but individual
interpretations becomes the basis of replacing the inspired text!

1 Cateclusm of the Catholic Church, # 104.

2 The Canon of Scripture will be discussed in a separate essay.

3 The very best analysis of sola scriptura is Not by Seripture Alone, by Robert A.
Sungenis, Santa Barbara: Queenship Publishing Company, c. 1997.
To order this book, please visit our Bookstore.

November 20, 1998
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Republished articles on Origins and Catholic Doctrine
by Anthony Nevard, Editor of Daylight

1 WHERE IS EVOLUTION IN CATHOLIC TEACHING?
Examines Catholic dogmas on Creation, the Nature of Man, and Original Sin, with
summarises of key teachings, including Humani Generis, Vatican Il and the
Catechism of Pope John Paul II. Shows that the hypothesis of human evolution has
never been part of official Catholic teaching. (New expanded edition, July 2006)
(Based on article in DL 19, 1996) lopp £1

2 SOME ROTTEN FRUITS OF EVOLUTION

Authorities quoted show the damaging effects of evolution theories on
Science, Society and Politics, Morality and Religion, and how Evolutionism is
foundational to Eugenics, Secular Humanism, Marxism and Nazism. (DL 23, 1997)

4 pp 25p

3 THERE’S NO PLACE LIKE EARTH!

The uniqueness of our planet is not confined to its millions of life forms but is found
in the physical conditions created to make life possible - the position and influences of
the Sun and Moon, its rotation and tilt, gravity, magnetic field, atmosphere, water and
mineral resources. (DL 29, 1999) 4 pp 25p

a4 CATHOLIC REACTIONS TO DARWINISM

Ever since Origin of Species in 1859, evolution has been seen as an attack on the
Church. Quotations by Catholic authorities from 1860 to 1996 show, in essence,
opposition to it. Modernists have disregarded these on the presumption that evolution
is a scientifically proven fact. (DL 25, 1998). 8 pp 50p

5 “HAVE YE NOT READ...?”

ALLUSIONS TO GENESIS 111 IN THE NEW TESTAMENT.
Over forty passages taken from twelve New Testament books refer to the events of the
Book of Genesis from the Creation until the Flood as historical facts. This article
provides a quick reference to these useful quotations. [Douai-Rheims version]
(DL 25, 1998) & pp 50p
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6 THE MYSTERY OF THE FAITH MOVEMENT

Since the early 1970s, the clerical leaders of the FAITH organisation in England have
argued that modern science demands the Church adopts a new evolutionary theology.
Their conviction, in the face of the widening credibility gap in Darwin’s theory, is now
revealed to be based on a claimed private ‘revelation from the Holy Spirit’.

(Based on ‘Theistic Evolution - Faith of our Futures?’, DL 25, 1998). 12pp 75p

7 THE “BIBLE ALONE” IS NOT ENOUGH

ANSWERS TO 25 QUESTIONS ON THE ORIGINS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT
WHICH COMPLETELY REFUTE THE PROTESTANT’S “BIBLE ONLY” THEORY.
From “The Catholic Religion Proved by the Protestant Bible”, these answers address
the major points of controversy in the doctrine of “Sola Scriptura”; only the Catholic
Church has the authority to interpret the Bible. (DL 31/32, 2001/2) 8pp 5S0p

8 THE UNIQUENESS OF MAN

Humans differ physically in many ways from our supposed closest animal relatives. In
addition, there are many mental and spiritual qualities that set us apart from all other
creatures. This evidence runs strongly against the possibility of evolution and supports
the belief that man was specially created. (DL 24, 1997) 8pp SOp

o HITLER’S DEBT TO DARWIN

“When man attempts to rebel against the iron logic of Nature, he comes into struggle
with the principles to which he himself owes his existence as a man.” Such quotations
from Mein Kampf prove that Adolf Hitler used Darwinism as the basis of his theories of

eugenics and the Master Race, with its implicit denial of Divine Creation.
(DL 29, 1999) 8pp  S0p

10 THE QUESTION OF EXTRA-TERRESTRIAL LIFE

A CATHOLIC RESPONSE
Is it reasonable to speculate that there is intelligent physical life elsewhere in the
universe? Could this fit in with Christian truths about human nature and our origins, or
would the discovery of aliens undermine our Faith? (DL 35, 2004) 8 pp 50p

Updated list August 2006

Orders to: 19 Francis Avenue, St Albans, Herts, AL3 6BL, England.
Please add 30p for postage on orders under £3 — post free in UK above £3.
Cheques payable to Daylight Origins Society, please.
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Creation & Evolution talks now available on CD

Over the past 20 years, Pro Fide Forum, and Daylight Origins Society
collaborated in organising talks on origins issues which were recorded
on audiotape and published by Christus Vincit Productions. Some of
these lectures, and others, have now been transferred to CDs, though
they can still be supplied on audiotape on request.

Note: In transferring some lectures from 90-minute tapes to 80-minute CDs,
some slight editing of the ntroductions or following discussion was necessary,

but all the talks are complete.

1. Our Origins, Creation or Evolution - Fr Anthony Michael Fides

2. Evolution - The Hoax that’s Destroying Christendom - Wallace Johnson
3. A Philosopher Looks at Science, Evolution & the Faith - Dr Wm. A. Marra
4. The Evolution Imposture - Anthony Nevard BSc

5. The Catechism, Original Sin and Evolution - Gerry Keane

6. Doubts About Evolution - Prof. Maciej Giertych BA, MA (Oxon), PhD, DSc
1. Evolution and the Mother of God - Dr Patrick Gill

8. A Wolf in Sheep’s Clothing (2 CDs) - Wallace Johnson [£5]

9. Creation Science - The Catholic Revival - Anthony Nevard

10. Error Will Spread & Adam, Noah, Moses and Us - Wallace Johnson

11. The Great Debate - Evolution v Creation - Fr R. Nesbitt / Peter Wilders

£3 each CD, including postage in UK and Europe;
please add 50p per copy for Rest of World.

MP3 only - compilation CD of all of the above at £10 including postage.
Some titles are available as CDs or downloadable MP3s from Keep the
Faith Inc. in USA - please see their Web Site www.keepthefaith.com
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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.




