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William Cardinal Levada, Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, Rome, 06.01.12


http://www.daylightorigins.com

DAYLIGHT ORIGINS SOCIETY

Patrons
The Immaculate Conception St Michael
St Thomas Aquinas St Bonaventure

Honorary Member
Professor Maciej Giertych, BA, MA (Oxon), PhD, DSc

AIMS
To inform Catholics and others of the scientific evidence supporting
Special Creation as opposed to Evolution, and to show that the true
discoveries of Science are in conformity with Catholic doctrines on Origins.

HISTORY
Daylight was founded in 1977 by John G. Campbell (d. 1983 R.1.P.)
Daylight was re-launched in 1991 in a magazine format by its current Editor.
Daylight Origins Society is a non-profit educational organisation
funded by subscriptions, donations and sales of publications.

ACTIVITIES
Publishes the periodical Daylight for subscribers in 17 countries.
Operates a website at www.daylightorigins.com
Publishes and distributes pamphlets on Origins issues.
Provides mail-order service for literature and audio-visual material.
Promotes links with other Catholic Origins groups worldwide

<< <KKK

Subscription Rates (three issues of Daylight)
UK: £10 Ireland & Europe 15 euros Outside Europe: £12 (US $20)

Editor & Secretary: Anthony Nevard
D.O.S, 19 Francis Avenue, St. Albans, AL3 6BL, England.
Cheques (in British Sterling only) to Daylight Origins Society
Cash acceptable in £ Sterling, Euros or US$.

Website orders: Payment facilities on line e.g. via PayPal or credit card


http://www.daylightorigins.com

November 2012 1

Daylight Number 45 November 2012
CONTENTS
Latest Daylight developments — Paul Spaine (aka Gearoid Spainneach) 1
Evolution — mind your language — Dr John Donnelly 7
Dragons or Dinosaurs: are they two of a kind? — James Lynch 15
St Hildegard — pronounced Doctor of the Catholic Church — Hugh Owen 21
Daylight Origins Summer Tour in Ireland — Francis McLoughlin 24
Scientific Opinion on Darwinism — John Gerard, S.J., F.L.S. 27
Reflections on the “Year of Faith’ — Anthony Nevard 34

“Evolution and the Culture of Death” — flyer for seminars - inside back cover
Carbon-14 dates dinosaur bones at less than 40,000 years old - outer back cover

GUEST EDITORIAL

Most readers will have access to the Internet and will be aware that Daylight has had a
presence there for the past few years. | am delighted to have the opportunity here on
behalf of us all to thank Paul for his support, encouragement and devotion to our cause
in the role of Webmaster, and for the articles he has written for the magazine. Ed.

Latest Daylight developments
Paul Spaine

I’ve been going under the pen name of Gearoid Spainneach for a while
as | had been in a seminary in lIreland for two years and it seemed
prudent at that time to keep my involvement with Daylight quiet. But as
I’'m no longer in seminary, I’'m resorting to my regular name of Paul
(Gerard) Spaine. | hope you understand my reasons and are not put out
at all by this admission. I am a cradle Catholic from Dublin, and | feel
very blessed to have come across Daylight Origins Society, which has
since become a major part of my life. | welcome the opportunity now to
update our magazine supporters with an account of the positive
developments with Daylight Origins Society over these last five years.
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Finding something concrete
After doing a Google search on Catholic creation,
S | stumbled upon an article on Wikipedia, which
4 ultimately led me to Daylight Origins Society. |
eventually got hold of a copy of Daylight through
the post after some email correspondence. The
magazine really opened my eyes, and when | first
@ 3 called Anthony all those years ago, | encouraged
" his editorial works on the Daylight magazine, the
only English-speaking magazine of its kind in
existence today, we believe. Thankfully it is still
going, and we have much to draw from the
Editor’s experience going back to 1991 with his
first edition of Daylight, an origins science magazine for Catholics.

A journey of uncertainties

The Daylight ministry has not been an easy road to travel, and very often
it may appear like a vain effort of evangelising; certainly it can feel like
a slow burner. So there is obviously something driving us on, something
not of this world, which we believe to be the Grace of Almighty God. As
Anthony and | became better acquainted, it emerged that he had been
hoping to set up a website for Daylight Origins Society, but lacked the
expertise and time to get it started. As an Irish contact keen to refute
false evolutionary beliefs, | offered to help with this project, but I must
admit that | was in a little over my head and what was initially posted for
a website was very basic. But it was a start, and we could add Daylight
Origins material from another Catholic website (www.theotokos.org.uk )
that had previously included a section on the creation-evolution debate.
Again, as we became acquainted with each other’s philosophy, it became
easier to know what to post when it came to new content. Our initial
efforts really were rather crude, but we had very limited finance for
splashing out on a fancy website, and we were not entirely sure of what
was the best direction to take. Our first effort was with an American host
server, which was cost efficient. But when we had some complications it
proved difficult with the time difference to get things sorted out. So we
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then went to an Irish host server instead to enable a more hands on
approach when technical difficulties surfaced (usually cash related). The
Irish host server has served us well and as an administrator, I’ve learned
a lot of new website tricks over the years as well as doing some web
development courses. It has been painstaking work, but through the
training and tweaking we’ve reached a pleasing level of proficiency and
quality in the Daylight Origins website format.

New horizons open up
Anthony had the good sense to keep copies
of all back issues of Daylight magazine,
DAYLh@HT and these are now published as an archive
section of the Daylight website. This
ot required hours of scanning and posting

Creation Science for Catholics

I work, but the enthusiasm was there to bring
ne it to completion. This gave our website
e e some direction and functionality, a breath

CONTENTS of fresh air for myself as a webmaster. But

more exciting developments were afoot
with a visit from Anthony Nevard to
Dublin in mid-August 2010. There we met
with John and James, two Irish men sent by
Providence to give further encouragement.
This bore good fruit and Daylight edition
No. 40 was published early in 2011, which was a major boost of
encouragement to all concerned. This new Irish contingent of active
supporters travelled to meet Anthony in St. Albans to celebrate this
moment. Within a few days of this trip, a PayPal subscribe button was
added, and the website homepage began to look somewhat decent. This
inspired a rethink about the whole presentation, and preparation for a
website overhaul, which was hard work but that’s how webmasters learn
the tricks of their trade. It was early 2012 before the overhaul was
complete, and we think it certainly looks a much improved Daylight
website as a result. There is no more major overhauling planned, and the
next concern we have is improving web traffic (more website visitors) so
its material can become more widely accessed.
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Internet marketing techniques

Unemployment in Ireland is climbing, and after | left the seminary |
found myself sending out CVs with an offer of transferring skill sets for
free within a 3 month time frame. One CV was sent to an internet
marketing company simply because it had a local office location, rather
than a real expectancy of any result. But it’s funny how things work out,
and sure enough employment was found through this marketing
company, much to Daylight Origins Society’s advantage. To give an
idea of the upward trends in web traffic since February 2009, when we
went with an Irish host company, here are the following website
statistics: End of year 2009: total unique visitors 646; end of year 2010:
total unique visitors 1,255; end of year 2011: total unique visitors 1827;
so far up to October 2012: total unique visitors 2,970. In October alone
we had over 585 unique visitors; these marked upward positive trends
have been showing since the application of special internet marketing
techniques, which is what I’d now like briefly to explain.

Website indexing and Google listing

Every time we post something on the Daylight website, Google comes
along and indexes it. If it’s fresh and new, Google gives it the ‘thumbs
up’. If it’s old and taken from a previous website, Google tends not to be
impressed. So now when we post material, we’ve learned to make sure
it’s new. Google likes blogs, so each week we post a blog to keep things
current. Facebook feeds into Google, and here we market our posts, so
Daylight gains more status; two recent campaigns brought in over 200
Facebook ‘likes’. We have these likes for life, so long as Facebook users
don’t ‘unlike’ Daylight. We also have added Twitter to our internet
social media selection, which also helps bring in new unique visitors.
Twitter is a computer ‘tweet’ system that acts like a bird tweeting for
attention (tweet...come visit Daylight... tweet). There is also a free
Catholic press release website, www.catholiconline.org/prwire which
enables us to post press releases, and on all occasions our press releases
have been approved and published on this U.S.-based Catholic media
website. The fact that we have an Irish Host server gives us a better
opportunity to learn how to climb the search results ladder, as Google



http://www.catholiconline.org/prwire

November 2012 5

Ireland is a small and contained market base. During August 2012
Daylight Origins reached the 1% page of Google search results for the
word Daylight, which is no easy achievement. We’ve changed tactics
since, and we are now focusing in on business keywords to attract more
like-minded visitors. We also feel it’s time to add a UK host server to
bring in more new unique visitors from a bigger British Google market.

Trip to Tring Museum
. In April of 2012, the Irish contingent
. went for a second visit to St. Albans in
England; there we were given a treat to
visit the Rothschild museum. This
natural history museum was established
by the Rothschild family, and displays
tonnes and tonnes of stuffed animals for
the public to view. Walter Rothschild
Tring Museum (from Wikipedia - obtained many artefacts over a life tim_e
thanks to Rob Farrow & geograph.org.uk) and from a very early age, as he felt it
would help taxonomists with developing
the theory of evolution. It’s a great museum, and | recommend it to
anyone travelling to Luton airport to stop by. As to the message or focus
on evolution, we would not agree that Walter Rothschild got it right —
viewed without Darwinian blinkers, we can see a vast array of real
evidence for the incredible variety of intelligent design.

The recent Daylight Ireland tour

Anthony made his second Irish visit in mid-August 2012, and the
Daylight crew began a circuitous route from Dublin to Naas, then onto
to Castlebar in Mayo to visit a priest and present a copy of Daylight No.
44, before heading to Tuam in Galway to meet another priest for yet
another presentation. (Read Francis McLoughlin’s article in this edition
for more details on our trip.) We also travelled to Glenstal Abbey in
Limerick, where we spoke to a visiting Canadian priest as well as a few
other interested pilgrims. Next we travelled to Cork city and met a priest
who gave us further encouragement, of which we are very grateful,
making the trip to Munster well worthwhile. From Cork city we
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travelled up to Clonmacnoise, in Co. Offaly, where the weekend
Catholic youth festival was being held. Our new recruit Francis had
managed to get a stall there for science and religion, and it was on this
stall that Daylight back issues were on display. We then travelled back
to Naas, thence on to Dublin, where we met a few more interested
people, before Anthony returned home via the ferry next morning.

Future plans for Daylight Origins Society

We now have Daylight available on Kindle, so our supporters around the
world can get a cheaper annual subscription deal due to zero postage
costs. Daylight magazine is now being posted from Ireland to regions
outside of the UK as UK postage has become much more expensive in
comparison. If you are a non-UK or Irish resident the annual
subscription will now be £12; for UK we are keeping the £10 rate for 3
issues per year. There is also Daylight on Kindle for just £5 per annual
subscription... bargain! Please see the website for joining up.

Hugh Owen and Thomas Seiler, from the Kolbe Center for Creation
Studies in the U.S., will be giving talks in mid-November 2012 in
Ireland, a further much-needed injection to the ‘Land of Saints and
Scholars’. Rome was not built in a day, and so we continue to build and
build up. Perhaps then we could ask you to partner us in this on-going
construction? We’ve put in a lot of work thus far and we need your
support to continue our progress: areas we wish to look at are:

1) Further Facebook campaigns — donation of £170 approx.

2) UK host server - donation of £70 approx.

3) Daylight stall opportunities... To cover annual stall costs and
indemnity insurance cover €350 approx.

4) Google advertising $200 — approx.

5) Daylight magazine mailshot to Catholic clergy - £200 approx.

6) To record Hugh Owen and Thomas Seiler’s talks, have them burned
to CDs, and send copies to clergy in Ireland and the UK £150 — approx.
Perhaps you could prayerfully consider which category you feel the most
worthy cause and offer your support to help it become a reality.

Pax Christi, Paul.
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Evolution: mind your language
Dr John Donnelly

The Evolution debate is really about origins, not semantics. However it
is increasingly obvious to both creationist and evolutionist alike that we
are not speaking the same language. So semantics and word definitions
are very important. | have stated on my website® that the definition of
evolution as “change in gene frequency over time” is perfectly fine. If
indeed evolution is the change in the inherited characteristics of
biological populations over successive generations2 then I'm in favour.
| would be silly not to see that small changes do in fact happen. This is
generally accepted as “micro evolution” or evolution in a specific sense.
This is the scientifically accepted view. But, | have also said that it is not
fine to switch the definition to include other definitions such as cosmic
evolution (the appearance of the universe spontaneously from nothing)
or chemical evolution (the creation of life from non-living material),
Stellar and planetary evolution (Origin of stars and planets), Organic
evolution (Origin of life from inanimate matter), Macroevolution (Origin
of major kinds from one common ancestor). This is far too general. So
when we hear that “Life on Earth originated and then evolved from a
universal common ancestor approximately 3.7 billion years ago,” °
| e *’" creationists like me like to ask, how did this life
originate? How did humans and all life evolve from a
single universal common ancestor? Notice the
language used - “Life on earth originated and then
evolved”. In other words evolution did not create life.
Life somehow happened by chance and then evolution
took over and then it produced all the flora and fauna

1

www.in6days.ie
Z Hall, B. K.; Hallgrimsson, B., eds. (2008). Strickberger's Evolution (4th ed.). Jones &

Bartlett. pp. 762.
® Cracraft, J.; Donoghue, M. J., eds. (2005). Assembling the tree of life. Oxford
University Press. pp. 576


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Abiogenesis
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Last_universal_ancestor
http://www.in6days.ie/
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we see today from a common ancestor. This view is the Darwinian view.
Charles Darwin proposed the theory of universal common descent
through an evolutionary process in his book “On the Origin of Species”,
saying, "Therefore | should infer from analogy that probably all the
organic beings which have ever lived on this earth have descended from
some one primordial form, into which life was first breathed.”* Isn’t
Darwin stating that everything is related? That is a very big claim since
the proper definition of evolution only involves small change. Darwin is
actually saying that birds and bananas are related. So huge changes
must have happened. It seems as if the evolutionist is trying to give a
meaning to evolution that quite simply is not there.

Creationist definitions

When creationists use the word evolution, they are not referring to the
minor variations found in all of the various life forms (microevolution).
We agree that micro evolution happens in accordance with the specific
narrow definition given at the outset of this paper. We are referring to
a general theory of evolution which believes these following five major
events took place without God: 1) Time, space, and matter came into
existence by themselves. 2) Planets and stars formed from space dust.
3) Matter created life by itself. 4) Early life-forms learned to reproduce
themselves. 5) Major changes occurred between these diverse life
forms (i.e., fish changed to amphibians, amphibians changed to reptiles,
and reptiles changed to birds or mammals).

If evolution is just specific small (micro) change over time as is seen
from evolutionists definitions above, then we are in agreement- micro
evolution. However, if it is something else such as a huge change from a
microbe evolving into a human over millions of years then | require
evidence. | do not see the evidence in the fossil rocks. This is proven by
the fossil record of rocks which say that there has been no transition

* Darwin, Charles (1859). On the Origin of Species (1st ed.). London: John Murray , p.
484
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between an ape and a man °. There are no transitional in-between

gradations. Surely if a molecule or a microbe is going to change into
another life form such as a man over time then there must be evidence
of it somewhere. In other words there must be links leading from the
particular molecule or microbe up to man. There is no transitional fossil
linking primordial particles or microbes to people. There are no links.
This type of evolution does not exist. There are small changes
obviously. The evidence of small change is all around us. However many
scientists go too far in extrapolating that small changes (micro
evolution) add up to big changes(macro evolution).

It is true that change can happen but it is also true that the
evolutionist cannot give evolution a power to create life itself. This is
what I’'m seeing in the evolutionary literature. So the specific theory
itself has limitations. It is not the general all-powerful “creator” or
originator of life that some biologists and scientists may give it.
Although there are many who are willing to stick their neck out —
“Highly energetic chemistry is thought to have produced a self-
replicating molecule around 4 billion years ago and half a billion years
later the last common ancestor of all life
existed.”® It does seem that the evolutionist is
stumped in that he would like evolution to be
the cause of the universe and of life but he
just can’t quite get enough out of the proper
definition to be able to do that. That’s why in a
recent debate with the Archbishop of
Canterbury, Rowan Williams, Richard Dawkins
stated that “natural selection explains an

® Gish, Duane T. (1995). Evolution: The Fossils Still Say No! Master Books

® Doolittle, W. Ford (February 2000). "Uprooting the tree of life". Scientific American
282 (6): 90-95. doi:10.1038/scientificamerican0200-90. See also Peret6 J (2005).
"Controversies on the origin of life". Int. Microbiol. 8 (1): 23-31. PMID 15906258.
Also Trevors JT, Psenner R (2001). "From self-assembly of life to present-day bacteria:
a possible role for nanocells". FEMS Microbiol. Rev. 25 (5): 573-82.
d0i:10.1111/j.1574-6976.2001.tb00592.x. PMID 11742692.
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enormous amount, once it gets started, but it can’t start until you've
got genetics and so, there has to be a kind of proto genetics before
there’s life, meaning there has to be self-replicating molecules, is
probably the best way of putting it. And so the whole enterprise to
understand the origin of life is to imagine what it was like in the sea, in
the world, before there was life, when there were molecules bumbling
around, and self-replicating molecules that made copies of themselves,
came into existence by sheer luck. This is an event that only had to
happen once unlike the subsequent things that happened in evolution
which where there’s a repetition billions and billions of times of the
same kinds of things going on. The origin of life would have been, I'm
not saying it was a unique event, but it doesn’t have to be more than a
unique event, once that happened then the whole process took off.
Nobody knows how it happened. There have been various theories
about it and the currently most fashionable theory is the RNA world
theory....it could have been RNA, not DNA, DNA is too
complicated....RNA is a good catalyst... a good replicator...it possibly
started off with RNA. ....I said it required sheer luck. There is an
argument which I've put before that it could have been an absolutely
stupendous stroke of luck.”’

The creationist view is that just because you have speciation (micro
evolution) does not mean you have huge change in types of animals
and plants (macro evolution). But if you want to use the definition given
above for specific evolution as micro changes then | guess people do
evolve after all, people evolve in front of our very eyes! My daughter
evolved from an infant to a child to a young woman. If you are going to
use small changes as your definition of evolution then you can say
almost anything is evolving. Why is this a problem? It is not evolution, it
is semantics. | call this, “shifting definitions.”

" http://www.archbishopofcanterbury.org/diary.php/116/dialogue-with-archbishop-
rowan-williams-and-professor-richard-dawkins
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Shifting Definitions

It is very common for people to use the word evolution like they have
done. Many words have different meanings depending on the context.
For example, so they say evolution is a change in gene frequency over
time. Correct. Then all of a sudden they will bring it in as a huge change
from molecules up to man (just like Dawkins above) and even as a
possible explanation for the origin of life itself. That’s when you see the
switch has been made. | understand what they want to do. They want
the theory to be much more all-consuming and explanatory than it
really is. That is, they are two definitions for the same word and they
sometimes use them interchangeably. “Cosmic evolution provides the
proper universal context for biological evolution, revealing that the
latter is only a small part of the bigger picture, in which everything is
evolving, including life and culture”® When scientists speak about
“cosmic evolution” they usually have a general idea of “development”
in mind. When a scientist speaks of the “natural selection” of universes
that may compose the multiverse (multiple universes), he is applying
the more specific idea of Darwinian evolution to astronomy. In other
words there are scientists and lay people who use a specific meaning
for evolution i.e. “change in gene frequency over time” and others who
use it to describe how the universe itself got here. Others use it to try
to show that somehow once life got started then evolution took over
and by means of natural selection and mutation evolved all the life that
we see around us. Many indeed use evolution as their all-encompassing
theory of everything. So when reading the literature one has to be on
ones toes, as it were, in order to decipher which type of evolution one
is talking about. It is very common for mainstream scientists to use the
word evolution like they have done. Many words have different
meanings depending on the context. They use evolution to describe a
particular kind of change and then use it to describe the origin of
everything. So there are two definitions for the same word and they use
them interchangeably.

® http://ntrs.nasa.gov/archive/nasa/casi.ntrs.nasa.gov/20100003010_2010003036.pdf
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lII

Using the same reasoning, | could have said,
believe in creation. After all, | see creation
when a potter starts with a lump of clay and
creates a vase.” Creating in this sense and
evolving meaning simple change, is not the
debate. The debate is about the origin of life;
where we came from; where the earth came
from; where the universe came from.

In order to have a fruitful discussion of origins it is important to
understand the words we are using and define the two explanations of
origins. The evolution model explains everything based on continual,
natural processes. The creation model explains things based on a
completed, supernatural process.

According to general evolution, life began on earth purely by accident,
without any plan or purpose. It's fish to philosopher, particles to
people, molecules to man. With evolution, “...life originated by a blind
process without intelligence involved. Molecules interacting countless
times by chance eventually producing life. This view that life is the
product of only chemical and physical processes, without intelligence
involved, is nearly universally presented in the textbooks®

The best definition of evolution that | have come across is the
equation: nobody + nothing = everything.

True Creationism as opposed to a lie
“Creation refers to the acts by which God brought into being, time,
matter, energy, space, and life, all working together in a paradise of
perfect peace according to His divine plan and purpose.” *° This
creation is ex nihilo —out of nothing.

The best way to scientifically describe evolution and creation is as
“models” to explain origins rather than as ‘theories’. A theory is

® Donald Chittick, The Controversy, Roots of the Creation-Evolution Conflict, 1984
19 Gary Parker, Creation: Facts of Life, Master Books 2006 , p. 10
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testable, falsifiable. “A scientific theory must be falsifiable, not false.
The difference between falsifiable and false is like the difference
between being vulnerable and being demolished. A scientific theory
must have a clear logical structure that prevents it from bending and
twisting to accommodate every observation...The theory ultimately
predicts that we will not observe certain things.” ! Evolution, especially
defined as simple change, makes no predictions; it becomes so pliable
and vacuous as to fit all observations. If the evolution model were true,
we would expect to see it in action. We could expect to see new
elements, new stars, new species of plants and animals, etc. If the
creation model were true, we would expect to see none of these
changes and, in fact, we would expect species to go extinct and a
general disintegration of the completed, created universe.

Testing evolution or creation?

There is no way to test evolution and creation because they are both
reconstructions of unobserved history. We weren’t there; the scientists
weren’t there. (As Catholics however, we know Someone who was
there and we have His revealed Word which is the most reliable, well-
documented historical document ever known and which has been
proven over and over again to be scientifically reliable.) A “model” can
neither be proved nor disproved scientifically, but it can be evaluated
based on its ability to explain the scientific data. Therefore, the model
that explains the greatest number and variety of facts, with the smallest
number of modifications is the one most likely to be true.

Creation embraces science; it predicts the First and Second Laws of
Thermodynamics; it explains Biogenesis (life begets life) and the Law of
Causality; it does not stretch the principles of probability. The creation
model is also based on a book that hasn’t changed over the years
(Isaiah 40:15). The evolution model is tossed to and fro with every new
scientific discovery. Just read a biology book from ten years ago and see
how much it has changed.

1 Walter James ReMine, Biotic Message, St. Paul Science, 1993 p. 33
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In summary, your sons have not evolved
from infant to adult but have grown from
one stage of life to another. Your sons were
humans, Homo sapiens, as infants and are
humans as adults. Thus, this has nothing to
do with the evolutionary model of origin
which demands change from one species to
another.

Intellectual honesty is needed

Proponents of the theory of evolution would
b do well to admit that they believe in
evolution (macro) but they do not know that it happened the way they
teach. They should call evolution their "faith" or "religion," and indeed
reform it in the books of science. Even a quick review of a typical
secondary school textbook will show that students are being tricked
into thinking all types of evolution shown above have been proven
because evidence is given for minor variations called micro-evolution.
The first five are smuggled in when no one is watching. This lie is a case
of ‘bait and switch’. One definition of evolution (such as “descent with
modification” “change in gene frequency over time” etc.) is given and
the others are assumed to be true by relationship. Most meanings are
believed by faith, have never been observed and are religious. Only one
is scientific- the change in the inherited characteristics of biological
populations over successive generations.’? It is also what the Bible
predicted would happen. The animals and plants would bring forth
“after their kind” in Genesis 1. Dogs reproduce dogs i.e. their kind and
their own species — not a totally different kind of animal, which is what
general evolution proposes. You see, creationists are careful with their
language.

12 Hall, B. K.; Hallgrimsson, B., eds. (2008). Strickberger's Evolution (4th ed.). Jones
& Bartlett. pp. 762
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Dragons or Dinosaurs: are they two of a kind?

James Lynch

Dragon is a term we all understand. Some believe them to have been real
animals that are now extinct, whilst others feel they are mere inventions of
the mind. It needs to be recognized that we do possess a common idea of
what a dragon looks like, how many legs they have, the length of its tail and
neck, thickly plated scalene skin, lizard like appearance and an ability to spurt
fire or some similar substance.' Generally we colour them red. (cf. Rev 12, 3...
a huge red dragon). From where does this common idea originate and is it
another chicken and egg argument, what started first, a real nominal dragon,
or a picture or idea dreamed up that has been perpetuated? In this article |
intend to demonstrate the case for a dragon having been a real and observed
animal in the ancient world and the not too far distant ancient world.

Dinosaurs

This term is a recent (1840s) invention
or label by man for the skeletal
remains of differing species, of all
shapes and sizes found in the earth, of
animals we now do not observe alive
today. The term is a made up word
and would not be the name the
ancients had for such animals... Leave
aside the argument that humans did
not exist contemporaneously with such animals for now. Moderns have
difficulty labelling their finds for those that swam, walked, flew, or some
combinations of same. Were a Hippopotamus to be rendered extinct, it would
defy many to label it as mainly an aquatic animal, feeding on the river bed
grasses, and spending most of its time in the water, in the future!

1 Cf. Deuteronomy 32.33...... “venom of dragons”.
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Dragon mythology?

In most of the ancient accounts | have read, dragons were reptilian and
associated with riparian zones’. They survived the Flood but many were lost in
it, as finds of their bones today testifies to. Being reptilian would account for
their tenacity in survival; they could mount raids on cattle and sheep, and in
some instances humans, and make good their escape. We need not mind that
some accounts have fire bellowing from their mouths as some animals in the
world today have a similar feature®. Many of today's animals are spitting
animals also. Dragon as a term is not denoted under any other name in many
languages- another testament to its antiquity and commonality. In Daniel
chapter 14* we have the following nouns mentioned namely King Astyges,
priests, God, Bel, servants, Daniel, harvesters, angel, sheep, dragon, serpent,
lions and more.

We readily accept the reality of most of these terms so why should we doubt
only one from those listed namely 'dragon’. We don't see angels, but | think
most people would accept they can exist... We don't see King Astyges either,
so are we to deny his existence at a point and place in time? This is where
some current reasoning has misled us into accepting only what we see, touch,
smell or taste. Relying on our ears has become unreasonable. How else could
the ancients record their times for posterity than by the written word?
Although we have ancient accounts and in great detail, any dint of
supernatural or miraculous or incredulous renders the whole false by our
reasoning with our 21° century glasses. The ancients are speaking to us in the
historical records but our inductive reasoning is failing to listen. “Daniel
replied, 'l worship the Lord my God; he is the living God. With your
permission, O King, without using either sword or club | will kill this serpent'.
(Cf. Rev 12, 9 The huge dragon, the ancient serpent...). Please note the
relevance to his description of the dragon as a serpent when reading the
accounts of monstrous serpents in France and Ireland later in this article.

2 [Riparian — situated along or near the bank of a river. Ed.]

3 [One idea is that the condensed vapour in the exhaled breath of the creature appeared like
smoke, and may have given the impression they were ‘fire-breathing’. Ed.]

* Alexander Jones, General Editor, The Jerusalem Bible-popular edition, (London:Darton,
Longman & Todd, 1974).
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Dragon accounts in Europe

Saint Junien (d. 540 AD) worked many miracles in France, one of which
records him banishing a monstrous serpent that was terrorising the region.
He, armed solely with the cross, sent the animal into the ocean near the Sands
of Olonne-Sables-d'Olonne.” Then one finds in the South East of France a
town called Draguignan which comes from the root Drag in French, denoting a
dragon.®

One of the trick questions which one is able to pose regarding the origin of the
town of Tarascon in France consists in asking if it was the Tarasque that
named the town. In the local popular belief, the Tarasque was a monster who
lived in one of the holes (caves, springs, Cf. Dragon Spring, Nehemiah 2.13) of
the river left of Rhone, a little at the top of the town. For certain Tarasconians,
it was a crocodile-beast (similar to that of Nimes), that came from the sea, at
that time much closer,” escaping in the area of Arles. The most ancient literary
source concerning this well known monster is contained in the hagiography
under the name of Pseudo—Marcelle. In his work on the Tarasque, Louis
Dumont transcribes this evocative text:

'There has always been on the
banks of the Rhéne, beside a great
rock in a wood, between Arles and
Avignon, towards the west, an
enormous dragon, half-animal,
half-fish, which killed many people
passing and crossing, including
donkeys and horses, and would
overturn the boats on the Rhéne.
People came in great number and
in armies, but impossible to kill it,
as it left the wood and hid in the river. Heavier than an ox, longer than a horse,
it had the face and head of a lion, sharp teeth like swords, the mane of a

5 Alain Mingaud, Ostentations Limousines, (Lucien Souny:Le Puy Fraud, St-Paul,2006), p. 79.
6 Claude Tehou, Guide de la France Mysterieuse, (Les Guides Noirs: Paris, 1964), pp.320-321.
7 Philip Lynch, The Historical Story of Ancient Ireland, (Minerva Press; London, 2000).

Water level remained high for many years after the flood, as explained by Lynch.
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horse, its spine cutting like an axe, scales ruffling shining and cutting like
terriers, six legs with bear claws, a monsters tail, a double shield like a tortoise,
on each side.'...”

This book lists many other towns throughout France called after ‘dragon’ and
many instances of saints and the local inhabitants’ interaction with giant
serpents - dragons.

We have historical accounts of dragons in Irish history too. For example, Finn
Mc Cool is a highly regarded Irish man and leader of the Gaelic defence forces
of ancient Irish history. His son Dara with sword in hand leapt inside a lake
dragon’s mouth and killed him, then rolling out all red, left the monster to die
in agony. Dara earned the nickname Dara Dearg (as derg means red in Gaelic)
by the eye witness historians. Legends of aquatic monsters are very ancient
among the Gaelic people. We find one mentioned by Adamnan (Lib.II.,
cap.27), as infesting Loch Ness, in Scotland. It’s worth mentioning that there is
a townland near Bailie-borough in Cavan, called Dundragon, which means the
fort of the dragon, where some frightful monster may have formerly taken up
his abode in the old dun”.

From The Lives of The Irish Saints by V. Rev. John 6 Hanlon, M.R.l.A,, Vol VI,
(James Duffy and Sons, Dublin), we find the following account recorded by
Saint Mochonna about Saint Colmcille in Scotland:

“While living in that place, (Scotia Minor) he destroyed a huge monster, which
devastated that province, and which killed all it met, with a pestiferous breath.
According to the legend, that beast was metamorphosed into a rock”.

Accounts of Dragons elsewhere
Saint George killed a dragon in Asia, and | have seen in the Church of the
Nativity in Bethlehem a bust to George on his horse with the slayed dragon.

The Welsh sporting fans proudly carry flags bearing a red dragon.

Some peoples of Asia honour the dragon in dance rituals and other religious
rituals even now. For the Chinese the dragon is a most sacred animal. This is
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not far removed from the honouring of Bel in ancient Persia, (cf. Daniel
chapter 14 above), where Bel's statue was associated with the dragon, the
dragon being a symbol of the strength of Bel. The dragon is generally seen as
an enemy of Christ and the story of Daniel would certainly give originality to
such interpretation, certainly as all monsters are de jure, as are serpents,
enemies to man, and hence Christ.

The Roman army during the first Punic War in North Africa came on a monster
at the river Bagrada. They fought it for some time and eventually one of their
instruments of war landed a stone on its backbone but even then they had
difficulty in killing it. They skinned it and took the skin back to one of their
Roman temples. The skin was about hundred and twenty feet long.

Herodotus describes 'enormous serpents' in a country in Africa in the same
sentence with other animals such as lions and bears etc.? He describes at page
370 the sea around Athos which 'abounds in monsters' at the time Mardonius
son of Gobryas lead the Persians into Greece. He was married to Darius's
daughter Artazostra. At page 450 he relates regions in Greece infested by
lions.

Dragons in the Bible

Still, perhaps more notable than the massive behemoth is the creature that
God describes in the Book of Job (get out your Bibles please). In speaking to
Job about His sovereignty over the natural world, Jehovah described a real
animal called leviathan. God began by asking several rhetorical questions:
Refer to Job 41:1-14... and note; Job
could do none of these things.

(Picture procured from Wikipedia
thanks to Pete Unseth.)

Through poetic language, God
obviously was reminding Job of
leviathan’s renowned strength and

8 Henry Carey Ed., Herodotus, (Bell and Daldy: London, 1872), pp. 301-302.
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ferocity. God continued his description of leviathan: (Refer to Job 41:15-34...)
Could a better description of a dragon be found anywhere? Leviathan had
mighty power, an extremely strong neck, “terrible teeth all around,” tightly
joined rows of scales that were virtually impenetrable, and a jagged underside
that left pointed marks on the ground when it came on land. Most impressive
was its ability to expel “sparks of fire” from its mouth and “smoke” from its
nose. Were these passages found in a book of mythology, one might chalk it
up to fantasy. However, leviathan and behemoth were anything but mythical,
these creatures are recorded in the Bible, not a book of fables and mythology,
and they were described by God Himself. What is more, these creatures were
described in a context where many other real animals were mentioned,
including the horse, the hawk, and the ostrich (Job 38-39). Finally, if behemoth
and leviathan were, in fact, make-believe, God’s entire speech regarding His
sovereignty over the created world) would be pointless.

Of all current land animals the elephant is the most 'unworldly' or 'ancient' in
appearance. They seem to belong to the range of large monstrous type
species, most of which are extinct. The reason the elephant has survived is its
usefulness to mankind and that it can be domesticated. Other predatory type
giants and wolfs and for example the giant deer in Ireland, were killed off, as
they were dangerous to society.

But to close off this article, and bring it back to its inquiry, the questions of
dragons or dinosaurs; are they two of a kind? 1I'd like to present how dragons
and dinosaurs are described in The Little Oxford Dictionary 1998;
Dinosaur......... “extinct usu. large reptile”

Dragon.......... “mythical monster-like reptile”

My conclusion therefore: extinct dinosaurs could very well be those mythical
dragons.
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St. Hildegard — pronounced Doctor of the Catholic Church
Hugh Owen (Catholic convert and President of the Kolbe Center)

Dear friends of the Kolbe Center,
Glory to Jesus Christ!
On October 7th, Pope Benedict XVI
declared St. Hildegard of Bingen (1098-
1179) a Doctor of the Church. St.
Hildegard was a twelfth century German
Benedictine Abbess who possessed the gift
of miracles and who received many
_prophetic insights into the Holy Scriptures.
At the suggestion of her friend St. Bernard
of Clairvaux, St. Hildegard's private revelations were investigated by
Pope Eugenius Il who vouched for the authenticity of her gift of
prophecy. St. Hildegard's elevation to Church Doctor will serve as a
wholesome reminder that all of the great mystical saints of the Catholic
Church --without exception-- upheld the traditional doctrine of creation
and the literal historical truth of Genesis 1-11. Indeed, if theistic
evolution were true, one would think that some holy soul would have
been vouchsafed a glimpse into the mysteries of our evolutionary past.
But no authentic mystic whose life and writings have survived the
scrutiny of the Church has ever done so.

St. Hildegard and her private revelations

In her mystical writings, St. Hildegard described in detail what God
revealed to her of the work of creation, especially with regard to the
creation of Adam and Eve. What St. Hildegard saw confirmed the
testimony of the Church Fathers to the exalted holiness of our first
parents. She wrote that:

“before Adam and Eve had transgressed against the divine
commandment, they had been shining with splendor like the sun and that
light formed their clothing. After the transgression against the divine
commandment they were no longer shining like they had been before,
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but had become dark and have remained in this darkness. When they
saw that they were no longer shining in that way, they noticed that they
were naked and covered themselves with leaves of a tree, as it is
written”.

Contemporary Catholic impressions on Adam and Eve

Today, the impression is given to most Catholic young people in
Catholic schools and universities throughout the world that the first
human beings "evolved" into consciousness or were endowed with
consciousness at a "primitive” level of awareness. Many are even being
told that the "Fall" consisted of man's falling "up™ into consciousness,
which made sin inevitable. But St. Hildegard reminds us that the
Divinity reigned in the humanity of Adam before the Fall in the same
kind of way that It reigned in the Sacred Humanity of Christ. In the
Byzantine Vesper Verses for the Feast of the Transfiguration, the
Church likens the divine holiness of Jesus to the Original Holiness of
Adam:

“Through Your transfiguration, You returned Adam's nature to its
original splendour, restoring its very elements to the glory and
brilliance of Your Divinity. Wherefore we cry out to You, the Creator of
All, Glory be to You."

The consequence of the fall

(A photo of The Holy Relics of
St. Hildegard - A Catholic
creation advocate)

St. Hildegard also recognized
that, as a consequence of the Fall,
the entire order of nature was
overturned. As long as the Divine
Will reigned in the souls of Adam
and Eve, it was impossible for
anything in nature to harm them,
because all was subject to them, as they were subject to God. But with
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the cosmic catastrophe of the Fall, man found himself in opposition to
the whole natural world. St. Hildegard saw that: Since man rose up
against God, creation which used to be submitted to him, now resisted
him. And so all the elements, that had been resting in equilibrium up to
then, rose up and became a terrible sight:

“Creation, which had been created to serve man, had felt no
resistance whatsoever; but when man arrogantly fell into disobedience
and refused to obey God, it [creation] too lost its equilibrium and fell
into unrest. It has brought mankind many and great disadvantages...”

The ultimate consequence of theistic evolution

During my recent visit to Christchurch, New Zealand, | was shown the
destruction of much of the downtown area by a recent earthquake. Far
more shocking than the spectacle of severe earthquake damage was the
failure of most of the people of Christchurch to make any connection
between the natural disaster and a consistent pattern of socially-
sanctioned moral outrages prior to the earthquake, ranging from the
legalization of prostitution to the sanctioning of immoral civil unions.
The widespread acceptance of theistic evolution has blinded even many
Catholics to the reality that man-harming natural disasters would not and
could not occur if God were honoured and obeyed by the civil and
ecclesiastical authorities and by the people under their rule.

Through the prayers of St. Hildegard, Doctor of the Church, may God
restore our faith in the true doctrine of creation, which is the foundation
of the Holy Gospel.

Yours in Christ through the Immaculata.

Hugh Owen

[Reproduced by kind permission of the Kolbe Center.]
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Daylight Origins Summer Tour in Ireland
Francis McLoughlin — primary school teacher

‘Change of plan, meet ya in Castlebar at 1pm’: this was the text
message | received from an active Daylight crew travelling to the West
of Ireland for an appointment just as | was leaving Our Lady’s Shrine in
Knock, in Co. Mayo. It was to be the start of my official involvement
with the Irish Daylight team. We got straight to business in Castlebar,
meeting the local priest, with a chance to throw out some thought-
provoking arrows against evolution. To tell you the truth, | was just
listening and watching, and getting to know everybody. It went well,
considering we only had 20 minutes. A priest’s life is very demanding,
so we were very grateful to get this short visit. Afterwards, we had a
quick bite to eat, and travelled onto Tuam, Co. Galway again to meet
another priest. This time | tried to give my contribution, although | felt |
may have stumbled in my speech a lot!!! Like we found in Castlebar,
this priest was also open, of a discerning nature and respectful to the
message we furnished. The message was one that questioned the
certainty of evolution, and how evolution can affect the faith of a lot of
people, although admittedly not all. After these encouraging
appointments, our team had a prearranged two-pronged apostolate.
Anthony, Paul, James and John went down to Munster with an
appointment in Limerick and Cork city, while | in turn travelled to Co.
Offaly, and the holy ground of Clonmacnoise.

Clonmacnois
monastery,
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Clonmacnoise

What happens at Clonmacnoise? A beautiful event happens every
summer at this special place: a transfiguration! Literally, a couple of
fields on this monastic site become a place where young people find,
revitalise, sustain and celebrate their Catholic Faith. The name of the
event is the ‘Clonmacnoise Youth 2000 Summer Fest’. From my own
experience, it is heaven on earth (In England, Walsingham hosts a
similar festival). This is where we had a stand, entitled ‘Science and the
Church’, backed up and supported by the Daylight Origins Society.

At this stand, | had many encounters with the youth. “We have to do
essays on Lucy,” was a comment | received
from a 19 year old student, who was studying
Biology in a leading university in Ireland. Yet
Lucy is a highly dubious fossil, which
supposedly proves we evolved from apes.
This student and many other attendees were
very open to the critique of evolution; they
wanted to believe. It was very evident that
the vyoung people | encountered at
Clonmacnois desired ‘Fides et Ratio’ (Faith
and Reason), with a lot of youth referring to
Blessed John Paul II's encyclical letter on this
matter. It was the ‘Reason’ part that stopped
them taking a literal translation of Genesis.
They wanted the ‘science’ of why evolution
(macro) was questionable, which our stand
was able to give. Many were interested in
learning more, with some happy to receive

newsletters on the topic. It was a success!
Adjacent is the fossil remains of Lucy; we acquired this
image from Wikipedia thanks to Free Software
Foundation (convinced by this fossil evidence?)
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Needless to say the Daylight Crew were delighted to have the
opportunity to provide material for the stand, it seemed very
providential that we were given this privilege, praise God!

Is not evolution a fact?

From my own experience of teaching in the primary education system
in Ireland, | find it no wonder that people think it goes against reason to
challenge evolution. Our school texts books tell us it is a fact (without
giving us the evidence to back it up). This information is generally given
through the subject of English, for example in reading comprehensions
and in children’s readers. Thank God, | have the opportunity to propose
the other side of the coin, and get the children to analytically weigh up
the evidence for and against it. They really enjoy looking at the
evidence (Don’t worry - they are in 6™ class (Year 6), not junior infants
(Reception)!!). Please God, this will galvanise their Faith throughout
their lives.

Finally, I'd like to leave you with an excellent piece of advice given to
me by a priest from Co. Cavan. | asked him how | could teach the Faith
better. He told me, “You must live it. You must love the child you teach
with all the fruits of the Spirit: love, joy, patience (Galatians 5: 22). If
you don’t do this, you are better not to teach it”. | believe we can apply
this advice, even though it seriously challenges us, to this very
apostolate. When we give ‘Faith and Reason’ against evolution, with
the intention of loving the person we speak to and with the desire to be
the greatest Saint we are called to be, people will listen and souls will
be protected from its dangerous fruits. ‘It is by your love for one
another, that everyone will recognise you as my disciples’ (John 13:35).

Our Lady of Knock...pray for us
St Joseph...pray for us
Blessed Pope John Paul Il...pray for us
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Scientific Opinion on Darwinism

From: The Old Riddle and the Newest Answer [pp.195-203]
John Gerard, S.J., F.L.S.

This extract, from a book of 280 pages, illustrates the debate among scientists in the
early 20" century on questions of origins. The chapter on Darwinism has earlier shown
the weaknesses of Natural Selection and ‘survival of the fittest’ in accounting for
variation, the lack of living or fossil transitional forms, the problems of rudimentary
and vestigial organs, and the falsehood of the ‘law of biogenesis — ontology
recapitulates phylogeny’, i.e. that an individual’s embryological development traces a
path that corresponds to the evolutionary origins of the species. Ed.

. Professor Milnes Marshall' expressed himself strongly concerning the
exaggerations of Professor Haeckel on this subject. In his review of Haeckel’s
Anthropogenie,” after observing that many descriptions of human embryology
have been based on observations of dogs, pigs, rabbits, or even chickens and
dogfish, he thus continued regarding the book before him:

A student who relied on Professor Haeckel’s description, would obtain an entirely
erroneous idea of the development of the human embryo. . . . It is a matter for great
regret that a book of 900 pages, bearing such a title, should be allowed to appear, in
which the account of the actual development of the human embryo is so inadequate or
even erroneous.

Far more fundamental, however, is a remark of Mr. Mivart’s’, that if, as
Darwinians say, the development of the individual is an epitome of that of the
species, the latter must like the former be due to the action of definite innate
laws unconsciously carrying out definite preordained ends and purposes. For
although cells or embryos may be indistinguishable from one another, and may
appear to us identical in constitution, their differences are absolute. Each is
determined to be one sort of animal and no other, and can live at all only on
condition of developing towards the prescribed form.—Therefore, whatever
evidence the embryonic forms may be supposed to afford in support of
Evolution, they have nothing in common with the haphazard process of Natural
Selection.

L Arthur Milnes Marshall, (1852 — 1893), Professor of Zoology, Owens College; FRS. Ed.

2 Nature, March 24, 1892

3 st. George Jackson Mivart (1827-1900) was a highly distinguished English biologist, FRS, and
Catholic convert, who nevertheless opposed Darwin’s theories in his later life. Ed.
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And here again Professor Huxley found himself obliged to enter his caveat,
and to intimate his opinion that some of his friends were inclined to build too
confidently upon this foundation. As his biographer Professor Weldon writes in
the Dictionary of National Biography:

Darwin had suggested an interpretation of the facts of embryology which led to the
hope that a fuller knowledge of development might reveal the history of all the great
groups of animals at least in its main outlines. This hope was of service as a stimulus to
research, but the attempt to interpret the phenomena observed led to speculations which
were often fanciful and always incapable of verification. Huxley was keenly sensible of
the danger attending the use of a hypothetical explanation, leading to conclusions
which cannot be experimentally tested, and he carefully avoided it.... In the preface to
the Manual of the Comparative Anatomy of Invertebrate Animals, he says: “I have
abstained from discussing questions of aetiology,* not because | underestimate their
importance, or am insensible to the interest of the great problem of Evolution, but
because, to my mind, the growing tendency to mix up aetiological speculations with
morphological generalizations will, if unchecked, throw Biology into confusion.”

Accordingly, Huxley himself based his faith in Evolution on palaeontological
evidence, and attempted to decide the precise course it had followed only “in
the few cases where the evidence seemed to him sufficiently complete.” This
line of enquiry we have still to pursue, but meanwhile, it is evident that the
phenomena we have been considering, failing to meet the approval of so
thorough-going an Evolutionist as he undoubtedly was, cannot be said to
furnish convincing scientific evidence in favour of Darwinism.

It will be asked how it comes to pass, if the Darwinian system really lies
open to so many objections, that it occupies so large a place in scientific
estimation. To this we must reply that, in spite of its great name, its success has
throughout been popular rather than truly scientific, and that as time went on it
has lost ground among the class of men best qualified to judge. Evolutionists
there are in plenty,—but very few genuine Darwinists, and amongst these can
by no means be reckoned all who adopt the title, for not a few of them—as
Romanes® and Weismann—profess doctrines which cannot be reconciled with
those of Darwin himself. Meanwhile, an increasing volume of scientific

#j.e. the Science of Causes.

° George John Romanes FRS (1848 — 1894) — physiologist at UCL, England — invented the term
‘neo-Darwinism’. Had reservations about Darwinism but admitted that it had been the cause of
his loss of Christian faith. Ed.
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opinion sets definitely against Darwinism as an adequate explanation of the
philosophy of life, and fall into the view expressed long ago by Charles Robin®
who, as a freethinker, had no antecedent objections against it, “Darwinism is a
fiction, a poetical accumulation of probabilities without proof, and of attractive
explanations without demonstration.” [...]

[The writer then cites over 20 recent scientific works in French or German, all
of which reject Darwinism — this list is available to readers on request — Ed.]

Special weight must attach to the adverse verdict of M. Fabre, styled by
Darwin himself “that inimitable observer,” who declares that he cannot
reconcile the theory with the facts he encounters.’

It must be sufficient to quote one or two of our own countrymen, whose
utterances will enable us to form an opinion as to the true scientific status of
the doctrine.

We may begin with Huxley, the great popular champion of Darwinism, who
did more than any other man to spread the new doctrine. Yet, strange to say, he
seems never to have really accepted its fundamental tenet himself, always
appearing very shy of Natural Selection, and carefully abstaining from
committing himself to any responsibility for it. Thus in his treatise on Man'’s
Place in Nature, he thus explains his position in its regard:

Mr. Darwin’s hypothesis is not, so far as I am aware, inconsistent with any biological
fact; on the contrary, if admitted, the facts of Development, of Comparative Anatomy,
of Geographical Distribution, and of Palaeontology, become connected together, and
exhibit a meaning such as they never possessed before; and I, for one, am firmly
convinced, that if not precisely true, that hypothesis is as near an approximation to the
truth as, for example, the Copernican hypothesis was to the true theory of the planetary
motions. But for all this, our acceptance of the Darwinian hypothesis must be
provisional so long as one link in the chain of evidence is wanting; and so long as all
the animals and plants certainly produced by selective breeding from a common stock
are fertile with one another, the link will be wanting. For, so long, selective breeding
will not be proved to be competent to do all that is required of it to produce natural
species.

® Dictionnaire encyclopédique des sciences médicales.

" Thus having described in detail a series of experiments as to the effects of an alteration of diet
supplied to the larvae of various hymenoptera, M. Fabre writes:

“Tout cela est bien autrement grave que les petits riens invoqués par Darwin.” (Souvenirs
entomologiques, 3" Series, p.330.)

[“All this is much more serious than the little things put forward by Darwin.” Ed.]
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This missing link, like various others, has never been supplied, and in
consequence Professor Huxley never abandoned his attitude of reserve. On the
contrary, when, in 1880, he delivered an address to celebrate “the Coming of
Age of the Origin of Species” he discharged the task without once mentioning
Natural Selection, which is to that work as the Prince of Denmark is to Hamlet.

But there is one passage in the said address, which deserves to be specially
remembered:

History warns us that it is the customary fate of new truths to begin as heresies and to
end as superstitions; and, as matters now stand, it is hardly rash to anticipate that, in
another twenty years, the new generation, educated under the influences of the present
day, will be in danger of accepting the main doctrines of the Origin of Species, with as
little reflection, and it may be with as little justification, as so many of our
contemporaries, twenty years ago, rejected them.

In 1886, Professor Romanes pronounced as follows: 8

“At present it would be impossible to find any working naturalist who
supposes that survival of the fittest is competent to explain all the phenomena
of species-formation.”

As to the actual position now occupied in Scientific opinion by Mr. Darwin’s
hypotheses, we may content ourselves with the declaration of Professor S. H.
Vines in his Presidential address to the Linnean Society, May 24, 1902.

1. It is established that Natural Selection, though it may have perpetuated species,
cannot have originated any.

2. ltis still a mystery why Evolution should tend from the lower to the higher, from
simple to complex organisms.

3. The facts seem to admit of no other interpretation than that variation is not [as
Darwin supposed] indeterminate, but that there is in living matter an inherent
determination in favour of variation in the higher direction.

That is to say, Darwin’s Origin of Species does not explain the Origin of
Species; and as to the laws which govern Evolution we can be sure only that
they are not those which he assigned.

In like manner, Sir Oliver Lodge pronounces: °

Take the origin of species by the persistence of favourable variations; how is the
appearance of these same favourable variations accounted for? Except by artificial

& Journal of Linnaean Society, vol. xix
° Hibbert Journal, January, 1903, p.218



November 2012 31

selection not at all. Given their appearance, their development by struggle and
inheritance and survival can be explained; but that they arose spontaneously, by
random changes without purpose, is an assertion which cannot be made.

We are thus in a position to form our own judgment as to the claim made on
behalf of Mr. Darwin, with which we started this chapter—namely, that he has
eliminated all mystery from the organic world by the discovery of natural
mechanical laws by which all its operations are governed. It is, indeed, difficult
to understand how Darwinists themselves can suppose their system to make
any such claim, for, as M. Paul Vignon truly observes,'

“La science darwinnienne s’imaginait avoir triomphé du Sphinx, alors qu’elle
avait simplement decompose le probleme dans une monnaie d’énigmes moins
rébarbatives en apparence.” As has been said, it is far more on account of the
vast consequences professedly based upon it, as a sure foundation stone, than
for its own sake, that it has seemed advisable to devote so much attention to the
study of Darwinism, quite apart from which the whole question of organic
Evolution still demands consideration.

It seems far more just to conclude with M. Fabre: !

Let us acknowledge that in truth we know nothing about anything, so far as ultimate
truths are concerned. Scientifically considered nature is a riddle to which human
curiosity can find no answer. Hypothesis follows hypothesis, the ruins of theories are
piled one on another, but truth ever escapes us. To learn how to remain in ignorance
may well be the final lesson of wisdom.

APPENDIX

Since the foregoing pages have been in type there has come to hand the New York
Literary Digest of January 23, 1904, containing the following article. (p. 119).

“ARE THE DAYS OF DARWINISM NUMBERED?”

The recent death of Herbert Spencer lends special timeliness to the above topic,
which is being actively debated just now in German theological circles. The
immediate cause of the revival of interest in the present status of the Darwinian
theory is found in a lengthy article by the veteran philosopher, Edward von

10 Revue de Philosophie, April 1, 1904

[“Darwinian science imagined itself to have defeated the [riddle of] the Sphinx, when it had
broken down the problem into a money puzzle of less boring appearance.” Ed.]
1 Souvenirs entomologiques, 3™ Series, p. 317
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Hartmann, which appears in Oswald’s Annalen der Natur-philosophie (vol. ii.
1903), under the title ‘Der Niedergang der Darwinismus’ (‘The Passing of
Darwinism’). That the famous ‘philosopher of the unconscious’ is nhot
prejudiced in favour of biblical views has been more than clear since the
publication of his Selbstzersetzung der Christentums (‘Disintegration of Christ-
ianity’) in 1874. Hartmann in his new article has this to say—

‘In the sixties of the past century the opposition of the older group of savants to the
Darwinian hypothesis was still supreme. In the seventies, the new idea began to gain
ground rapidly in all cultured countries. In the eighties, Darwin’s influence was at its
height, and exercised an almost absolute control over technical research. In the nineties,
for the first time, a few timid expressions of doubt and opposition were heard, and
these gradually swelled into a great chorus of voices, aiming at the overthrow of the
Darwinian theory. In the first decade of the twentieth century it has become apparent
that the days of Darwinism are numbered.”> Among its latest opponents are such
savants as Eimer, Gustav Wolf, De Vries, Hoocke, von Wellstein, Fleischmann,
Reinke, and many others.’

These facts, according to Hartmann’s view, while they do not indicate that the
Darwinian theory is doomed, undermine its most radical features:

‘The theory of descent is safe, but Darwinism has been weighed and found wanting.
Selection can in general not achieve any positive results, but only negative effects; the
origin of species by minimal changes is possible, but has not been demonstrated. The
pretensions of Darwinism as a pure mechanical explanation of results that show
purpose are totally groundless.’

Other scholars think that Hartmann does not do full justice to the reaction that
has set in, particularly in Germany, against Darwinism. This sentiment is
voiced by Professor Zoeckler, of the University of Greifswald, in the Beweis
des Glaubens (No. xi.), a journal which recently published a collection of anti-
Darwinian views from German naturalists. He calls the article of Hartmann ‘the
tombstone-inscription [Grabschrift] for Darwinism,” and goes on to say:

‘The claim that the hypothesis of descent is secured scientifically must most decidedly
be denied. Neither Hartmann’s exposition nor the authorities he cites have the force of
moral conviction for the claim for purely mechanical descent. The descent of
organisms is not a scientifically demonstrated proposition, although descent in an ideal
sense can be made to harmonize with the biblical account of creation.’

12 [We have read, and written, many similar comments in the past thirty years — but even in the first decade
of the twenty-first century the Darwinians’ arguments are basically still the same as before. Ed.]
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Views of a similar kind are voiced in many quarters. The Hamburg savant,
Edward Hoppe, has written a brochure, Ist mit der Descendenz-Theorie eine
religiose Vorstellung vereinbar? [Is the Theory of Evolution reconcilable with
the Religious Idea?] in which he takes issue, in the name of religion, with the
purely naturalistic type of Darwinian thought. The most pronounced convert to
anti-Darwinian views is Professor Fleischmann, of Erlangen, who has not only
discarded the mechanical conception of the origin of being, but the whole
Darwinian theory. He recently delivered a course of lectures, entitled ‘Die
Darwin’sche Theorie,” which have appeared in book form in Leipsic. He comes
to this conclusion: ‘The Darwinian theory of descent has not a single fact to
confirm it in the realm of nature. It is not the result of scientific research, but
purely the product of the imagination.’

From another article in the same journal (p. 116), entitled ‘A Study of
Creation,’ the following paragraphs may be cited:

“The French have never been enthusiastic Darwinians. It is, perhaps, not surprising,
therefore, to find a French geologist, M. Stanislas Meunier, arguing in the Revue
Scientifique (December 19) against all schools of transformism and stoutly maintaining
what is practically a doctrine of special creation. He admits that living beings form a
connected series; but the connexion, he believes, is not one of physical descent, but
inheres in something outside of and pre-existent to the earth. He does not name it, but
he would probably not object to the inference that it is the mind of a creator.

“M. Meunier gives at some length his reasons for rejecting Darwin’s, Lamarck’s, and
all other theories of transformism. All we can be sure of, he thinks, is that, as in the
case of the various kinds of pottery, we have to do with an orderly development,
although he thinks it is not a development by descent. He closes, thus:

“ ‘Doubtless we cannot usefully risk any hypothesis on the mechanism of the
production of living things; but it is, perhaps, a step in advance only to come to the
conclusion that the cause of life and its manifestations on the earth is exterior to the
earth; that it is anterior to our world, just as are doubtless the laws of physics and
chemistry, which govern the relations of matter and force throughout space.

“ “The philosophy of science can lose nothing by the admission of points of view
that, far from narrowing our subjects of study, enlarge them beyond all limits; and this
is, perhaps, the occasion to show once more to persons who are turning toward
metaphysics in their thirst for mystery, that they will find in pure science that
wherewith they may satisfy their legitimate aspirations.”” [pp. 281-284].

The Old Riddle and the Newest Answer, 2™ Edition, (1904), Longmans, Green & Co.
Auvailable online from www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/33859
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Reflections on “The Year of Faith”

Anthony Nevard

To a greater extent than in the past, faith is now being subjected to a series of questions
arising from a changed mentality which, especially today, limits the field of rational
certainties to that of scientific and technological discoveries. Nevertheless, the Church
has never been afraid of demonstrating that there cannot be any conflict between faith
and genuine science, because both, albeit via different routes, tend towards the truth.
Motu Proprio “Porta Fidei”, 11 October 2011 (para. 12)

Introducing this ‘Year of Faith’, the Holy Father places clear emphasis on the
Church’s stance on the relationship between faith and genuine science
[“authenticam scientiam ”]. The Year began on 11 October 2012, the fiftieth
anniversary of the opening of the Second Vatican Council, and it will end on
the Solemnity of Christ the King, 24 November 2013. The starting date also
marked the twentieth anniversary of the publication of the Catechism of the
Catholic Church. The theme for the opening Synod of Bishops was: “The New
Evangelization for the Transmission of the Christian Faith”.

Reference is made to the Encyclical “Fides et Ratio” [Faith and Reason] of
Blessed John Paul Il (14 Sep 1998), which explores the subject in great depth
and was the main resource for this short article. In the opening, he makes it
plain that the question of origins has always been one of universal and
fundamental importance.

Moreover, a cursory glance at ancient history shows clearly how in different parts of
the world, with their different cultures, there arise at the same time the fundamental
questions which pervade human life: Who am I? Where have | come from and where
am | going? Why is there evil? What is there after this life? [...] They are questions
which have their common source in the quest for meaning which has always
compelled the human heart. In fact, the answer given to these questions decides the
direction which people seek to give to their lives. [para. 1]

Using many scriptural quotations, the Pope shows how reason and faith must
be in harmony, as truth is ultimately of Divine Origin.

[In]The Book of Wisdom ... the sacred author speaks of God who reveals himself in
nature. For the ancients, the study of the natural sciences coincided in large part with
philosophical learning. Having affirmed that with their intelligence human beings can
“know the structure of the world and the activity of the elements... the cycles of the
year and the constellations of the stars, the natures of animals and the tempers of wild
beasts” (Wis 7:17, 19-20)—in a word, that he can philosophize—the sacred text takes
a significant step forward. Making his own the thought of Greek philosophy, to which
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he seems to refer in the context, the author affirms that, in reasoning about nature, the
human being can rise to God: “From the greatness and beauty of created things comes
a corresponding perception of their Creator” (Wis 13:5). This is to recognize as a first
stage of divine Revelation the marvellous “book of nature”, which, when read with
the proper tools of human reason, can lead to knowledge of the Creator. If human
beings with their intelligence fail to recognize God as Creator of all, it is not because
they lack the means to do so, but because their free will and their sinfulness place an
impediment in the way. [para. 19].

So also we can read in St. Paul that original sin has wounded our reasoning
powers, so we may resist the truth through opposing its acceptance by a sinful
misuse of our will.

According to the Apostle, it was part of the original plan of the creation that reason
should without difficulty reach beyond the sensory data to the origin of all things: the
Creator. But because of the disobedience by which man and woman chose to set
themselves in full and absolute autonomy in relation to the One who had created
them, this ready access to God the Creator diminished.

This is the human condition vividly described by the Book of Genesis when it tells
us that God placed the human being in the Garden of Eden, in the middle of which
there stood “the tree of knowledge of good and evil” (2:17). The symbol is clear: man
was in no position to discern and decide for himself what was good and what was
evil, but was constrained to appeal to a higher source. The blindness of pride deceived
our first parents into thinking themselves sovereign and autonomous, and into
thinking that they could ignore the knowledge which comes from God. All men and
women were caught up in this primal disobedience, which so wounded reason that
from then on its path to full truth would be strewn with obstacles. From that time
onwards the human capacity to know the truth was impaired by an aversion to the
One who is the source and origin of truth. [para. 22]

We are reminded that there are different categories of truth, according to the
means and authority by which we obtain access to it, of which science is only
one. (And, by the way, the Holy Father explicitly names St Thomas Aquinas
[para. 43] as the sure basis of sound philosophical reasoning, and he is one of
our Daylight Patron Saints.)

It may help, then, to turn briefly to the different modes of truth. Most of them
depend upon immediate evidence or are confirmed by experimentation. This is the
mode of truth proper to everyday life and to scientific research. At another level we
find philosophical truth, attained by means of the speculative powers of the human
intellect. Finally, there are religious truths which are to some degree grounded in
philosophy, and which we find in the answers which the different religious traditions
offer to the ultimate questions. [para. 30]

Tensions between these philosophical issues came to particular prominence
in the 19" century, when of course Darwinian Evolution became predominant.
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In the field of scientific research, a positivistic mentality took hold which not only
abandoned the Christian vision of the world, but more especially rejected every
appeal to a metaphysical or moral vision. It follows that certain scientists, lacking any
ethical point of reference, are in danger of putting at the centre of their concerns
something other than the human person and the entirety of the person's life. Further
still, some of these, sensing the opportunities of technological progress, seem to
succumb not only to a market-based logic, but also to the temptation of a quasi-divine
power over nature and even over the human being. [para. 46]

The Church has responded to these errors on numerous occasions since the

mid 19" century, notably with the encyclical Humani Generis in 1950:

In our own century [20™] too the Magisterium has revisited the theme on a number
of occasions, warning against the lure of rationalism. Here the pronouncements of
Pope Saint Pius X are pertinent, stressing as they did that at the basis of Modernism
were philosophical claims which were phenomenist, agnostic and immanentist. Nor
can the importance of the Catholic rejection of Marxist philosophy and atheistic
Communism be forgotten.

Later, in his Encyclical Letter Humani Generis, Pope Pius XII warned against
mistaken interpretations linked to evolutionism, existentialism and historicism. He
made it clear that these theories had not been proposed and developed by theologians,
but had their origins “outside the sheepfold of Christ”. He added, however, that errors
of this kind should not simply be rejected but should be examined critically: “Catholic
theologians and philosophers, whose grave duty it is to defend natural and
supernatural truth and instil it in human hearts, cannot afford to ignore these more or
less erroneous opinions. Rather they must come to understand these theories well, not
only because diseases are properly treated only if rightly diagnosed and because even
in these false theories some truth is found at times, but because in the end these
theories provoke a more discriminating discussion and evaluation of philosophical
and theological truths”. [para. 54]

So it follows from the above that sound catechesis and evangelisation must
include the question of origins, so that what masquerades as ‘science’ but is
actually false philosophy is not allowed to hinder the acceptance of the true
Faith. And both clerics and layfolk have a right and duty to expose these errors,
so aligning with the Vatican in their participation with the Year of Faith.

As the First Vatican Council declared in 1870:

“The Christian faithful not only have no right to defend as legitimate scientific
conclusions opinions which are contrary to the doctrine of the faith, particularly if
condemned by the Church, but they are strictly obliged to regard them as errors which
have no more than a fraudulent semblance of truth.” [Dei Filius, IV: DS (1991) 3018]

Refs: Dei Filius http://www.disf.org/en/documentation/11-vaticancouncili.asp
Fides et Ratio: http://www.vatican.va/holy father/john_paul ii/encyclicals/
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Carbon-14 dates dinosaur bones at less than 40,000 years old

Researchers have found a reason for the puzzling
survival of soft tissue and collagen in dinosaur
bones—the bones are younger than anyone ever
guessed. Carbon-14 (C-14) dating of multiple
samples of bone from 8 dinosaurs from Texas,
Alaska, Colorado, and Montana revealed they are
only 22,000 to 39,000 years old.

The researchers presented their findings at the 2012 Western Pacific Geo-
physics Meeting in Singapore, August 13-17, 2012, a conference of the
American Geophysical Union (AGU) and the Asia Oceania Geosciences
Society (AOGS).

Carbon-14 is considered to be unassailable in its reliability among dating
methods. Its accuracy as a technique has been verified by using C-14 to date
artefacts whose age is known historically.

the presentation [...] none of the scientists in charge
of the bio-geoscience section of the confer-
ence...offered any criticism of his methodology, re-
sults or conclusions...

Dr. Thomas Seiler, a physicist from Germany, gave {_’_*" R

- -'._',T - =
Many dinosaur bones are not fossilised. In 2005,  Micro-anatomy of  bone,
Dr Mary Schweitzer, associate professor of ma- ~ Showing concentric Haversian
. i | systems and blood vessels
rine, earth and atmospheric sciences at North
Carolina State University, reported finding soft tissue in dinosaur bones, and
in 2007 and 2008 reported that she had sequenced proteins from the bone.

Within two days, all references to Dr. Seiler’s presentation had been deleted
from the official conference website, with a blatant disregard for allowing
free and open discussion of validly collected scientific data.

Read the full press release in the Kolbe Report [11 Sep 2012] at www.kolbecenter.org
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