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A CRITIQUE OF EVOLUTION WITHIN CATHOLICISM AND ITS SUBSEQUENT LINKS
WITH FUNDAMENTAL CHRISTIANITY

Introduction
Evolution is a defunct belief system, which has adversely affected Catholicism, but the key to eradicate this
is a return to the fundamental Doctrine of Special Creation found in the Scriptures. Many Catholics assert
that the Catholic Church regards evolution as a fact thinking, “evolution is acceptable as long as God was
involved”. On the contrary, I submit that evolution, when correctly defined, cannot be casually regarded as
scientific fact. The objective truth, known from scientific evidence and theological arguments, contradicts
evolution. I also submit that Catholic doctrine has always favoured ex nihilo creation (not Darwinian
Evolution) as found in the book of Genesis and that this demonstrates a fundamentally Christian approach.
This thesis will provide evidence that in general Catholic doctrine goes against evolution even though some
Church theologians seem to state otherwise. Relevant documents will be examined to show the antievolution (Creation) theme. The aim of this thesis is not to critique all of the evolution bias within
Catholicism but to point out the weakness of the evolution position and by doing so, evolution argument
and bias will be exposed. It will also be shown that Catholicism has always had links with fundamental
Christianity, demonstrating that Catholicism needs to go back to its origins and follow a more focused or
fundamental teaching from the Bible against evolution dogma. Because Catholicism has not primarily
focused on the Bible it finds that it has a lot of problems as a church today. This thesis is not an argument
for Catholic doctrine in general but rather it is a critique of the philosophy/theology surrounding the topic
of evolution, demonstrating the orthodox position which the Catholic Church has always had in relation to
evolution, while pointing out the various errors that have crept into Catholicism. It is hoped that the
conclusions to this thesis may open the debate, particularly in the Republic of Ireland which is a
predominantly Catholic country.

The thesis consists of three parts. Part 1 deals with the critique of evolution. Part 2 has some philosophical
considerations arising out of the critique and the dangers of evolution theory. Part 3 demonstrates that the
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Pentateuch was indeed edited or written by Moses and that the Genesis account of creation is one unit.
Part 1 Chapter 1 exposes the false science of the evolution theory. Some scientific and technical language is
used. The next four chapters are somewhat more theological in that they treat of the position of the Catholic
Church. There is much historical information interspersed with scientific fact debunking modern evolution
theory. This leads naturally into Part 2 in that having critiqued evolution for the first five chapters the next
three deal with the exposition of the nature of evolution from a philosophical standpoint and the consequent
dangers of supporting such a widespread belief system. Part 3 turns to Scripture because the modern day
attack on the Bible in general and the book of Genesis in particular has caused a lot of people to doubt the
word of God. The two chapters in this section try to restore confidence in Genesis and the author/editor as
Moses.
Having defended the credibility of Scripture I then conclude in the final section by stating that the Catholic
Church, in relation to the whole area of evolution, must indeed return to the fundamentals of The Christian
faith. This is because the onslaught of evolution must be met head on. If evolution is no longer a fact of
science then more authority is put on Scripture/Genesis as representative of simple but factual evidence. I
argue that this can aid the Catholic Church in giving answers to her flock in the domain of faith, morality
and direction in life. I try to show that the general Fundamental Christian position in the creation/evolution
debate can be a sure way of bringing in the new evangelisation the Catholic Church has been looking for.

Various bible translations are used throughout this paper
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PART 1
EVOLUTION AND CATHOLICISM

Chapter 1: A Short History of Evolution Theory

Despite having its heritage in ancient Greece, the theory of evolution was first brought to the
consideration of the scientific world in the nineteenth century. The most carefully considered view of
evolution was expressed by the French biologist Jean-Baptiste Lamarck, in his Zoological Philosophy
(1809). Lamarck thought that all living things were endowed with a vital force that steered them to
evolve toward greater complexity. He also thought that organisms could impart to their offspring traits
acquired during their lifetimes. As an example of this way of thinking, Lamarck suggested that the long
neck of the giraffe evolved when a short-necked ancestor took to browsing on the leaves of trees instead
of on grass.
This evolutionary model of Lamarck's was invalidated by the discovery of the laws of genetic
inheritance. In the middle of the twentieth century, the discovery of the structure of DNA revealed that
the nuclei of the cells of living organisms possess very special genetic information, and that this could
not be altered by ‘acquired traits’. In other words, during its lifetime, even though a giraffe managed to
make its neck a few centimetres longer by extending it to upper branches, this trait would not pass to its
offspring. In short, the Lamarckian view was simply refuted by scientific findings and went down in
history as a faulty assumption.
However, the evolutionary theory formulated by another natural scientist, who lived a couple of
generations after Lamarck, proved to be more influential. This natural scientist was Charles Robert
Darwin, and the theory he formulated is known as “Darwinism”.

The Birth of Darwinism
Charles Darwin based his theory on various observations he made as a young naturalist on board the
HMS Beagle, which sailed in late 1831 on a five-year official voyage around the world. Young Darwin
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was heavily influenced by the variety of species he observed, especially of the different Galapagos Island
finches. The differences in the beaks of these birds, Darwin thought, were a result of their adaptation to
their different environments.
After this voyage, Darwin started to visit animal markets in England. He observed that breeders produced
new breeds of cow by mating animals with different characteristics. This experience, together with the
different finch species he observed in the Galapagos Islands, contributed to the formulation of his theory.
In 1859 he published his views in his book The Origin of Species, postulating that all species had
descended from a single ancestor, evolving from one another over time by slight variations.
What made Darwin's theory different from Lamarck's was his emphasis on ‘natural selection’. Darwin
theorised that there is a struggle for survival in nature, and that natural selection is the survival of strong
species, which can adapt to their environment. Darwin adopted the following line of reasoning:
Within a particular species there are natural and coincidental variations. For instance, some cows are
bigger than others, while some have darker colours. Natural selection selects the favourable traits. The
process of natural selection thus causes an increase of favourable genes within a population, which
results in the features of that population becoming better adapted to local conditions. Over time these
changes may be significant enough to cause a new species to arise.
However, this ‘theory of evolution by natural selection’ gave rise to doubts from the start:
1.

What were the natural and coincidental variations referred to by Darwin? It was true that some
cows were bigger than others, while some had darker colours, yet how could these variations
provide an explanation for the diversity in animal and plant species?

2.

Darwin asserted that living beings evolved gradually. In this case, formerly there should have
lived millions of “transitional forms”. Yet there was no trace of these theoretical creatures in the
fossil record. Darwin gave considerable thought to this problem, and eventually arrived at the
conclusion that further research would provide these fossils.

3. How could natural selection explain complex organs, such as eyes, ears or wings? How can it be
defended that these organs evolved gradually, bearing in mind that they would fail to function if
they had even a single part missing?
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4. Before considering these questions, consider the following: How did the first organism, the socalled ancestor of all species according to Darwin, come into existence? Could natural processes
give life to something which was originally inanimate and dead?
Darwin was, at least, aware of some these questions, as can be seen from the chapter “Difficulties of the
Theory”. However, the answers he provided had no scientific validity. HS Lipson, a British physicist,
makes the following comments about these “difficulties” of Darwin's:
On reading The Origin of Species, I found that Darwin was much less sure himself than he is often
represented to be; the chapter entitled “Difficulties of the Theory” for example, shows
considerable self-doubt. I was particularly intrigued by his comments on how the eye would have
arisen. 1
Darwin invested all his hopes in advanced scientific research, which he expected to dispel the
“difficulties of the theory”. However, contrary to his expectations, more recent scientific findings have
merely increased these difficulties.

The Problem of the Origin of Life
In his book, Darwin never mentioned the origin of life. The primitive understanding of science in his
time rested on the assumption that living things had very simple structures. Since mediaeval times,
spontaneous generation, the theory that non-living matter could come together to form living organisms,
had been widely accepted. It was commonly believed that insects came into existence from leftover bits
of food and that mice came into being from wheat. Interesting experiments were conducted to prove this
theory. Wheat was placed on a dirty piece of cloth, and it was expected that mice would appear in due
course.
Similarly, the fact that maggots appeared in meat was believed to be proof for spontaneous generation.
However, it was only realized some time later that maggots did not appear in meat spontaneously, but
were carried by flies in the form of larvae invisible to the naked eye.
Even in the era when Darwin's Origin of Species was written, the belief that bacteria could come into
existence from inanimate matter was pervasive.

1

Lipson, 1988, p 6
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However, five years after the publication of Darwin's book, Louis Pasteur announced his results
after long studies and experiments which disproved spontaneous generation, a cornerstone of
Darwin's theory. In his triumphal lecture at the Sorbonne in 1864, Pasteur said, “Never will the
doctrine of spontaneous generation recover from the mortal blow struck by this simple
experiment”.2
Supporters of the theory of evolution refused to accept Pasteur's findings for a long time. However, as
scientific progress revealed the complex structure of the cell, the idea that life could come into being
coincidentally faced an even greater impasse. We shall consider this subject in some detail later.

The Problem of Genetics
Another subject that posed a dilemma for Darwin's theory was inheritance. At the time when Darwin
developed his theory, the question of how living beings transmitted their traits to other generations – that
is, how inheritance took place – was not completely understood. That is why the naive belief that
inheritance was transmitted through blood was commonly accepted.
Ambiguous beliefs about inheritance led Darwin to base his theory on completely false grounds. Darwin
assumed that natural selection was the “mechanism of evolution”. Yet one question remained
unanswered – How would these “useful traits” be selected and transmitted from one generation to the
next? At this point, Darwin embraced the Lamarckian theory, that is, “the inheritance of acquired traits”.
In his book The Great Evolution Mystery, Gordon R Taylor, a researcher supporting the theory of
evolution, expresses the view that Darwin was heavily influenced by Lamarck:
Lamarckism... is known as the inheritance of acquired characteristics... Darwin himself, as a
matter of fact, was inclined to believe that such inheritance occurred and cited the reported case of
a man who had lost his fingers and bred sons without fingers... [Darwin] had not, he said, gained a
single idea from Lamarck. This was doubly ironical, for Darwin repeatedly toyed with the idea of
the inheritance of acquired characteristics and, if it is so dreadful, it is Darwin who should be
denigrated rather than Lamarck... In the 1859 edition of his work, Darwin refers to 'changes of
external conditions' causing variation but subsequently these conditions are described as directing

2

Fox and Dose, 1972, p 4
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variation and cooperating with natural selection in directing it... Every year he attributed more and
more to the agency of use or disuse... By 1868 when he published Varieties of Animals and Plants
under Domestication he gave a whole series of examples of supposed Lamarckian inheritance:
such as a man losing part of his little finger and all his sons being born with deformed little
fingers, and boys born with foreskins much reduced in length as a result of generations of
circumcision.3
However, Lamarck's thesis, as we have seen above, was disproved by the laws of genetic inheritance
discovered by the Austrian monk and botanist, Gregor Mendel. The concept of “useful traits” was
therefore left unproven. Genetic laws showed that acquired traits are not passed on, and that genetic
inheritance takes place according to certain unchanging laws. These laws supported the view that species
remain unchanged. No matter how often the cows that Darwin saw in England's animal fairs bred, the
species itself would never change: cows would always remain cows.
Gregor Mendel announced the laws of genetic inheritance that he discovered as a result of long
experiment and observation in a scientific paper published in 1865. But this paper only attracted the
attention of the scientific world towards the end of the century. By the beginning of the twentieth century,
the truth of these laws had been accepted by the whole scientific community. This was a serious dead-end
for Darwin's theory, which tried to found the concept of “useful traits” on Lamarck.
Here we must correct a general misunderstanding: Mendel opposed not only Lamarck's model of
evolution, but also Darwin's. As the article “Mendel's Opposition to Evolution and to Darwin,” published
in the Journal of Heredity, makes clear, “he [Mendel] was familiar with The Origin of Species...and he
was opposed to Darwin's theory; Darwin was arguing for descent with modification through natural
selection, Mendel was in favour of the orthodox doctrine of special creation”.4
The laws discovered by Mendel put Darwinism in a very difficult position. For these reasons, scientists
who supported Darwinism tried to develop a different model of evolution in the first quarter of the
twentieth century. Thus “neo-Darwinism” was born.

3
4

Taylor, G R. 1984, pp. 36, 41–42
Bishop, 1996, pp. 205–13; also see Callender, 1988, pp. 41–75
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The Efforts of Neo-Darwinism
A group of scientists, who were determined to reconcile Darwinism with the science of genetics, in one
way or another, came together at a meeting organized by the Geological Society of America in 1941.
After long discussion, they agreed on ways to create a new interpretation of Darwinism and over the next
few years, specialists produced a synthesis of their fields into a revised theory of evolution.
The scientists who participated in establishing the new theory included the geneticists G. Ledyard
Stebbins and Theodosius Dobzhansky, the zoologists Ernst Mayr and Julian Huxley, the palaeontologists
George Gaylord Simpson and Glenn L. Jepsen, and the mathematical geneticists Sir Ronald A. Fisher
and Sewall Wright.5
To counter the fact of ‘genetic stability’ (genetic homeostasis), this group of scientists employed the
concept of ‘mutation’, which had been proposed by the Dutch botanist Hugo de Vries at the beginning of
the twentieth century. Mutations were defects that occurred, for unknown reasons, in the inheritance
mechanism of living things. Organisms undergoing mutation developed some unusual structures, which
deviated from the genetic information they inherited from their parents. The concept of ‘random
mutation’ was supposed to provide the answer to the question of the origin of the advantageous
variations which caused living organisms to evolve according to Darwin's theory – a phenomenon that
Darwin himself was unable to explain, but simply tried to side-step by referring to Lamarck. The
Geological Society of America named this new theory, which was formulated by adding the concept of
mutation to Darwin's natural selection thesis, the ‘synthetic theory of evolution’ or the ‘modern
synthesis’. In a short time, this theory came to be known as ‘neo-Darwinism’ and its supporters as ‘neoDarwinists’.
Yet there was a serious problem: It was true that mutations changed the genetic data of living organisms,
yet this change always occurred to the detriment of the living thing concerned. All observed mutations
ended up with blemished, weak, or diseased individuals and sometimes led to the death of the organism.
Hence, in an attempt to find examples of “useful mutations” which improve the genetic data in living
organisms, neo-Darwinists conducted many experiments and observations. For decades, they conducted

5
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mutation experiments on fruit flies and various other species. However, in none of these experiments was
there a mutation which improved the genetic data in a living being.
Today the issue of mutation is still a great impasse for Darwinism. Despite the fact that the theory of
natural selection considers mutations to be the unique source of ‘useful changes’, no mutations of any
kind have been observed that are actually useful (i.e. that improve the genetic information). Another
impasse for neo-Darwinists came from the fossil record. Even in Darwin's time, fossils were already
posing an important obstacle to the theory. While Darwin himself accepted the lack of fossils of
‘intermediate species’, he also predicted that further research would provide evidence of these vanished
transitional forms. However, despite all the palaeontologists' efforts, the fossil record continued to remain
a serious hindrance to the theory. One by one, concepts such as ‘vestigial organs’, ‘embryological
recapitulation’ and ‘homology’ lost all significance in the light of new scientific findings.

A Theory in Crisis
We have just reviewed in summary form the bottleneck Darwinism found itself in from the day it was
first proposed. We will now start to analyse the enormous dimensions of this stalemate. In doing this, our
intention is to show that the theory of evolution is not indisputable scientific truth, as many people
assume or try to impose on others. On the contrary, there is a glaring contradiction when the theory of
evolution is compared to scientific findings in such diverse fields as the origin of life, population
genetics, comparative anatomy, palaeontology and biochemistry. As described by Prof. Michael Denton,
an Australian biochemist and a renowned critic of Darwinism, evolution is a theory in “crisis”.
In his book Evolution: A Theory in Crisis (1985), Denton examined the theory in the light of different
branches of science, and concluded that the theory of natural selection is very far from providing an
explanation for life on earth.6 Denton's intention in offering his criticism was not to show the rightness of
another view, but only to compare Darwinism with the scientific facts. During the last two decades, many
other scientists have published significant works questioning the legitimacy of Darwin's theory of
evolution.

6

Denton, 1985.
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In this thesis, this crisis will be examined. No matter how much concrete evidence is provided, some
readers may be unwilling to abandon their positions and will continue to hold fast to the theory of
evolution. However, reading this thesis will still be of use to them, helping them to see the real situation
of the theory they believe, in the light of scientific findings.

THE MECHANISMS OF DARWINISM

According to the theory of evolution, living things came into existence by means of pure chance, and
developed further as a consequence of coincidental effects. Approximately 3.8billion years ago, when no
living organisms existed on earth, the first simple single-celled organisms (prokaryotes) emerged. Over
time, more complex cells (eukaryotes) and multicellular organisms came into being. In other words,
according to Darwinism, the forces of nature manufactured simple inanimate elements into highly
complex and faultless designs.
In evaluating this claim, one should first consider whether such forces exist in nature. More explicitly, are
there really natural mechanisms which can bring about evolution according to the Darwinian scenario?
The neo-Darwinist model, which we shall take as the mainstream theory of evolution today, argues that
life has evolved through two mechanisms: natural selection and mutation. The theory basically asserts
that natural selection and mutation are complementary. The origin of evolutionary modifications lies in
random mutations that take place in the genetic structures of living things. The traits brought about by
mutations are selected by the mechanism of natural selection, and in this way living things evolve.
However, when we look further into this theory, we find that there is no such evolutionary mechanism.
Neither natural selection nor mutations can cause different species to evolve into one another, and the
claim that they can is completely unfounded.
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Natural Selection
The concept of natural selection is the basis of Darwinism. This assertion is stressed even in the title of
the book in which Darwin proposed his theory: The Origin of Species, by means of Natural Selection…
Natural selection is based on the assumption that in nature there is a constant struggle for survival. It
favours organisms with traits that best enable them to cope with pressures exerted by the environment. At
the end of this struggle, the strongest ones, the ones most suited to natural conditions, survive. For
example, in a herd of deer under threat from predators, those individuals that can run fastest will naturally
survive. As a consequence, the herd of deer will eventually consist of only fast-running individuals.
However, no matter how long this process goes on, it will not transform those deer into another species
(or another kind of animal). The weak deer are eliminated, the strong survive, but, since no alteration in
their genetic data takes place, no change of a species occurs. Despite the continuous processes of
selection, deer continue to survive as deer.
The deer example is true for all species. In any population, natural selection only eliminates those weak
or unsuited individuals who are unable to adapt to the natural conditions in their habitat. It does not create
new species, new genetic information, or new organs. That is, it cannot cause anything to evolve. Darwin
too, accepted this fact, stating that “natural selection can do nothing until favourable individual
differences or variations occur”.7 This is why neo-Darwinism had to add the mutation mechanism, as a
factor altering genetic information, to the concept of natural selection.
We will deal with mutations next. But before proceeding, we need to further examine the concept of
natural selection in order to see the contradictions inherent in it.

A Struggle for Survival?
The essential assumption of the theory of natural selection holds that there is a fierce struggle for survival
in nature, and every living thing cares only for itself. At the time Darwin proposed this theory the ideas
of Thomas Malthus, the British classical economist, were an important influence on him. Malthus
maintained that human beings were inevitably in a constant struggle for survival, basing his views on the
fact that population, and hence the need for food resources, progresses geometrically, while food

7
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resources themselves increase only arithmetically. The result is that population size is inevitably checked
by factors in the environment, such as hunger and disease. Darwin adapted Malthus’ vision of a fierce
struggle for survival among human beings to nature at large, and claimed that “natural selection” is a
consequence of this struggle.
Further research, however, revealed that there was no struggle for life in nature as Darwin had postulated.
As a result of extensive research into animal groups in the 1960s and 1970s, V C Wynne-Edwards, a
British zoologist, concluded that living things balance their population in an interesting way, which
prevents competition for food. Animal groups were simply managing their population on the basis of
their food resources. Population was regulated, not by elimination of the weak through factors like
epidemics or starvation, but by instinctive control mechanisms. In other words, animals controlled their
numbers not by fierce competition, as Darwin suggested, but by limiting reproduction.8
Even plants exhibited examples of population control, which invalidated Darwin's suggestion of selection
by means of competition. The botanist A D Bradshaw's observations indicated that during reproduction,
plants behaved according to the ‘density’ of the planting, and limited their reproduction if the area was
highly populated with plants.9 On the other hand, examples of sacrifice observed in animals such as ants
and bees display a model completely opposed to the Darwinist struggle for survival.
In recent years, research has even revealed findings regarding self-sacrifice in bacteria. These living
things, without brains or nervous systems, totally devoid of any capacity for thought, kill themselves to
save other bacteria when they are invaded by viruses.10
These examples surely invalidate the basic assumption of natural selection—the absolute struggle for
survival. It is true that there is competition in nature; however, there are clear models of self-sacrifice and
cohesion, as well.

Observation and Experiments
Apart from the theoretical weaknesses mentioned above, the theory of evolution by natural selection
comes up against a fundamental impasse when faced with concrete scientific findings. The scientific

8
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value of a theory must be assessed according to its success or failure in experiment and observation.
Evolution by natural selection fails on both counts.
Since Darwin's time, there has been no evidence put forward to show that natural selection causes living
things to evolve. Colin Patterson, senior palaeontologist at the British Museum of Natural History in
London and a prominent evolutionist, stresses that natural selection has never been observed to have the
ability to cause things to evolve:
“No one has ever produced a species by the mechanisms of natural selection. No one has ever got
near it, and most of the current argument in neo-Darwinism is about this question.”11
Philip Johnson has these words to say in his book Darwin on Trial:
The “evolution in action” of J Huxley and other biologists is simply the observation of
demographic facts, local fluctuations of genotypes, geographical distributions. Often the species
concerned have remained practically unchanged for hundreds of centuries! Fluctuation as a result
of circumstances, with prior modification of the genome, does not imply evolution, and we have
tangible proof of this in many panchronic species [i.e. living fossils that remain unchanged for
millions of years]. 12
A close look at a few “observed examples of natural selection” presented by biologists who advocate the
theory of evolution, would reveal that, in reality, they do not provide any evidence for evolution.

The True Story of Industrial Melanism
When evolutionist sources are examined, one inevitably sees that the example of moths in England
during the Industrial Revolution is cited as an example of evolution by natural selection. This is put
forward as the most concrete example of evolution observed, in textbooks, magazines and even academic
sources. In actual fact, this example has nothing to do with evolution at all.
According to this account, at the beginning of the Industrial Revolution in England, the colour of tree
barks around Manchester was quite light. Because of this, dark-coloured moths resting on those trees
could easily be noticed by the birds that fed on them, and therefore they had very little chance of survival.

11
12

Colin Patterson, “Cladistics”, interview by Brian Leek, interviewer Peter Franz, March 4, 1982, BBC. (emphasis added)
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Fifty years later, in woodland where industrial pollution has killed the lichens, the bark of the trees had
darkened, so now the light-coloured moths became the most hunted, since they were the most easily
noticed. As a result, the proportion of light-coloured to dark-coloured moths decreased. Evolutionists
believe this to be a great piece of evidence for their theory. They take refuge and solace in windowdressing, showing how light-coloured moths ‘evolved’ into dark-coloured ones.
However, although we believe these facts to be correct, it should be quite clear that they can in no way be
used as evidence for the theory of evolution, since no new form arose that had not existed before. Dark
coloured moths had existed in the moth population before the Industrial Revolution. Only the relative
proportions of the existing moth varieties in the population changed. The moths had not acquired a new
trait or organ, which would cause “speciation”.13 In order for one moth species to turn into a different
living species, for example, a bird, new additions would have had to be made to its genes. That is, an
entirely separate genetic program would have had to be loaded to include information about the physical
traits of the bird.
This is the answer to the evolutionist story of Industrial Melanism. However, there is a more interesting
side to the story, not just its interpretation, as the story itself is flawed. As molecular biologist Jonathan
Wells explains in his book Icons of Evolution, the story of the peppered moths, which is included in
almost every evolutionary biology book and has therefore, become an ‘icon’ in this sense, does not
reflect the truth. Wells discusses in his book how Bernard Kettlewell's experiment, which is known as the
‘experimental proof’ of the story, is actually a scientific scandal. Some basic elements of this scandal are:
Many experiments conducted after Kettlewell's revealed that only one type of moth rests on tree
trunks, and all other types prefer to sit beneath small, horizontal branches. Since 1980 it has
become clear that peppered moths do not normally rest on tree trunks. In 25 years of fieldwork
many scientists, such as Cyril Clarke; Rory Howlett; Michael Majerus; Tony Liebert and Paul
Brakefield, concluded that in Kettlewell's experiment, moths were forced to act atypically,
therefore the test results could not be accepted as scientific.14

13

For more detailed information about Industrial Melanism, please see Johnson, 1991, p 26.

14

Wells, 2000, pp. 149–50

J Donnelly

14

Scientists who tested Kettlewell's conclusions came up with a more astonishing result: The
quantity of light moths would be expected to be larger in the less polluted regions of England, but
the dark moths there still numbered four times as many as the light ones. This meant that there
was no correlation between the moth population and the tree trunks as claimed by Kettlewell and
repeated by almost all evolutionist sources.
As the research deepened, the scandal changed dimension: “the moths on tree trunks”
photographed by Kettlewell, were actually dead moths. Kettlewell glued or pinned dead
specimens to tree trunks and then photographed them. In truth, there was little chance of taking
such a picture as the moths rested underneath the leaves, not on the tree trunks.15
These facts were exposed by the scientific community only in the late 1990s. The collapse of the myth of
Industrial Melanism, which had been one of the most cherished subjects in “Introduction to Evolution”
courses in universities for decades, greatly disappointed evolutionists. One of them, Jerry Coyne,
remarked, “My own reaction resembles the dismay attending my discovery, at the age of six, that it was
my father and not Santa who brought the presents on Christmas Eve.”16
Thus, “the most famous example of natural selection” was relegated to the trash-heap of history as a
scientific scandal – which was inevitable since natural selection is not an “evolutionary mechanism”,
contrary to what evolutionists claim.
In short, natural selection is not capable of adding a new characteristic to a living organism, or of
removing one. Neither is it capable of changing an organism of one species into that of another. The
‘greatest’ evidence put forward since Darwin has been able to go no further than the ‘Industrial
Melanism’ of moths in England.

Why Natural Selection Cannot Explain Complexity
As we showed at the beginning, the greatest problem for the theory of evolution by natural selection, is
that it cannot facilitate new organs or traits to emerge in living things. Natural selection cannot develop a
species’ genetic data; therefore it cannot be used to explain the emergence of new species. The greatest
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defender of the theory of punctuated equilibrium, Stephen Jay Gould, refers to this impasse of natural
selection as follows:
The essence of Darwinism lies in a single phrase: natural selection is the creative force of
evolutionary change. No one denies that selection will play a negative role in eliminating the
unfit. Darwinian theories require that it create the fit as well.17
Another of the misleading methods that evolutionists employ on the issue of natural selection is
their effort to present this mechanism as an intelligent designer. However, natural selection has no
intelligence. It does not possess a will that can decide what is good and what is bad for living things. As
a result, natural selection cannot explain biological systems and organs that possess the feature of
‘irreducible complexity’. These systems and organs are composed of a great number of parts cooperating together, and are of no use if even one of these parts is missing or defective. (For example, the
human eye does not function unless it exists with all its components intact.)
Therefore, the will that brings all these parts together should be able to foresee the future and aim directly
at the advantage that is to be acquired at the final stage. Since natural selection has no consciousness or
will, it can do no such thing. This fact, which demolishes the foundations of the theory of evolution, also
worried Darwin, who wrote: “If it could be demonstrated that any complex organ existed, which
could not possibly have been formed by numerous, successive, slight modifications, my theory would
absolutely break down.”18

Mutations
Mutations are defined as breaks or replacements taking place in the DNA molecule, which is found in the
nuclei of the cells of a living organism and contains all its genetic information. These breaks or
replacements are the result of external effects such as radiation or chemical action. Every mutation is an
‘accident’ and either damages the nucleotides making up the DNA or changes their locations. Most of the
time, they cause so much damage and alteration that the cell cannot repair itself.
Mutation, which evolutionists repeatedly hide behind, is not a magic wand that modifies living organisms
into a more advanced and perfect form. The direct effect of mutations is harmful. The changes effected
17
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by mutations can only be similar to those experienced by people in Hiroshima, Nagasaki, and Chernobyl:
that is, death, disability, and disfigurement.
The reason for this is very simple: DNA has a very complex structure, and random effects can only
damage it. Biologist B G Ranganathan states:
First, genuine mutations are very rare in nature. Secondly, most mutations are harmful since they
are random, rather than orderly changes in the structure of genes; any random change in a
highly ordered system will be for the worse, not for the better. For example, if an earthquake
were to shake a highly ordered structure such as a building, there would be a random change in the
framework of the building, which, in all probability, would not be an improvement.19
Not surprisingly, no useful mutation has been so far observed. All mutations have proven to be
harmful. The evolutionist, scientist Warren Weaver comments on the report prepared by the Committee
on Genetic Effects of Atomic Radiation, which was formed to look into mutations that might have been
caused by the nuclear weapons used in the Second World War:
“Many will be puzzled about the statement that practically all known mutant genes are harmful.
For mutations are a necessary part of the process of evolution. How can a good effect – evolution
to higher forms of life – result from mutations practically all of which are harmful?”20
Every effort put into “generating a useful mutation” has resulted in failure. For decades, evolutionists
carried out many experiments to produce mutations in fruit flies, as these insects reproduce very rapidly
and so mutations would show up quickly. Generation upon generation of these flies were mutated, yet no
useful mutation was ever observed. The evolutionist geneticist Gordon Taylor writes accordingly:
It is a striking, but not much mentioned fact that, though geneticists have been breeding fruit-flies
for sixty years or more in labs all round the world – flies which produce a new generation every
eleven days – they have never yet seen the emergence of a new species or even a new enzyme.21
Another researcher, Michael Pitman, comments on the failure of the experiments carried out on fruit
flies:

19

B G. Ranganathan, 1988 (emphasis added) quote accessed online at http://www.bbcrefuted.com/bbc_evolutionary_1.html
Warren Weaver et al., 1956, p 1159 (emphasis added)
21
Taylor, G R. 1984, p 48
20

J Donnelly

17

Morgan, Goldschmidt, Muller, and other geneticists have subjected generations of fruit flies to
extreme conditions of heat, cold, light, dark, and treatment by chemicals and radiation. All sorts of
mutations, practically all trivial or positively deleterious, have been produced. Man-made
evolution? Not really: Few of the geneticists' monsters could have survived outside the bottles
they were bred in. In practice mutants die, are sterile, or tend to revert to the wild type.22
The same holds true for man. All mutations that have been observed in human beings have had
deleterious results. All mutations that take place in humans result in physical deformities or infirmities
such as mongolism, Down syndrome, albinism, dwarfism or cancer. Needless to say, a process that
leaves people disabled or sick cannot be ‘an evolutionary mechanism’ – evolution is believed to produce
forms that are better fitted to survive.
The American pathologist David A. Demick notes the following in a scientific article about mutations:
Literally thousands of human diseases associated with genetic mutations have been catalogued in
recent years, with more being described continually. A recent reference book of medical genetics
listed some 4,500 different genetic diseases. Some of the inherited syndromes characterized
clinically in the days before molecular genetic analysis (such as Marfan's syndrome) are now
being shown to be heterogeneous; that is, associated with many different mutations... With this
array of human diseases that are caused by mutations, what of positive effects? With thousands of
examples of harmful mutations readily available, surely it should be possible to describe some
positive mutations if macroevolution is true. These would be needed not only for evolution to
greater complexity, but also to offset the downward pull of the many harmful mutations. But,
when it comes to identifying positive mutations, evolutionary scientists are strangely silent.23
The only instance evolutionary biologists give of “useful mutation” is the disease known as sickle cell
anemia. Here, the haemoglobin molecule, which acts to carry oxygen in the blood, is damaged as a result
of a mutation, and undergoes a structural change. As a consequence of this, the ability of the
haemoglobin molecule to carry oxygen is seriously impaired. People with sickle cell anaemia experience
increasing respiratory difficulties for this reason. However, this example of mutation, which is discussed
under blood disorders in medical textbooks, is strangely appraised by some evolutionary biologists as a
22
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‘useful mutation’. They say that the partial immunity to malaria by those with the illness is a “gift” of
evolution. Using the same logic, one could say that people born with genetic leg paralysis are powerless
to walk and so are saved from being killed in traffic accidents – therefore genetic leg paralysis is a ‘useful
genetic feature’. This logic is wholly unfounded.
It is obvious that mutations are entirely a destructive mechanism. Pierre-Paul Grassé, former president of
the French Academy of Sciences, is quite unequivocal about this point in a comment he made about
mutations. Grassé equated mutations to making mistakes in the letters when copying a written text. And
as with mutations, letter mistakes cannot give rise to any information, but merely damage the information
that already exists. Grassé described this detail in this way:
Mutations, in time, occur incoherently. They are not complementary to one another, nor are they
cumulative in successive generations toward a given direction. They modify what preexists, but they
do so in disorder, no matter how…. As soon as some disorder, even slight, appears in an organized
being, sickness, then death follows. There is no possible compromise between the phenomenon of life
and anarchy.24
Hence for that reason, as Grassé puts it, “No matter how numerous they may be, mutations do not
produce any kind of evolution.”25

The Pleiotropic Effect
The most significant proof that mutations lead simply to damage, is the process of genetic coding.
Almost all of the genes in a fully developed living thing carry more than one piece of information. For
example, one gene may control both the height and eye colour of that organism. Microbiologist Michael
Denton explains this feature of genes in higher organisms, such as human beings, in this way:
The effects of genes on development are often surprisingly diverse. In the house mouse, nearly
every coat-colour gene has some effect on body size. Out of seventeen x-ray induced eye colour
mutations in the fruit fly Drosophila melanogaster, fourteen affected the shape of the sex organs
of the female, a characteristic that one would have thought was quite unrelated to eye colour.
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Almost every gene that has been studied in higher organisms has been found to effect more than
one organ system, a multiple effect which is known as pleiotropy. As Mayr argues in Population,
Species and Evolution: ‘It is doubtful whether any genes that are not pleiotropic exist in higher
organisms’.26
Because of this characteristic of the genetic make-up of living things, any accidental change because of a
mutation, in any gene in the DNA, will have an effect on more than one organ. Accordingly, this
mutation will not be restricted to one part of the body, but will expose more of its negative impact. Even
if one of these impacts turns out to be beneficial, as a result of a very rare fluke, the unavoidable effects
of the other damage it causes will more than outweigh those benefits.
To summarize, there are three main reasons why mutations cannot make evolution possible:
1.

The express effect of mutations is harmful: Since they occur arbitrarily, they almost
always harm the living organism that undergoes them. Reason tells us that insensible
intrusion in a perfect and complex structure will not improve that structure, but will
rather impair it. Indeed, no “useful mutation” has ever been observed.

2.

Mutations add no novel information to an organism's DNA: The particles making up the
genetic information are either destroyed, damaged or moved. Mutations cannot make a
living thing gain a new organ or a new characteristic. They only cause aberrations like a
leg protruding from the back, or an ear from the stomach.

3.

In order for a mutation to be transmitted to the succeeding generation, it has to have
occurred in the reproductive cells of the organism: A random change that occurs in a cell
or organ of the body cannot be transferred to the next generation. For example, a human
eye distorted by the effects of radiation, or by other causes, will not be passed on to
subsequent generations.

All the explanations presented above point out that natural selection and mutation have no evolutionary
effect at all. So far, no visible example of “evolution” has been obtained by this method. Sometimes,
evolutionary biologists declare that they cannot observe the evolutionary effect of natural selection and
mutation mechanisms since these mechanisms occur only over an extended period of time. However, this
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argument is groundless, in the sense that it lacks any scientific foundation. During his lifetime, a scientist
can observe thousands of generations of living things with short life spans such as fruit flies or bacteria,
and still detect no ‘evolution’. Pierre-Paul Grassé states the following about the unchanging nature of
bacteria, a fact which invalidates evolution:
Bacteria...are the organisms which, because of their huge numbers, produce the most mutants.
[B]acteria...exhibit a great fidelity to their species. The bacillus Escherichia coli, whose mutants
have been studied very carefully, is the best example. The reader will agree that it is surprising, to
say the least, to want to prove evolution and to discover its mechanisms and then to choose as a
material for this study a being which practically stabilized a billion years ago! What is the use of
their unceasing mutations, if they do not [create evolutionary] change? In sum, the mutations
of bacteria and viruses are merely hereditary fluctuations around a median position; a swing to the
right, a swing to the left, but no final evolutionary effect. Cockroaches, which are one of the most
venerable living insect groups, have remained more or less unchanged since the Permian, yet they
have undergone as many mutations as Drosophila, a Tertiary insect.27
In brief, it is impossible for living beings to have evolved, because there is no mechanism in nature that
can cause evolution. Furthermore, this conclusion concurs with the evidence of the fossil record, which
does not exhibit the existence of a process of evolution, but rather quite the contrary.

THE TRUE ORIGIN OF SPECIES

When Darwin's The Origin of Species was published in 1859 it was thought that he had put forward a
theory that could account for the extraordinary variety of living things. He had observed that there were
different variations within the same species. For instance, while wandering through England's animal
fairs, he noticed that there were many different breeds of cow and stockbreeders selectively mated them
to produce new breeds. Taking that as his starting point, he continued with the logic that “living things
can naturally vary within themselves”, which meant that over a long period of time all living things could
have descended from a common ancestor.
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However, Darwin's assumption about “the origin of species” was not actually able to explain their origin
at all. Thanks to developments in genetic science, it is now understood that increases in variety within
one species can never lead to the emergence of another new species. What Darwin believed to be
‘evolution’, was actually ‘variation’.

The Meaning of Variation
Variation is a genetic expression referring to an event that causes the individuals or groups of a certain
type or species to possess different characteristics from one another. For example, all the people on earth
hold basically the same genetic information, yet some have slanted eyes, some have blonde hair, some
have long noses and others are short of stature, all depending on the degree of the variation potential of
this genetic information.
Variations do not represent evidence for evolution because they are the outcome of different
arrangements of already existing genetic information, and do not add any new trait to the genetic
information. The important obsession for the theory of evolution is the question of how brand-new
information to create a brand-new species could come about.
Variation always takes place within the confines of genetic information. In the science of genetics, this
limit is called the ‘gene pool’. All of the characteristics present in the gene pool of a species may come to
light in different ways due to variation. For example, varieties that have relatively longer tails or shorter
legs may emerge in a certain species of reptile, as a result of variation, since information for both longlegged and short-legged forms may exist in the gene pool of that species. However, variations do not
change reptiles into birds by adding wings or feathers to them, or by changing their metabolism. Such a
change necessitates an increase in the genetic information of the organism, which is certainly not possible
through variations.
Darwin was not aware of this fact when he devised his theory. He thought that there was no limit to
variations. An article he wrote in 1844 stated: “That a limit to variation does exist in nature is assumed by
most authors, though I am unable to discover a single fact on which this belief is grounded.” 28 In The
Origin of Species he cited different examples of variations as the most important evidence for his theory.
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For instance, according to Darwin, animal breeders who mated different types of cattle in order to bring
about new varieties that produced more milk were eventually going to transform them into a different
species. Darwin's notion of “unlimited variation” is best seen in the following sentence from The Origin
of Species:
I can see no difficulty in a race of bears being rendered, by natural selection, more and more
aquatic in their structure and habits, with larger and larger mouths, till a creature was produced as
monstrous as a whale.29
The reason Darwin cited such a fanciful example was the archaic understanding of science in his day.
Since then, in the twentieth century, science has put forward the principle of “genetic stability” (genetic
homeostasis), based on the results of experiments carried out on living things. This principle holds that
since all mating attempts conducted to change a species into another have been open to doubt, there are
strict barriers among different species of living things. This meant that it was utterly impossible for
animal breeders to convert cattle into a different kind of animal by mating different variations of them, as
Darwin had postulated.
Norman Macbeth, who disproved Darwinism in his book Darwin Retried, states:
The heart of the problem is whether living things do indeed vary to an unlimited extent... The
species look stable. We have all heard of disappointed breeders who carried their work to a certain
point only to see the animals or plants revert to where they had started. Despite strenuous efforts
for two or three centuries, it has never been possible to produce a blue rose or a black tulip.30
Luther Burbank, considered the most competent breeder of all time, expressed this fact when he said,
“there are limits to the development possible, and these limits follow a law”.31 In his article titled “Some
Biological Problems With the Natural Selection Theory,” Jerry Bergman comments by quoting from
biologist Edward Deevey who explains that variations always take place within strict genetic boundaries:
Deevey concludes, ‘Remarkable things have been done by cross-breeding...but wheat is still
wheat, and not, for instance, grapefruit. We can no more grow wings on pigs than hens can make
cylindrical eggs.’ A more contemporary example is the average increase in male height that has
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occurred the past century. Through better health care (and perhaps also some sexual selection, as
some women prefer taller men as mates) males have reached a record adult height during the last
century, but the increase is rapidly disappearing, indicating that we have reached our limit.32
In short, variations only bring about changes which remain within the limitations of the genetic
information of species; they can never append new genetic data to them. For this reason, no variation can
be considered an example of evolution. No matter how often you mate different breeds of dogs or horses,
the end result will still be dogs or horses, with no new species or kind emerging. The Danish scientist W
L. Johannsen sums the matter up, “The variations upon which Darwin and Wallace placed their emphasis
cannot be selectively pushed beyond a certain point, that such variability does not contain the secret of
'indefinite departure'.”33

Confessions about ‘Microevolution’
As we have seen, genetic science has revealed that variations, which Darwin thought could account for
‘the origin of species’, actually do no such thing. For this reason, evolutionary biologists were strained to
distinguish between variation within species and the formation of new ones, and to propose two different
concepts for these different phenomena. Diversity within a species – that is, variation – they called
‘microevolution’, and the hypothesis of the development of new species was termed ‘macroevolution’.
These two concepts have appeared in biology books for quite some time. But there is actually a deception
going on here, because the examples of variation that evolutionary biologists have called
“microevolution” actually have nothing to do with the theory of evolution. The theory of evolution
proposes that living things can develop and produce new genetic data by the mechanisms of mutation and
natural selection. However, as we have just seen, variations can never create new genetic information,
and are thus incapable of bringing about ‘evolution’. Giving variations the name of “microevolution” is
actually an ideological fondness on the part of evolutionary biologists.
The impression that evolutionary biologists have given by using the term ‘microevolution’ is the false
logic that over time variations can form brand new classes or kinds of living things. And many people
who are not already up to date on the subject come away with the apparent idea that “as it spreads,
32
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microevolution can turn into macroevolution.” One can often see examples of that sort of thinking. Some
“amateur” evolutionists put forward such examples of logic as the following: since human beings'
average height has risen by two centimetres in just a century, this means that over millions of years any
kind of evolution is achievable. However, as has been exposed above, all variations such as changes in
average height happen within specific genetic limits, and are trends that have nothing to do with
evolution.
In truth, nowadays even evolutionist experts accept that the variations they call ‘microevolution’ cannot
lead to new kinds of living things – in other words, to “macroevolution.” In a 1996 article in the leading
journal Developmental Biology, the evolutionary biologists S F. Gilbert, J.M. Opitz, and R.A. Raff
explained the matter this way:
The Modern Synthesis is a remarkable achievement. However, starting in the 1970s, many
biologists began questioning its adequacy in explaining evolution. Genetics might be adequate for
explaining microevolution, but microevolutionary changes in gene frequency were not seen as
able to turn a reptile into a mammal or to convert a fish into an amphibian. Microevolution looks
at adaptations that concern only the survival of the fittest, not the arrival of the fittest. As
Goodwin (1995) points out, “the origin of species – Darwin's problem – remains unsolved.34
The fact that ‘microevolution’ cannot lead to ‘macroevolution’, in other words that variations present no
explanation of the origin of species, has been acknowledged by other evolutionary biologists as well. The
noted author and science expert Roger Lewin describes the result of a four-day symposium held in
November 1980 at the Chicago Museum of Natural History, in which 150 evolutionists participated:
The central question of the Chicago conference was whether the mechanisms underlying
microevolution can be extrapolated to explain the phenomena of macroevolution. …The answer
can be given as a clear, No. 35
We can sum up the situation like this: Variations, which Darwinism has seen as “evidence of evolution”
for some hundred years, actually have nothing to do with ‘the origin of species’. Cows can be mated
together for millions of years, and different breeds of cows may well emerge. But cows can never turn
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into a different species or kind – giraffes or elephants for instance. In the same way, the diverse finches
that Darwin saw on the Galapagos Islands are an additional example of variation that is no evidence for
‘evolution’. Recent observations have revealed that the finches did not undergo an unlimited variation as
Darwin's theory presupposed. Moreover, most of the different types of finches which Darwin thought
represented 14 distinct species actually mated with one another, which means that they were variations
that belonged to the same species. Scientific observation shows that the finch beaks, which have been
mythicized in almost all evolutionist sources, are in fact an example of “variation”; therefore, they do not
constitute evidence for the theory of evolution. For example, Peter and Rosemary Grant, who spent years
observing the finch varieties in the Galapagos Islands searching for evidence for Darwinian evolution,
were forced to conclude that “the population, subjected to natural selection, is oscillating back and forth”,
a fact which implied that no ‘evolution’ that leads to the emergence of new traits ever takes place there.36
So for these reasons, evolutionists are still unable to resolve Darwin's dilemma of the ‘origin of species’.

The Origin of Species in the Fossil Record
The evolutionist claim is that each species on earth came from a single common ancestor through minor
changes. In other words, the theory deems life to be a continuous phenomenon, without any
predetermined or fixed categories. However, the examination of nature clearly does not reveal such a
continuous picture. What emerges from the living world is that life-forms are strictly split into very
distinct categories. Robert Carroll, an evolutionist authority, admits this fact in his Patterns and
Processes of Vertebrate Evolution:
Although an almost incomprehensible number of species inhabit Earth today, they do not form a
continuous spectrum of barely distinguishable intermediates. Instead, nearly all species can be
recognized as belonging to a relatively limited number of clearly distinct major groups, with very
few illustrating intermediate structures or ways of life.37
Therefore, evolutionists presume ‘intermediate’ life-forms that constitute links between living organisms
have lived in the past. This is why the fundamental science that can shed light on the matter is
palaeontology, the study of fossils. Evolution is alleged to be a process that took place in the past, and the
36
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only scientific source that can supply us with information on the history of life is fossil discoveries. The
well-known French palaeontologist Pierre-Paul Grassé has this to say on the subject:
Naturalists must remember that the process of evolution is revealed only through fossil forms...
only palaeontology can provide them with the evidence of evolution and reveal its course or
mechanisms.38
In order for the fossil record to shed any light on the subject, we shall have to contrast the hypotheses of
the theory of evolution with fossil discoveries.
According to the theory of evolution, every species has emerged from a predecessor. One species which
existed previously turned into something else over time, and all species have come into being in this way.
According to the theory, this transformation proceeds gradually over millions of years.
If this were the case, then numerous intermediate species should have lived during the vast period of time
when these transformations were supposedly occurring. For instance, there should have lived in the past
some half-fish/half-reptile creatures which had acquired some reptilian traits in addition to the fish traits
they already had. Or there should have existed some reptile/bird creatures, which had acquired some
avian traits in addition to the reptilian traits they already possessed. Evolutionists refer to these imaginary
creatures, which they believe to have lived in the past, as “transitional forms”.
If such animals had really existed, there would have been millions, even billions, of them. More
importantly, the remains of these creatures should be present in the fossil record. The number of these
transitional forms should have been even greater than that of present animal species, and their remains
should be found all over the world. In The Origin of Species, Darwin accepted this fact and explained:
If my theory be true, numberless intermediate varieties, linking most closely all of the species of the same
group together must assuredly have existed... Consequently evidence of their former existence could be
found only amongst fossil remains.39
Even Darwin himself was aware of the absence of such transitional forms. He hoped that they would be
found in the future. Despite his confidence, he realized that these missing intermediate forms were the
largest stumbling-block for his theory. That is why he wrote the following in the chapter of the Origin of
Species entitled “Difficulties of the Theory”:
38
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…Why, if species have descended from other species by fine gradations, do we not everywhere
see innumerable transitional forms? Why is not all nature in confusion, instead of the species
being, as we see them, well defined?…But, as by this theory innumerable transitional forms must
have existed, why do we not find them embedded in countless numbers in the crust of the earth?…
But in the intermediate region, having intermediate conditions of life, why do we not now find
closely-linking intermediate varieties? This difficulty for a long time quite confounded me.40
The only explanation Darwin could come up with to answer this objection was the argument that the
fossil record discovered so far was inadequate. He asserted that when the fossil record had been studied
in detail, the missing links/transitions would be found.

The Question of Transitional Forms
Believing in Darwin's prophecy, evolutionary palaeontologists have been digging up fossils and
searching for missing links all over the world since the middle of the nineteenth century. Despite their
best efforts, no transitional halfway forms have yet been uncovered. All the fossils unearthed in
excavations have shown that, contrary to the beliefs of evolutionists, life appeared on earth all of a
sudden and fully-formed.
Robert Carroll, an expert on vertebrate palaeontology and a committed evolutionist, comes to the
conclusion that the Darwinist hope has not been satisfied with fossil discoveries:
Despite more than a hundred years of intense collecting efforts since the time of Darwin's death,
the fossil record still does not yield the picture of infinitely numerous transitional links that he
expected.41
Another evolutionary palaeontologist, K. S. Thomson, tells us that new groups of organisms appear very
abruptly in the fossil record:
When a major group of organisms arises and first appears in the record, it seems to come fully
equipped with a suite of new characters not seen in related, putatively ancestral groups. These
radical changes in morphology and function appear to arise very quickly…42
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Biologist Francis Hitching, in his book The Neck of the Giraffe: Where Darwin Went Wrong, states:
If we find fossils, and if Darwin's theory was right, we can predict what the rock should contain;
finely graduated fossils leading from one group of creatures to another group of creatures at a
higher level of complexity. The 'minor improvements' in successive generations should be as
readily preserved as the species themselves. But this is hardly ever the case. In fact, the opposite
holds true, as Darwin himself complained; “innumerable transitional forms must have existed, but
why do we not find them embedded in countless numbers in the crust of the earth?” Darwin felt
though that the “extreme imperfection” of the fossil record was simply a matter of digging up
more fossils. But as more and more fossils were dug up, it was found that almost all of them,
without exception, were very close to current living animals.43
The fossil record reveals that species emerged rapidly, with totally different structures, and remained
exactly the same over the longest geological epochs. Stephen Jay Gould, a Harvard University
palaeontologist and well-known evolutionist, admitted this fact first in the late 70s:
The history of most fossil species include two features particularly inconsistent with gradualism:
1) Stasis – most species exhibit no directional change during their tenure on earth. They appear in
the fossil record looking much the same as when they disappear; morphological change is usually
limited and directionless; 2) Sudden appearance – in any local area, a species does not arise
gradually by the steady transformation of its ancestors; it appears all at once and 'fully formed'.44
Further research only strengthened the facts of stasis and sudden appearance. Stephen Jay Gould
and Niles Eldredge wrote in 1993 that “most species, during their geological history, either do not change
in any appreciable way, or else they fluctuate mildly in morphology, with no apparent direction”. 45
Robert Carroll is anxious to agree that “most major groups appear to originate and diversify over
geologically very short durations and to persist for much longer periods without major morphological or
trophic change”.46
At this point, it is necessary to clarify just what the concept of ‘transitional form’ means. The
intermediate forms predicted by the theory of evolution are living things falling between two species, but
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which have deficient or semi-developed organs. But sometimes the concept of intermediate form is
misunderstood, and living organisms which do not possess the features of transitional forms are seen as
actually doing so. For instance, if one group of living things possesses features which belong to another,
this is not an intermediate form or feature. The platypus, a mammal living in Australia, reproduces by
laying eggs just like reptiles. In addition, it has a bill similar to that of a duck. Scientists describe such
creatures as the platypus as ‘mosaic creatures’. That mosaic creatures do not count as intermediate forms
is also accepted by such foremost palaeontologists as Stephen Jay Gould and Niles Eldredge.47

The Adequacy of the Fossil Record
Some 140 years ago Darwin put forward the following argument: “Right now there are no transitional
forms, yet further research will uncover them”. Is this argument still valid today? In other words, taking
into account the conclusions from the entire fossil record, should we accept that transitional forms never
existed, or should we wait for the results of new research?
The wealth of the existing fossil record will surely answer this question. When we look at the
palaeontological findings, we come across a great quantity of fossils. Based on the billions of fossils
uncovered all around the world,48 250,000 individual species have been identified, and these bear striking
similarities to the 1.5 million identified species currently living on earth.49 (Of these 1.5 million species,
1 million are insects.) Despite the abundance of fossil sources, not a single transitional form has been
discovered, and it is not likely that any transitional forms will be found as a result of new excavations.
A professor of palaeontology from Glasgow University, T. Neville George, admitted to this fact years
ago:
There is no need to apologise any longer for the poverty of the fossil record. In some ways it has
become almost unmanageably rich and discovery is outpacing integration… The fossil record
nevertheless continues to be composed mainly of gaps.50
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And Niles Eldredge, the well-known palaeontologist and curator of the American Museum of Natural
History, expresses, as follows, the invalidity of Darwin's claim that the shortage in the fossil record is the
reason why no transitional forms have been found:
“The record jumps, and all the evidence shows that the record is real: the gaps we see reflect real
events in life's history – not the artifact of a poor fossil record.”51
Another American scholar, Robert Wesson, states in his 1991 book Beyond Natural Selection, that
“the gaps in the fossil record are real and meaningful.” He gives details of this claim in this way:
The gaps in the record are real, however. The absence of a record of any important branching is
quite phenomenal. Species are usually static, or nearly so, for long periods, species seldom and
genera never show evolution into new species or genera but replacement of one by another, and
change is more or less abrupt.52
This situation annuls the above argument, which has been stated by Darwinism for 140 years. The fossil
record is rich enough for us to understand the origins of life, and plainly reveals that distinct species came
into existence on earth all of a sudden, with all their diverse forms. The rapid appearance of phylum-level
differences is what is called the “Cambrian explosion.” Fossil discoveries over the last one hundred and
fifty years have turned Darwin’s tree of life upside down by showing the Cambrian explosion was even
more sudden and extensive than scientists once thought. Also, because the major groups of animalsinstead of coming last, at the top of the tree- come first, when the animals make their first appearance in
the Cambrian (layer of rocks). For example, the trilobite, with an articulated body, complicated nervous
system, and compound eyes, suddenly appears fully formed at the beginning of the explosion. It is
amazing.
The Truth Revealed by the Fossil Record
But where does the “evolution-palaeontology” relationship, which has taken subliminal root in society
over many decades, actually stem from? Why do most people have the view that there is a positive
connection between Darwin's theory and the fossil record whenever the latter is mentioned? The answer
to these questions is supplied in an article in the leading journal Science:
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A large number of well-trained scientists outside of evolutionary biology and palaeontology have
unfortunately gotten the idea that the fossil record is far more Darwinian than it is. This probably
comes from the oversimplification inevitable in secondary sources: low-level textbooks, semi
popular articles, and so on. Also, there is probably some wishful thinking involved. In the years
after Darwin, his advocates hoped to find predictable progressions. In general these have not been
found yet the optimism has died hard, and some pure fantasy has crept into textbooks.53
N. Eldredge and I. Tattersall also make an important comment:
That individual kinds of fossils remain recognizably the same throughout the length of their
occurrence in the fossil record had been known to palaeontologists long before Darwin published
his Origin. Darwin himself...prophesied that future generations of palaeontologists would fill in
these gaps by diligent search...One hundred and twenty years of palaeontological research later, it
has become abundantly clear that the fossil record will not confirm this part of Darwin's
predictions. Nor is the problem a miserably poor record. The fossil record simply shows that this
prediction is wrong.
The observation that species are amazingly conservative and static entities throughout long
periods of time has all the qualities of the emperor's new clothes: everyone knew it but
preferred to ignore it. Palaeontologists, faced with a recalcitrant record obstinately refusing to
yield Darwin's predicted pattern, simply looked the other way.54
Similarly, the American palaeontologist Steven M. Stanley describes how the Darwinist dogma, which
controls the world of science, has neglected this truth demonstrated by the fossil record:
The known fossil record is not, and never has been, in accord with gradualism. What is
remarkable is that, through a variety of historical circumstances, even the history of opposition has
been obscured....The majority of palaeontologists felt their evidence simply contradicted Darwin's
stress on minute, slow, and cumulative changes leading to species transformation....their story
has been suppressed.55
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All of this contradicts Darwinism which predicted the slow gradual development of organisms over time.
There is really only one explanation that accounts for all the evidence. In any other field of research it
would be obvious, but many scientists do not want to touch it in Biology, Geology and Anthropology. The
answer is an intelligent designer.
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Chapter 2: Evolution and Catholicism – The Current Position

In response to the question, “What is the origin of man and of the Universe?” there are four main different
sets of beliefs competing for acceptance in modern Christendom. Which one will be the victor in society,
is of no small magnitude as the salvation of souls may be at stake. What beliefs are being handed on to our
children? What will the state of Catholicism be in 25 years time?
Before proceeding any further, from Chapter one, I define evolution as, “molecules-to-man natural
transformation in which new, ‘higher’ genetic information is gained which was not possessed by one’s
ancestors”. In public opinion, evolution is thought to involve change beyond kind, such as would allow
reptiles to change into birds. But if reptiles never had the genetic information to grow wings, they could
never transform into birds and give rise to the avian lung. The field data shows that evolution did not occur.
The fossil record is devoid of transitional stages; the famous evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould acknowledges
this.56 Laboratory evidence shows that evolution cannot take place57; transitional forms tend to be
conceptually impossible as they involve horrendously multifaceted transitions. 58 Great variety occurs in
life-forms but always within “kind”, never beyond. (This is also known as ‘microevolution’ although I
dislike the term.) Cats are cats, and dogs are dogs, and rhinoceros will always be rhinoceros!59
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“The absence of fossil evidence for intermediary stages between major transitions in organic design, indeed our inability, even in
our imagination, to construct functional intermediates in many cases, has been a persistent and nagging problem for gradualistic
accounts of evolution” – Gould, 1980a, p 127.
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“All of us who study the origin of life find that the more that we look into it, the more we feel it is too complex to have evolved
anywhere. We all believe as an article of faith that life evolved from dead matter on this planet. It is just that its complexity is so great,
it is hard for us to imagine it did.” Harold C. Urey quoted in Christian Science Monitor, 4 Jan, 1962, p 4. In 1953, Stanley L. Miller
and Harold C. Urey, working at the University of Chicago, conducted an experiment examining what kind of environment would be
needed to allow life to begin. Scientists became very optimistic that the questions about the origin of life would be solved within a few
decades. This has not been the case.
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“There is a growing conviction among many scientists that these transitional forms never existed” – Niles Eldridge, quoted in
“Alternate Theory of Evolution Considered”, Los Angeles Times, 19 November, 1978.
59
“This regular absence of transitional forms is not confined to mammals, but is an almost universal phenomenon, as has long been
noted by palaeontologists.” – G G. Simpson, 1944, p 106.
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Atheistic Evolution, Theistic Evolution, Progressive Creation and Special Creation will now be examined
in light of scientific discoveries and truth known from Catholic Tradition. As one would expect, some
things have common characteristics across the alternative beliefs.60

Atheistic Evolution
The first alternative, Atheistic Evolution, may be defined as the theory that material forces alone can
account for the existence of the Universe and all life-forms. Atheistic evolutionists believe that all we
observe is the interaction of matter and energy; they regard the notion of a transcendent creative force as
naïve wishful thinking and unnecessary to explain the cosmos. To them, evolution at the end of the day
‘explains’ everything – the unfolding of this Universe over billions of years and the developing of
molecules-to-man transformation of matter in ‘upwards’ complexity. However tempting at a superficial
level, this scenario starts to unglue when subjected to meticulous analysis.
The twentieth century would be incomprehensible without the Darwinian revolution. The social
and political currents which have swept the world in the past eighty years would have been
impossible without its intellectual sanction. It is ironic to recall that it was the increasingly secular
outlook in the nineteenth century which initially eased the way for the acceptance of evolution,
while today it is perhaps the Darwinian view of nature more than any other that is responsible for
the agnostic and skeptical outlook of the twentieth century. What was once a deduction from
materialism has today become its foundation.61
Agnostics are uncertain about the existence of the transcendent God. Their question, “what came before
God?” only shoves the idea of a First Cause back a further step, and so they are still open to argument that
He does exist. But atheists deny His existence and some supporters seem intent on eradicating belief in
God. The human inventors of the concepts of Communism, Nazism, and Secular Humanism all appear to
have been strongly encouraged to reject God. Given the bad fruits ensuing from militant promotion of
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Evolutionism, is it going too far to suggest that they were driven by hatred of God and their driving force
was satanically inspired?62
Atheists are persuaded of the ‘fact’ of evolution, even though its supposed mechanism remains ever
elusive. The ‘fact’ of evolution is taken as a ‘given’; it must have taken place because the alternative belief
in a Creator cannot be tolerated.63 Not surprisingly, atheists tend not to define ‘evolution’ with accuracy.
Walter ReMine shows in his book The Biotic Message that the very notion of evolution is elastic, capable
of explaining almost anything one wishes to assign to it. He also argues that life-forms have been designed
to look nothing like evolution. For example, the platypus has a unique and fascinating combination of traits
– where can it be placed in the evolutionary tree or bush?64 The magical idea of natural selection is under
increasing test since it tends only to preserve the existing; no truly new genetic information is actually
gained. And ‘survival of the fittest’ has been challenged as little more than tautology; it could also have
been ‘survival of the luckiest’ – the survivors were in the right place at the right time.
Some atheists, such as Stephen Hawking (ironically, a member of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences),
think that there was no moment of Creation. 65 Universes must unfurl eternally one into another, perhaps via
wormholes within black holes where time gets warped. So an age of billions of years for this Universe is
taken as a ‘given’, accepted as being beyond serious doubt. All this in spite of the fact that no one has been
able to figure out how the solar system could have formed naturally, following the imaginary Big Bang.

62
“Have you seen Agassiz’s weak metaphysical and theological attack on the ‘Origin’ in the last ‘Silliman’? [The American Journal of
Science and Arts was commonly called ‘Silliman’s Journal’.] I would send it you, but apprehend it would be less trouble for you to
look at it in London than return it to me. R. Wagner has sent me a German pamphlet, giving an abstract of Agassiz’s ‘Essay on
Classification,’ ‘mit Rucksicht auf Darwins Ansichten,’ &c. &c. He won’t go very ‘dangerous lengths,’ but thinks the truth lies halfway between Agassiz and the ‘Origin’. As he goes thus far he will, nolens volens [willing or not willing], have to go further. He says
he is going to review me in [his] yearly Report. My good and kind agent for the propagation of the Gospel – i.e., the devil’s gospel
(emphasis mine). Ever Yours, Charles Darwin.” (Darwin to T. H. Huxley Aug. 8, 1860 [in The Life and Letters of Charles Darwin,
edited by his son Francis Darwin, Vol. 11, pp. 123-4, 1959])
63
“We take the side of science in spite of the patent absurdity of some of its constructs, in spite of its failure to fulfill many of its
extravagant promises of health and life, in spite of the tolerance of the scientific community for unsubstantiated just-so stories,
because we have a prior commitment, a commitment to materialism. It is not that the methods and institutions of science somehow
compel us to accept a material explanation of the phenomenal world, but, on the contrary, that we are forced by our a priori adherence
to material causes to create an apparatus of investigation and a set of concepts that produce material explanations, no matter how
counter-intuitive, no matter how mystifying to the uninitiated. Moreover, that materialism is absolute, for we cannot allow a Divine
Foot in the door.” – Richard Lewontin, ‘Billions and Billions of Demons’, The New York Review, January 9, 1997, p 31.
See also www.csus.edu/indiv/m/mayesgr/Lewontin1.htm
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Sir Harold Jeffreys, one of the world’s foremost geophysicists, after carefully examining the evidence for
each of the various theories of how our solar system evolved into existence, summarised the state of affairs
in this way:

To sum up, I think that all suggested accounts of the [evolutionary] origin of the Solar System are
subject to serious objections. The conclusion in the present state of the subject would be that the
system cannot exist.66

One of the decisive forces of scientism was a fantastic imagination which could explain every irregularity
in the solar system without explanation, jump the gaps in the atomic series without evidence [a leap
required by the Big Bang theory], put forward the discovery of fossils which have never been discovered,
and forecast the success of breeding experiments which have never succeeded. Of this kind of science it
might justly be said that it was knowledge falsely so called.
Scientists should be open to having cherished theories challenged and ultimately overturned, but in reality
they are weak and naturally have their own individual biases, as we all do. Being truly objective is easier
said than done. Once trained in certain ways, how many of us are willing to embrace new techniques? Once
educated in evolution as fact in school, how hard it is to see that one has been misled with phony science?
In reality, of course, truth tends not to be always welcome to the allegedly objective scientific mind. How
often in history have talented inventors had to struggle against ingrained peer opinion; validated only after
years of affliction? Although once regarded as the queen of sciences, some modern academics seem to
regard theology as inferior to physics.
The materialist belief system known as Naturalism, or Scientism, is upheld in pursuit of the goal of
removing religion. But ‘religion’ is a broad term, open to various meanings, which can overlap. Every
belief system requires faith by the believer. Naturalism requires faith to believe there is no transcendent
Creator God, and total faith in random chance – time and time again – against astonishing odds. The theory
makes a worshipful god out of random events.

“The irony is devastating. The main purpose of Darwinism was to drive every last trace of an incredible
66
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God from biology. But the theory replaces God with an even more incredible deity: omnipotent chance.” 67

Are we not told that the evolution of eyes took place many times, separately, in different creatures? Think
about the colossal odds against such possibility.

68

No belief system can avoid offering an explanation for

why things exist and why certain standards are either right or wrong. Regarding the deplorable murderous
excesses of Social Darwinism, even ardent proponents of Naturalism are inevitably drawn into discussion
of human rights, and this leads on to discussion of what “rights” are and what is their ultimate source. Thus,
deliberation about the existence of conscience and of a possible moral source “beyond” human beings
ultimately becomes fair subject matter for reflection, even for advocates of Naturalism. Given the range and
nature of issues regarded as faith-defining criteria, particularly the appeal to Mother Nature in place of the
Creator God, should not Naturalism itself be regarded as religious belief?

In our principally neo-pagan world, evolutionary propagandists generally get a free run in the secular
media. Numerous cable and satellite TV channels provide a steady diet of pro-evolution documentaries (Mr
Winston and the BBC69), and there seems to be non-stop newspaper and magazine articles writing up some
new supposed discovery. A whole industry centred on evolution has arisen and career jobs are involved in
nurturing the myth of evolution. Turning this around calls for a major paradigm shift. How many Christian
schools have basically followed suit, instead of imparting the pros and cons of, say, typology versus
transformism to students? Compare this to the often hostile attention and caricature given to those who
favour Creation.
The advent of the Intelligent Design (ID) movement has resulted in an excellent set of arguments being
presented, from within science itself, which profoundly confront evolutionary beliefs of proponents of
Naturalism. The strength of the ID writers is twofold:
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1.

The compelling arguments that Design is empirically detectable, of which Michael Behe’s concept
of “Irreducible Complexity” is a superb example.70

2.

The arguments against the zealots of Naturalism who insist that only science shall be addressed.
Phillip Johnson has shown incisively that evolution beliefs are really philosophical beliefs, not to
be swayed too much by actual scientific findings.71

It is disappointing that the ID writers themselves tend not to define clearly what they mean by the term
‘evolution’ and instead leave it open to interpretation. Conceding evolution via common ancestry, as
compatible with Intelligent Design, only plays into the hands of Naturalism devotees who have not been
slow to seize this compromise and hurl it back in rebuttal. William Dembski, in his book Intelligent Design,
states that “Intelligent Design…can accommodate any degree of evolutionary change”.72 So what does he
mean by the term ‘evolution’? Identifying Darwinism as the problem, while allowing evolution to remain
ill-defined and elastic, has diluted the potential effectiveness of the ID movement.
Several prominent ID writers clearly distance themselves from the idea of the Universe being less than
10,000 years old. The presuppositions involved in the long ages view go largely unquestioned by these
researchers, and this contrasts greatly with their otherwise rigorous analytical approach. They expect
atheists and creationists to refrain from using selective argumentation, yet seem highly selective
themselves. Dembski not only leaves the term ‘evolution’ loosely defined but also wrongly accuses
creationists of treating the opening chapters of Genesis as a scientific text.73 They don’t believe that God is
teaching empirical science per se in Genesis, and he misrepresents their position. In reality, most nonCatholic creation researchers treat Genesis primarily as historical revelation, and so does Catholic tradition.
Let us not forget a crucial point in our neo-pagan times: the more remote in time we think of Creation, the
more irrelevant God seems to modern man. If Creation took place in the not so distant past, then Christ’s
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We now know that there are in fact tens of thousands of irreducibly complex systems on the cellular level. Specified complexity
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Second Coming is likely to occur in the not so distant future; not when the Sun supposedly balloons up into
a red giant millions of years from now.
Atheistic censorship of views favourable to the existence of a Creator is considered by extremists of
Naturalism to be warranted on the ground that such views are anti-science. Even the idea of deducing an
unseen Designer, as a detective can deduce what took place at the crime scene, is considered intrusion of
religious views upon science. The entrenched power exerted by them in the academy means that careers
and funding can be destroyed if one takes a public stance against evolution. Happily, most scientists are not
zealots and though many probably do not care for evolution, they simply want to get on with careers in
chosen disciplines. If enough individuals continue to stand up against intimidation and speak up for
objective truth, in time evolution theory will eventually be seen as outmoded science.

Theistic Evolution
Let us now consider the alternative of Theistic Evolution. In seeking a synthesis of evolution and theology,
this concept holds that God created the Universe billions of years ago and used the process of evolution
and/or divine intervention in the creation of life-forms and subsequent changes beyond kind.
Theistic evolutionists are vague about their definition of evolution. Is it not fascinating that something over
which so many heated arguments have taken place turns out to be so poorly defined? To evolutionists, is
evolution “change over time” either slowly through imperceptible changes or rapidly in intermittent bursts
via punctuated equilibria?74 Is it ‘natural selection’? As noted already, in public perception evolution is not
about micro changes within species, such as the variations between tabby cats and black cats; intuitively
it’s held to involve change beyond kind – but this perception of supposed evolution is contradicted by the
actual findings of specialists. Evolutionists point to changes within the species and call that
‘microevolution’, and then proceed to tell us that such sub-species changes prove that theorized changes
across species (termed ‘macroevolution’) must also be occurring. But random gene shuffling within species
only produces new varieties and breeds. If the DNA code barrier is not penetrated, transformations
across the species barrier can never occur. New varieties and new breeds is not evolution but only
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variation within the already existing species. Men have bred certain domesticated animals for thousands of
years, but all they have produced is variations of those animals—nothing else. For example, a cow may
produce a Brown Swiss, a Devon, an Africander, a Holstein-Friesian, an Aberdeen-Angus, a Jersey, a
Brahman (Zebu), a Galloway, a Shorthorn, a Guernsey, a Hereford, or a Catalo. But they are all merely
varieties of cattle. Producing new breeds in animals is not evolution just as producing new varieties in
plants is not evolution.75 Evolutionists can assume that one species evolved from another one, but it is
merely an assumption. Assumptions are not science. They do not take the place of hard facts.
That a known fossil or recent species, or higher taxonomic group, however primitive it might
appear, is an actual ancestor of some other species or group, is an assumption scientifically
unjustifiable, for science never can simply assume that which it has the responsibility to
demonstrate . . It is the burden of each of us to demonstrate the reasonableness of any hypothesis
we might care to erect about ancestral conditions, keeping in mind that we have no ancestors alive
today, that in all probability such ancestors have been dead for many tens of millions of years, and
that even in the fossil record they are not accessible to us.76
Gould’s case for punctuated equilibria (intermittent bursts over long periods) has been challenged on
grounds that (a) it attempts to prove something by its absence and (b) the odds against it are stupendously
high.
Because there is no evidence from natural selection, mutations and fossils for transitional species
(innumerable species with various small changes spanning across from one species to another), Richard
Goldschmidt of the University of California proposed his “saltation theory”, in which no transitional forms
would be necessary. According to this theory, all evolution occurred by immense mutational leaps from one
life-form to another. It went something like this:
Every so often a mammoth collection of billions of random mutations occurred at once – that produced a
totally new species. For example, two rabbits produced a male bear cub, and coincidentally, just over the
75
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hill two other rabbits produced a female bear cub! Both baby bears were able to get adequate milk from
their mother rabbits so that they grew to maturity and reproduced all the bears in the world. That is how
bears cam in to existence.
According to Goldschmidt, this is the way it worked for every other species in the world! Popularly
referred to as the “hopeful monster theory,” it taught that one day a reptile laid an egg and a “brown furry
thing” hatched out of it. Chance would have it, that when it grew up, this mammal found a mate that had
also suddenly by chance hatched out of another reptile egg – and the result was a new species of animal.
In 1972, Stephen Gould of Harvard University, working with Niles Eldredge, expanded on Goldschmidt’s
idea – and called it “punctuated equilibrium”. The May 1977 issue of Natural History carried an article
with his position and his reasons for it.
As a respected palaeontologist, Gould was fully aware that there was no fossil evidence for evolution of
one species from another. All the evidence from the world around us, and the fossil record from the past,
points to separate, distinct species, with no transitional species linking them.
In the article, Gould opens up this entire problem – and says that “hopeful monsters” are the only possible
answer: entirely new species which were suddenly born from totally different creatures. One day a lizard
laid an egg and a beaver hatched out of it.
Declaring that “we never see the processes we profess to study”, Gould announced his new position which
he described by an awesome new name: “punctuated equilibrium“. By this term he means that for 50,000
years or so, there will be no change (an “equilibrium” without any evolution). And then, suddenly in a very
rare “punctuation” and by total chance, two totally different life-forms will emerge.
Because of the totally impossible mathematical improbability that a billion, positive, random gene changes
could occur, in which all of the mutational changes worked together to smoothly produce a perfect new
creature – Gould said such an event could only happen twice in every 50,000 years! Those two ultra-rare
50,000-year occurrences would always happen at the same time close to each other, producing one male
and one female. This story sounds stranger than the legends of ancient Greece!77
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Some Christians argue that God created matter with inherent natural properties that would change
imperceptibly over time and thus ‘evolution’ takes place as continual creation. George Sim Johnston
promotes this view in his book Did Darwin Get It Right?78 If this belief were true, there should be
innumerable findings of intermediate stages in the fossil record (as Darwin hoped for, in vain) and we
should by now have great trouble in identifying distinct species. Instead, no fossils of transitional forms
(e.g. a whale with legs) have been found in the strata; they do not exist.
In view of horrendously complex conceptual problems involved in the idea of intermediate stages, shown
by Michael Denton in Evolution: a Theory in Crisis, other theistic evolutionists are forced to resort to the
possibility that God intervened many times over many years to tinker with life-forms and thus implement
evolution with a helping hand. But this belief contradicts the popular notion that evolution is a purely
natural process. Since naturalistic evolution has to be abandoned, this concept would be better defined as
Theistic Intervention rather than Theistic Evolution.
If one argues that Adam arrived as a baby boy after God tinkered with the genes of his animal parents so
that they gave rise to a new kind, there would be no one to adequately nurture him to maturity. Hardly a
convincing scenario! He must have been created as an adult, for the destiny of all mankind depended on his
awesome choice of obedience.
If Adam and Eve were not real human beings – the first parents – but instead there were many ‘first
parents’ then one encounters the problem of polygenism. This position is effectively impermissible for
loyal Catholics to hold.79 The choice of obedience seems likely to have been given to one man only. The
future destiny of mankind rested on Adam’s shoulders. If God had given the choice to a group of first
parents, He would have had to consider the possibility of disagreement and that the minority choice would
miss out. That party could feel betrayed and charge that God had let them down because their choice was
never going to count, even though they may have voted for obedience, i.e. not to eat of the forbidden fruit.
Pope Leo XIII taught in the encyclical letter Arcanum Divinae Sapientiae (1880) that the bodies of Adam
and Eve were specially created and that Eve’s body was created from a portion of Adam’s. This papal
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teaching effectively doomed any future attempted synthesis of evolution and theology. What evolutionist
would accept the idea of evolution of males but not females?
Who were the supposed ape-like progenitors, lacking in rational souls? Pope Pius XII taught in Humani
Generis that Catholics were not free to believe there were ‘pre-Adamites’ from whom we have descended.
The non-existence of any intermediate stages descended from a supposed common progenitor of man and
ape-like creatures in the fossil record has been well shown by Marvin Lubenow in his book Bones Of
Contention.80 The field evidence is either fully animal or fully human, but there have been fakes (Piltdown
Man) and mistakes (Nebraska Man). And what actually constitutes a human being? The 1994 CCC informs
us that, “it is a human body precisely because it is animated by a spiritual soul”;81 to be raised up on the day
of general judgement. A good reason why God would not use evolution as part of the means of Creation is
that it could convey the wrong signals. Since evolving life-forms would in time reach a stage when it would
be confusing and difficult to discern separate species, it would then be much easier for some to argue
falsely but persuasively that there is no transcendent God; things have always been this way on Earth and
there is no need for a Creator. Some researchers believe that the Cambrian ‘explosion’ was a rapid (i.e.,
five million years) evolutionary burst of new life-forms; on the contrary, it was an ‘explosion’ of death
during the global Flood of Noah.
Evolutionary beliefs favour an ‘upwards’ tendency from imperfection to perfection; Catholic tradition
teaches a ‘downwards’ corruption since the Fall. Evolutionary beliefs hold that we came into being above a
vast museum of death, and death was always part of the ‘good’ Creation; Catholic tradition teaches that we
were created in a state of tranquillity but this earthly state of paradise was lost by Adam’s sin. Henceforth
individuals would have to struggle to exist against such things as an often harsh climate, devastating
diseases, sinful human beings, and subtle satanic attack from fallen angels.
In Romans 5:12 we are informed that death came only after the sin of Adam, not before.82 We would not
have known death if Adam had been obedient to God. Since the Fall human nature is wounded in the
natural powers proper to it .83
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What if Adam had remained obedient? The question of animal death in a state of tranquillity and of the
present predatory behaviour of wild creatures remains a mysterious area awaiting further clarification from
the Magisterium. The notions of ‘kill or be killed’, ‘red in tooth and claw’, and of sharks killing seals in
frenzy right next to non-fallen human beings swimming in the sea all seem most inconsistent with what we
know about our gracious Creator/Redeemer.
As non-human creatures do not possess rational souls, Catholics need not hold that they were never
intended to die, but perhaps their death would have involved peaceful processes had Adam had been
obedient. Regarding predatory behaviour, it is possible that the behaviour of wild creatures was affected by
the Fall; wounded in their natural powers while their intrinsic nature remained intact. Just as the bodies of
human beings were made with the possibility of death and vicious behaviour perhaps this would have been
overridden by grace had Adam remained obedient. As indicated in Genesis, we all could have lived
together happily as vegetarians. In fact after all the animals got off the 450 foot Ark84 the Scripture says
that man could now eat them for food85 whereas before he could not. Perhaps this is when the predatory
instinct took hold in the animals. Also just because animals have sharp teeth does not mean to say they are
meat eaters. Look at the Panda, it has sharp teeth and eats bamboo! Therefore it is possible that all the
animals were vegetarian before the flood.
Pius XII declared in Humani Generis that evolution must not be taught as though proven fact and the 1994
CCC warned that, “we cannot tamper with the revelation of Original Sin without undermining the mystery
of Christ”.86 Theistic Evolution does tamper with this central doctrine; it should be regarded as
impermissible belief for Catholics. In view of the strong link between the spread of Modernist beliefs and
the teaching of evolution as fact in so many Catholic schools since the 1960s, as well as the massive falling
away from practice of young people after leaving school, evolution is a doctrinal error parading in scientific
guise.
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Progressive Creation
The third alternative concept, Progressive Creation, holds that God created the Universe billions of years
ago and much later specially created each kind of life-form with repeated divine intervention at great
intervals of time apart, and set genetic variation into operation to allow subsequent changes within kind.
Because of reluctance to address in detail the question of the age of the Universe, Progressive Creation
proponents of aeons of time are driven, ironically, to rely upon evolutionist reasoning for origin of the
fossil record. Whether the vast museum of death buried in the rocks came before or after the sin of Adam
remains a profound conceptual problem for them. So, in their view, was it a ‘good’ Creation or not?
An age of billions of years for the Universe has serious theological and scientific arguments against it. 87
Also, since naturalistic evolution is rejected, it becomes necessary to resort to countless divine
interventions to account for how life-forms kept coming into being. In contrast, Scripture holds that the
Creation events reached finality soon after the events of Creation. The interdependence within diverse biosystems required fairly rapid creation. Fruit trees created on the third day needed birds and bees to arrive on
day five, not millions of years later. Why the quest to supplant direct creation with direct intervention, and
which Scripture passages can be cited in support? “A day is as 1,000 years” (2 Peter 3:8) refers to timeless
eternity rather than to the Creation events and the fact that God is not bound by time. We know that God, in
Christ, instantly created space, time and matter, instantly turned water into wine and instantly brought the
dead back to life. In keeping with Scripture passages, why not allow Him to instantly stretch out the
heavens (i.e., the Universe) and light waves on day four, less than 10,000 years ago?
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It seems likely that, at the tiniest level of matter, God keeps sub-atomic particles coming and going all the
time, while allowing us to exercise Free Will. But the teaching on Secondary Causes 88holds that God acts
through his created life-forms and does not constantly intervene to tinker with Creation and produce new
species by direct guidance. This is not to deny miracles; we know that they happen but few would argue
that they occur in the multitudes required for the concept of Progressive Creation.
The global Flood of Noah is usually denied by advocates of Progressive Creation in favour of local floods.
But this means that God’s ‘rainbow’ promise, to no more destroy mankind through a flood, has been
broken many times. (e.g. The floods from the Bangladesh tidal wave of 1971 killed 300,000 people.) How
can Catholics loyal to the Church founded by our great Creator/Redeemer Himself, ignore or revise the
words of Christ about the Genesis revelation, and similarly ignore the Scripture statements of St Peter,
about the reality of Noah’s Flood? 2 Peter 3:6 says “the world that then existed, perished being flooded by
water”. If a global Flood were to be conceded, the next question waiting to be addressed is this: did it occur
before or after the sin of Adam? Genesis reveals that it occurred after Adam’s sin, thus it must have
occurred less than 10,000 years ago. The strata and fossils therefore cannot be any older than 10,000 years.
Those who favour aeons of time have to address Leo XIII’s benchmark teaching in Providentissimus Deus
(1893). He taught that there are various senses used in Scripture but insisted that the literal, obvious sense
must hold ground until shown to be disproven. Since a meaning of 24 hours as a natural day was held by
most of the Fathers and was permitted by the Pontifical Biblical Commission in 1909 as the proper sense
and thus is unlikely to be overturned, the onus of responsibility of proof lies entirely with those who prefer
aeons of years. It may not be possible to prove a young Universe scientifically but I contend that,
ultimately, the long ages view is contradictory to Catholic tradition. (One example of evidence that the
earth is young is recent findings by Boornazian that the Sun is shrinking by five foot per day i.e. the radius
is decreasing daily by two and a half foot. Extrapolate backwards about 100,000 years and the sun would
have been so big that the earth’s seas would have boiled over. Go back a million years and the earth is in
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the Sun!!!) There are at least fifty of these so-called evidences – more than the evolutionists have for the
supposed long age of the earth.89
Where is the proof beyond doubt that the universe is billions of years old? Where is the indication in
Genesis that a meaning other than natural days was intended to be conveyed and understood by the reader?
The sacred writer could easily have informed us that the Creation took place over millions of years. Did the
Fathers and Rabbis get it wrong, in holding that Genesis is primarily historical revelation, until the
revisionist theological impact of the Darwinist era suggested otherwise? Where is the consistency of
reasoning in arguing that the days of creation were much longer, but the hundreds of years of the ages of
the patriarchs were much shorter than that? Did Christ lie in the tomb for three days or 3000 days? Surely a
day is a day? Why is it always in the book of Genesis that a day doesn’t equal a day for modern liberal
exegetes?
Hugh Ross, a leading non-Catholic proponent of Progressive Creation, claims that the bondage to decay
following Adam’s sin refers only to entropy, yet entropy may have been in operation even if Adam had
been obedient. He also asserts that the death brought on by Adam’s sin was only spiritual death, and
physical death was always part of the good Creation.90 The 1994 CCC rejects this view;91 the original sin of
Adam definitely brought on physical death as well as spiritual death.92
Perhaps the Creator left clues within Scripture, on Earth, and within the Solar System to confound the
modern doubters. As co-equal in the Divine Trinity, Jesus Christ has always known that in modern times
there would be many doubters who would, wittingly or unwittingly, seek to deny the true historicity of
Genesis. Genesis is foundational to crucial Christian doctrines, and so the Origins debate is all about the
very integrity of these vital foundational doctrines. Perhaps this is why Christ ensured that mysterious
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Polonium radiohalos were scorched into the granites around the world, suggesting rapid creation.93 Perhaps
this is why Christ ensured that Janus and Epimetheus, two moons of Saturn which overlap by thirty miles,
would swap places every four years instead of colliding. Also some planets rotate anti-clockwise including
Earth, which goes against the Big Bang theory of explosion and big clockwise spin (due to the law of
conservation of angular momentum). Perhaps this is why, in teaching on marriage, Christ asserted “from
the beginning of the creation, He made them male and female” (Mark 10:6). Why mention “beginning of
the creation” unless he deliberately intended to verify what he knew to be true.

Special Creation
The fourth alternative concept, Special Creation, holds that God created the angelic realm, the physical
universe, and all living things ex nihilo (out of nothing) by divine will less than 10,000 years ago, with
subsequent changes within kind (micro evolution). After the Fall, He engineered a global flood that
produced most of the fossil record.
This belief is synonymous with fundamentalism in that it agrees with the basics of Christianity. Just as
humankind could not deduce the existence of the Divine Trinity and it had to be revealed by God, so also
an account of the Creation events had to be revealed. Otherwise we would be in the dark. The laws of
nature were not revealed, but had to be discovered, painstakingly, by human endeavour. Genesis is thus not
a scientific text; rather, it contains a partial, historical account of what actually occurred, given
93
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formed in less than three minutes.
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predominantly in the literal, obvious sense. In reality, there can be no real clash between science and
theology, because God is the principal author of the Bible and also created the laws of nature. The Genesis
reference to kinds cannot be ignored; great variety occurs in life-forms but always within ‘kind’, never
beyond as I have already said. Good science is observable, but evolution from molecules to man is not
observable and should be assigned to an area called religion. It is not science!
As noted earlier, it seems likely that there are no discrete sub-atomic particles; God continually keeps us
alive while granting us Free Will to reject Him. The Creator impressed complex genetic information onto
cells, which can reproduce and pass on information to the next generation. Now this part is scientific and
observable. The reality of Secondary Causes, highly praised in the 1994 CCC,94 shows that, while miracles
do occur, God primarily works through already created life-forms rather than endlessly intervening to guide
Creation. Human parents co-operate with God in the creation of new human beings, although God alone
creates each new rational soul.
We can assert with certainty that all three Divine Persons were involved in the creation of angels, of the
universe and all life-forms. But we are informed that the work of Creation was carried out by the Second
Person in perfect obedience to the Father. Since His divine and human natures are inseparable, truly we can
assert that Jesus Christ is Creator/Word/Redeemer/Judge. The Nicene Creed asserts, “I believe in Jesus
Christ…through whom all things were made (John 1:3)…. The 1994 CCC asserts that the second Adam
created the first Adam.95 So why not trust Jesus Christ implicitly in all things, including his powerful
affirmation of Genesis events. He quoted the book of Genesis 25 times.
Theological reality can inform us more truly about objective truth at a deeper level than can empirical
science. Scientists can describe the laws of nature, but science is silent about the origin of such laws. Leo
XIII, in accordance with Scripture, taught in Arcanum Divinae Sapientiae (1880) that Adam and Eve were
the first two human beings, our first parents. According to Biblical genealogies,96 they must have lived less
than 10,000 years ago. Adam could have lived to a long age because there was a vault/firmament above the
sky, in space, which blocked out the UV light. Indeed it seems that the whole earth was then a different
place. Adam was requested to name all the animals including ‘the beasts of the earth’, so he must have seen
94
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the dinosaurs. They couldn’t have become extinct 65 million years ago, because the inerrant Bible informs
us correctly otherwise. They are mentioned in the book of Job (40:15 ff) as Leviathan and Behemoth (a tail
like a Cedar is not an elephant!). Who are we to trust? The totally trustworthy Creator/ Redeemer who
cannot deceive, who was there at Creation and who can implement creation of space, time and matter
rapidly – or modern fallible scientists who were not there? All things considered, there is no need for the
Church to declare further on the Age question; the Scripture and Leo XIII have taught enough.
Unfortunately, Eve was seduced by Satan and, through her, Adam was also seduced into disobedience of
God through pride. This Original Sin was a catastrophe for humankind well beyond description. Banished
from the Garden of Eden and from entering Heaven, fallen humankind since then has had to live in a
flawed universe and to contend with the effects of Original Sin. Fortunately, God did not leave us in such
miserable condition. In due course, our great Creator Himself paid the ransom for fallen human beings,
taking on human form as the only way that God could suffer, and He obediently subjected himself to
shame, torture and death out of love for humankind. How dearly must the dazzling Designer of the
Universe love us! How can we grasp this fully? Does it not draw us onto our knees in awe? Read Salvifici
Doloris by John Paul II for a wonderful interpretation of Scripture regarding the Passion of Our Lord and
its connection with the book of Genesis and Adam.97
The evidence of a global Flood is all around the Earth. We live upon a vast museum of death, including
huge death pits with immense numbers of entombed creatures. The existence of polystrate tree-trunks,
standing vertically through various strata, provides evidence of a cataclysmic, rapid, global flood.
Fossilised fishes found at mountaintops and fossilised jellyfish found in hundreds on the central Australian
desert are just some evidences left by Noah’s Flood. It seems likely that all the coal and oil deposits come
from vegetation smothered during the Flood events. Christ Himself spoke of his unhesitating belief in the
Flood of Noah; why should we doubt him? Luke 17:26, 27 says this in the words of Christ Himself, “And
as it was in the days of Noah, so will it also in the days of the Son of Man: They ate, they drank, they
married wives, they were given in marriage, until the day that Noah entered the Ark, and the flood came
and destroyed them all.”
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The Catholic Church has long taught that Genesis is revealed history and was not drawn from mythologies
of pagan tribes. Genesis contains neither mythology nor errors. How could it, since God is the principal
author of Scripture? Nor should we give credence to the false notion of the Documentary Theory of the
Pentateuch, which was rejected by the Pontifical Biblical Commission (it was then an official arm of the
teaching Magisterium) early in the twentieth century. As Cardinal Ruffini pointed out in the 1940s, what
plainer words could God have used to inform us about the creation days?98 How can modern scholars place
doubt on the historicity of Genesis and assert that the first mention of the first day of Creation is metaphor?
There is no prior basis for comparison, which is why I assert fundamental or basic approaches to Scripture.
As noted already, in 1880 Leo XIII ruled out evolution of Eve’s body and thus doomed any attempted
synthesis of evolution theory and theology. Pius XII insisted in Humani Generis (1950) that evolution must
not be taught as fact, but he allowed discussion between specialists about the possible derivation of Adam’s
body from previously living matter. Incredibly, this encyclical, which was aimed strongly against the subtle
Modernist subversion being made by evolutionists such as Fr Teilhard de Chardin SJ, has since been
grossly misrepresented to suggest that the Church now officially accepts evolution! But Pius XII’s warning
that polygenism (many first parents) was unacceptable because it endangered the doctrine of Original Sin
has not been so ignored; polygenism was effectively rejected in the 1994 CCC99 endorsed by Pope John
Paul II. Acts 17:26 RSV Catholic edition asserts, “He made from one blood every nation of men to live on
the face of the earth”. Tobit 8:6 says, “From them, Adam and Eve, the race of mankind has sprung.” This is
a wonderful answer to the racism of Darwinism, which considers the black man, aborigine and pygmy to be
missing links! Let us not forget that John Paul, in his encyclical Fides et Ratio (1998), warned strongly
against Scientism and also praised Pius XII for his 1950 encyclical Humani Generis. His private statements
on Origins have to be seen in light of earlier, weightier papal declarations in Catholic tradition. Let us hope
and pray that the new Pope will see fit to issue another encyclical on Origins, further clarifying Catholic
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teachings about the doctrine of Original Sin, especially for guidance of the young but also for all future
generations to consult.
A final thought. Several years ago Fr Denis Edwards of Adelaide, South Australia, wrote a pro-evolution
book. The book’s title – The God of Evolution – is especially apt for it speaks volumes about the confusion
wrought by evolutionary consciousness within the Catholic Church.100 In contrast, we can all do our own
work in promoting Creation science and give our children some arguments against the tide of
macroevolution sweeping the schools. We do not need to be dogmatic because, after all, the new
evangelisation is about bringing people to Christ in a loving manner. Nevertheless countering the view that
we all came from soup 4.5 billion years ago is a necessity and gives a sense of hope. That is why in my
own classes, I always give both sides of the argument and then allow the pupils to make their own mind up.
We cannot force people to be Christians. This has been the mistake of many educators in the past. We
should allow the evidence to speak for itself.
Let us indeed give praise to our great Creator/ Redeemer and reject the myth of evolution, and place Christ
the King truly in the centre of our lives, and ensuring that the true story of Creation and Original Sin is
taught clearly to our children and proclaimed to a troubled world. The salvation of souls is at stake and
“Christ crucified” means little to those who do not understand why He paid the price of Redemption.
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Chapter 3: Can Evolution Blend with Catholicism?

What Is Evolution?
The Origins debate is hampered by the fact that so few bother to define precisely what is meant by the term
‘evolution.’ Instead of precise terminology arrived at by rigorous investigation, the term evolution remains
confusing and ever elastic in public perception. Almost any evidence can be given an evolutionary
interpretation as supposed proof. For example, creatures that became extinct were by definition less suited
for adaptation yet those who survived were obviously able to adapt. Both outcomes are explicable by
evolution theory. The discovery of living coelacanth fish off Madagascar in the 1930s showed that they had
not become extinct millions of years ago, as was previously thought, and were identical to the fossilized
ones. Did this cause zealous evolutionists to question the credibility of evolution? Not at all, the still-living
coelacanths were simply labelled as “living fossils”;101 they had somehow survived unchanged for
supposed millions of years! So the live presence or dead absence of the coelacanths can both be explained
in favour of evolution theory.

Unless evolution is defined precisely, we can be at cross-purposes with each other. It is hardly surprising
that evolution is kept ill defined by those atheistic evolutionists who indulge in semantic games, but why is
it not fully addressed and defined rigorously by Christians who propose alternative concepts to the idea of
Special Creation? Divine interventionist concepts such as Theistic Evolution and Progressive Creation are
also vague and elastic, as though all sorts of fanciful speculation are compatible with Scripture and
tradition. So what exactly is the process commonly called evolution?
The true definition of evolution discovered by science is this: Evolution is molecules-to-man, natural
transformation in which new, ‘higher’, genetic information is gained which was not possessed by
one’s ancestors.102 If this is a fair and reasonable definition, then we can be certain that evolution, as
commonly understood, has never occurred because it cannot occur. Why? Because God has designed life101
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forms so that only variety within kind is possible. The missing mechanism of evolution is doomed to
remain missing because it never existed. That’s why there are no intermediate stages found in the fossil
record – they have never existed! This absence of intermediates was candidly admitted by the famous
evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould.103

Evolution per se – correctly defined – stands in contradiction to the reality of entropy, for the gaining of
higher genetic information requires an increase in order and this clearly violates the second law of
thermodynamics. The idea of the natural gaining of higher information is what the creation/evolution
scientific debate is all about, despite the fact that zealous evolutionists don’t want to concede the point,
preferring to keep things vague.

Evolution should not be defined as ‘transformism’ or other vague concepts, which would introduce
innumerable interventions by God. One can only wonder why God would override His own institution of
Secondary Causes, especially within complex relationships of interdependent life-forms. Catholic
proponents of evolution find little real comfort in official magisterial teachings. But their openness to
Theistic Evolution necessarily involves a departure from standard evolution theory, in favour implicitly of
innumerable divine interventions. In addition, they now face another problem of credibility. (Of course God
is ever-active in keeping all life-forms alive at the level of elementary particles but that is an entirely
different matter from the innumerable interventions required for the countless supposed transitions
involved in Theistic Evolution.)

The crucial aspect is whether or not truly new genetic information can be gained in the process of change.
As Prof. Maciej Giertych pointed out, “Evolution means construction of new genes. It means increase in
the amount of genetic information, and not a reduction of it”.104 This point about increase in information is
of such crucial importance to the modern understanding of ‘evolution’ that it cannot be emphasised enough,
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and it gets mentioned from time to time in creationist journals. For example, John Woodmorappe and
Jonathan Sarfati make the following point: “...particles-to-people evolution requires changes that increase
genetic information content. To date, not a single example of such a change has been observed, but such
changes should be plentiful if evolution were true.”105 Jewish scientist Dr. Lee Spetner shows that, “All
point mutations that have been studied on the molecular level turn out to reduce the genetic information and
not to increase it.”106

The idea of gaining information naturally is what the average person intuitively understands about
‘evolution’. Of course they don’t think only of domestic cats or black cats; most individuals think of ‘big’
changes, such as would allow a reptile to change to a bird. In other words, they don’t simply think
intuitively only about changes within kind but assumes that many changes beyond kind have occurred in
the process commonly called ‘evolution’. Many individuals tend to accept the subtle message driven home
relentlessly in books, articles and on television: that everything has changed somehow from the first
molecules leading up to higher levels of creatures. The harsh reality of profound conceptual problems
within evolution theory is largely glossed over by evolutionary propagandists.

Truth Declared in Scripture and Tradition
The whole point of the nineteenth century push to justify evolution was to enable a naturalistic explanation
of Origins without the need for a transcendent Creator. Unfortunately, the compromise concept known as
Theistic Evolution is of little use in the struggle against Materialistic Evolutionism. But the Catholic
Church has not been silent in declarations in encyclicals and Councils about Creation and evolution.
Leo XIII taught in his 1880 encyclical Arcanum Divinae Sapientiae107 that Adam was made from the slime
of the earth and that Eve was designed from a portion of Adam’s body. The Catholic Church has thus
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declared that the first female human being was specially created; her body did not come via evolution.
Thus, the origin of Eve’s body is not an open debate for Catholics.

Leo XIII also implicitly ruled out polygenism (many first parents) by insisting on monogenism in the same
encyclical. Polygenism was also strongly condemned by Pius XII in Humani Generis.108 He declared that
Catholics, “cannot embrace that opinion which maintains either that after Adam there existed on this earth
true men who did not take their origin through natural generation from him as from the first parent of all, or
that Adam represents a certain number of first parents.” 109 It is also noteworthy that Pius XII had taught
that polygenism is irreconcilable with the doctrine of Original Sin.110 Furthermore, polygenism was also
ruled out in the 1994 Catechism of the Catholic Church: “Thou madest Adam of the slime of the earth and
gave him Eve for a helper. From them the race of humankind has sprung...”111 The “one ancestor”
mentioned in the CCC could only be the first male human being, namely Adam. Therefore, polygenism is
not an open question for Catholics who follow their own doctrine.

Leo XIII effectively pulled the rug out from under human evolution with his 1880 teaching on the special
creation of Eve. With polygenism ruled out, the only possibility left was that of evolution-of-the-male-only
(i.e., rapid special transformism within monogenism) but what evidence is there for such a concept? Yet
another possibility – that God inserted a rational soul into an adult male member of a race of ‘almost human
beings’ – is much too convenient and devoid of supportive evidence. Also the implausible idea that God
intervened directly to change an ape-like creature into that of a human being (Adam) makes no pretence at
qualifying as ‘evolution’ as most evolutionists understand the term.

The idea that Adam’s body arose by the intervention of God acting upon two ape-like parents so that they
gave rise to a new ‘kind’ is untenable. Consider the result: a baby boy born of an animal who must fend for
himself among animals until he reaches maturity maybe 25 years later when God would create Eve from a
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portion of his body! This contradicts the Genesis revelation that both Adam and Eve were created on the
same day, not 25 years apart. Why even call this concept ‘evolution’ when the natural process of evolution
has had to be abandoned in favour of divine intervention. This scenario requires that Adam’s body and
rational soul would also have been carried within the female animal for a period of months. Given their
rejection of ancient evolutionary, anti-Creation concepts, it is hard to see how the early church Patristics
would have accepted such a scenario.

Other interventionist speculation involves the possibility of ‘almost human beings’ whom God acted upon
when he brought Adam into being. If such creatures ever existed, where did they come from anyway – by
natural evolution or by some form of interventionist creation – which only begs the question further? And
what became of them all after Adam arrived? Are we to believe they all died out long before the global
Flood could show evidence of their fossils and thus they left no trace that they ever existed? One can only
wonder why God would not simply insert a rational soul into an adult female ‘almost human being’ instead
of ignoring these females and creating Eve’s body directly from matter taken from Adam. Multitudes of
these ‘almost human beings’ and other supposed ancestral creatures would have died in the slow journey
leading up to the arrival of Adam. However Romans 5:12 declares that death only began to occur after
Adam’s sin of disobedience. So when is a human being a human being? The 1994 Catholic Catechism
declares that we are human beings precisely because we are animated by a spiritual soul.112 The idea of
‘almost human beings’ does not qualify as credible speculation. The first male human being, on whom the
awesome choice of obedience would be placed on behalf of all future humankind, is much more likely to
have been specially created as an adult. Logically speaking if one holds that this reference to death applies
only to human beings, then why do fossils of supposed ape-like transitional forms show evidence of the
disease of rickets? Are we to believe that Adam and Eve were created upon a vast museum of death and
that it was not a good, tranquil Creation after all? The buried fossils, in reality, resulted from the global
Flood of Noah, many years after Adam and Eve. 113
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Consider some things known about the trustworthy Creator. Christ was not only present at Creation but
actually carried out the work of Creation – “through whom all things were made.”114 He later took on
human form and carried out the work of Redemption in perfect obedience to the Father. He must have been
intimately involved in the truth revealed to Moses. God can neither deceive nor be deceived, so how can we
ignore Christ’s various comments regarding the genuine historicity of Genesis, including the global Flood
and the concrete reality of Adam and Eve.115

Let us not forget that Christ did some extraordinary things by human standards, such as calmly walking
across the rough sea to Peter and the other frightened disciples in the boat .116 We know that he created
space, time and matter rapidly at the beginning of Creation, changed water into wine rapidly, brought the
dead Lazarus back to life rapidly, created a coin inside the mouth of a fish rapidly or at least directed Peter
to a fish that had a coin in its mouth, multiplied five loaves and two fishes rapidly to feed 5,000 men plus
women and children and he cured blindness and diseases rapidly,

117

so why balk at the idea of his rapid

creation of Adam and Eve in keeping with the Genesis text? Why not also believe that he rapidly “stretched
out of the heavens” (i.e., the universe), during the Creation days?118 The implausibility of divine
interventionist concepts comes into sharp focus when one considers that, in contrast to acceptance of the
rapid adult creation of Adam, theistic evolutionists are driven to invoke innumerable rapid divine
interventions over billions of years. So who do we believe about the truth of Creation – the trustworthy
divine Son of God who was present at Creation, or fallible modern human beings who were not there?

Papal Authorization to Investigate Evolution
Many Catholics argue that Adam and Eve were not real, concrete, human beings and that the Genesis
account is poetry and nothing more than early man’s attempt to comprehend the cosmos around him, but
Pius XII taught quite the opposite. He declared in the 1950 encyclical Humani Generis that Genesis does
contain real history, despite not being recorded in the way of modern historians, and that Adam and Eve
114

Colossians 1
Christ quotes the book of Genesis at least 17 times!
116
Matthew 14:25
117
Accounts of these can be found in the gospels of Matthew, Mark, Luke and John.
118
Isaiah 45:12, Jeremiah 10:12
115

J Donnelly

59

were the first parents of all human beings rather than symbolic representations of humankind.119 Their
rational souls were divinely implanted in acts of Special Creation, and Catholics are bound to believe this.
He reaffirmed that Original Sin is “sin actually committed by an individual Adam and which through
generation is passed on to all and is in everyone as his own”.120

In fact he wrote against dissenters, such as Teilhard de Chardin, who were obviously intent on overturning
the doctrine of Original Sin. He warned that Catholics must not take for granted that:
The origin of the human body from pre-existing and living matter were already completely certain
and proved by facts which have been discovered up to now, and by reasoning on those facts, and
as if there were nothing in the sources of divine revelation which demands the greatest moderation
and caution in this question.121
He insisted that the pros and cons of evolution must be considered, and that no one should rush to support
evolution and presume to impose their own views upon the Church. Instead Catholics should submit to the
ruling as regards doctrine concerning the origin of the human body. The point is important although it
implies that one must submit to a teaching authority ahead of Scripture; this perhaps is why so many
Catholics have abandoned the Bible since it was interpreted for them by the hierarchy.
However having permitted investigation of human evolution in 1950, Pius XII subsequently indicated that
evolution per se seemed highly debatable to him, when he addressed the First International Congress of
Medical Genetics on Sept 7, 1953:
In recent works on genetics one reads that the connection between living things cannot be
explained better than by supposing a common genealogical tree. It is, however, necessary to
remark that what we have here is only an image, a hypothesis, not a demonstrated fact... If most
research workers speak of genealogical descent as a fact, they are premature in doing so. One
could very well formulate other alternative hypotheses... scientists of repute have emphasised in
the clearest possible manner that in their opinion one cannot as yet say what is the real and exact
meaning of terms such as ‘evolution’, ‘descent’ and ‘transmission’; that we are as yet totally
119
Para. 38 states, “the first eleven chapters of Genesis, although properly speaking not conforming to the historical method used by
the best Greek and Latin writers or by competent authors of our time, do nevertheless pertain to history in a true sense”.
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ignorant of a natural process by which one being can beget another of a different kind; that the
process by which one being can beget another is altogether unintelligible, no matter how many
intermediate stages be supposed; that no experimental method for producing one species from
another has been found; and finally that we would not have any idea at what stage in the
evolutionary process the hominoid suddenly crossed the threshold of humanity …one is forced to
say that the study of human origins is only at its beginnings; there is nothing definitive about
present-day theory.”122

Let us look again at the key reason Pius XII gave in Humani Generis for allowing the investigation:
“It remains for us now to speak about these questions, which, although they pertain to the positive sciences,
are nevertheless more or less connected with the truths of Christian faith. In fact, not a few insistently
demand that the Catholic religion take these sciences into account as much as possible. This certainly
would be praiseworthy in case of clearly proved facts; but caution must be used when there is rather a
question of hypotheses having some sort of scientific foundation in which doctrine contained in Sacred
Scripture… is involved. If such conjectural opinions are directly or indirectly opposed to the doctrine
revealed by God, then the demand that they be recognized can in no way be admitted. For these reasons,
the teaching authority does not forbid that, in conformity with the present state of human sciences and
sacred theology (i.e. in 1950), research and discussions on the part of men experienced in both fields take
place with regard to the doctrine of evolution insofar as it inquires into the origin of the human body as
coming from pre-existent and living matter – for Catholic faith obliges us to hold that souls are
immediately created by God.” 123

Doctrine is not dependent upon scientific arguments but Pius XII himself saw that false scientific
arguments could impact adversely on Origins doctrine and he saw the need to obtain a good understanding
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of what constitutes ‘evolution’ scientifically and pertinent theological comments regarding any possible
effect on doctrine.

Nowadays, over fifty years later, it is easy to overlook the fact that Pius XII’s 1950 encyclical was issued
three years before Crick and Watson’s 1953 announcement of the genetic code. Pius XII in 1950 did not
fully understand terms like ‘macroevolution’ and ‘microevolution’. How could he, when the best scientists
of the day did not fully understand the terms themselves? A great deal of imprecision regarding the concept
of ‘evolution’ must have prevailed among scientists and Church scholars long before 1953 and for many
years afterwards.

Given that the Catholic Church seemed to be doctrinally united prior to the 1960s, there would have been
no need for Pius XII to hurry and certainly no need to concede the status of ‘open question’ to evolutionists
intent on overturning doctrine. However, it is also true that prior to 1953 it may have seemed credible that
matter might contain inherent evolutionary properties which would allow life-forms to unfold naturally,
imperceptibly, with minute small changes gradually giving way to large scale changes, with no need for
divine intervention. This micro to macro speculation suffers profoundly from the complete lack of
fossilised transitional evidence buried in the rocks, but who could have known with certainty prior to the
1953 watershed whether matter did or did not contain such properties? Years later, in 1975, Prof. Jerome
Lejeune showed that no accumulation of micro changes can amount to macroevolution, but this finding was
not available until 25 years after Humani Generis was issued. (Lejeune showed, for example, that there can
be no such thing as an indiscernible gorillization.)124

As scientific research progressed in the second half of the twentieth century it became increasingly clear to
objective researchers that macroevolutionary changes are impossible. And it is almost impossible to
postulate an earlier precursor to incredibly complex molecules. The possibility for evolution to occur is not
affected by aeons of time but rather is determined by the specific information designed into life-forms. The
evidence all points to Special Creation by a transcendent Designer. Since 1953, the obvious conclusion has
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stood out with ever greater clarity – the Creator must have designed life-forms so that only micro changes
within kind are possible. This is because the discovery of DNA made it possible to understand the way that
genetic information is coded and the way that changes in the code produce mutations. At last, it gradually
became possible to correctly define the term “evolution”. Of necessity evolution requires the natural
gaining of higher genetic information not possessed by one’s ancestors, and this possibility is ruled out on
the basis that ‘nothing can give what it does not have’.

Thus, the pertinent information sought by Pius XII was finally available, long after his death. Detailed
research and discussions have since been carried out by enough scientists and theologians, and the
objective conclusion is that Adam’s body must have been derived from previously existent, but non-living,
matter. On the sixth day God rapidly created Adam body and soul. In so doing he instantly transformed the
use of sufficient elementary particles already created on day one within the inorganic soil into that of the
functioning adult body of Adam, the first adult male human being, and simultaneously created his rational
soul.

If Pius XII had known in 1950 what is now known in the twenty-first century, there would have been no
need for an investigation since the Pope would have known that God has designed life-forms so that
evolution cannot occur and that pro-evolution arguments lead inevitably to conflict with doctrine.
Evolution would only have been an open debate scientifically for the time being after 1950 but that time
has passed many years ago. Enough arguments have by now been assembled to show that pro-evolution
theories are unable to dislodge the integrity of the Genesis account plus they contradict the encyclical
teachings of Leo XIII and Pius XII. So the idea of evolution possibly being an open question both
scientifically and doctrinally has lapsed from importance. It is indeed a pity that the Catholic Church did
not stick closely to the Scriptures but sought to find authority in the Papacy or traditions of men which
Jesus warned specifically against. Nevertheless the documents show that evolution cannot be accepted by
Catholics and it is one of my concerted aims in this thesis to demonstrate why Catholics cannot pursue such
an idea given the Genesis account.
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Unfortunately, the Pontifical Academy of Sciences – which contains members who are not Christians in the
regenerated sense and at least one atheist, the famous cosmologist Stephen Hawking – may have been
passing incorrect information in support of evolution to the late Pope John Paul II. This Academy, in
Catholic terms, has no authority in matters of faith and doctrine and expresses only the views of its own
members. If any members are not evolutionists, they must be much muted in their opposition; when do we
ever hear publicly about any dissent?

All that really matters now is that a good understanding of what constitutes evolution became known in the
decades after 1953. The natural gaining of higher genetic information was found to be impossible and what
is objectively impossible cannot also be possible at the same time. Since evolution correctly defined is
impossible, it cannot be up for debate scientifically and, in keeping with Pius XII’s concern expressed in
Humani Generis, it should not be allowed to impact upon Catholic doctrine.

By way of analogy, if some scholars had suggested in the 1500s that spontaneous generation was how all
life-forms had arisen, including human beings, this would have been a challenge to Church doctrine. So if a
Pope of the time had declared that the Church “does not forbid research and discussion of the possibility of
spontaneous generation and any relevant theological implications concerning the origin of the first human
being”, one would think that the Pope’s concern would have been fully answered when the later scientific
findings of Louis Pasteur were fully known. Once spontaneous generation was found to be impossible, any
previous permission to investigate it would have lost any possible status of being an open question
scientifically and would have lapsed from being a threat doctrinally. The fact that such hypothetical papal
permission may not have been closed by Rome for many years afterwards would not have changed the
strength of this argument. Such delay could have been influenced by all sorts of other factors at work, such
as war or the outbreak of terrible diseases. One can argue that Rome’s not having closed the modern
evolution discussion has been greatly affected by a variety of distracting factors, such as the strong proevolution bias of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences and the catastrophic collapse of belief within
Catholicism. This is due in my opinion to the abandoning of Scripture as the inerrant word of almighty God
and placing tradition on a level par with the Bible. That has always been Catholicism’s main problem.
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Unfortunately, some Catholics oppose Special Creation on the mistaken ground that its proponents
overstate the case; they fear that private opinions may be imposed and portrayed as though Church
doctrine. But the objective truth is quite the opposite; for too long the actual Church teachings and more
importantly the teachings of Scripture have been greatly understated and not imparted rigorously to enough
Catholic students. Given the continuing falling away from the practice of Christianity and the ongoing need
for conversion of an increasingly pagan society, there is a pressing need for the full truth of Special
Creation to be taught in Catholic schools and preached far and wide. The investigation recognised by Pius
XII is of course still open until Rome declares otherwise. All that remains is for the Magisterium (teaching
authority) to close the final chapter on an outmoded, unlamented, mistaken belief called evolution.
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Chapter 4: Why Human Evolution Can Never Become Part of Catholic Doctrine

In this essay several definitive reasons are given as to why an evolutionary creation of our first parents can
never become part of the teachings of the Catholic Church. It is imperative that the Catholic Church should
not only reject the possibility of such an evolution without delay but should also reaffirm those teachings of
Scripture that hold the creation of our first parents as described in the Book of Genesis chapter 2.
It is indeed unfortunate for both the faith and the moral well-being of Western society as a whole that the
theological and scientific research and discussion permitted by Pope Pius XII in 1950 as to the possibility
of human evolution was not brought to a head within a few years of that date.

This discussion should have elicited, at the very least, the theological reasons for the rejection of human
evolution which are binding upon all Catholics. In addition, the discovery in 1953 of the complex nature of
the living cell emphatically pointed to intelligent design and so ruled out chance, the factor upon which
evolution theories are so reliant. Furthermore, in 1953–54 the “evidence” put forward to support the
existence of the “Piltdown Man,” ‘discovered’ in England from 1908 to 1912, comprised a human skullcap
plus the lower jaw of an orangutan, the teeth of which had been stained and filed to make them look human
and match the size of the teeth in the upper human jaw. Although the hoax was poorly done, it fooled the
establishment and was probably the most quoted ‘evidence for evolution’ for around 40 years, until 1953,
when the fraud was exposed.

It seems, however, that the Church never organised any research and discussion, and so the decision of the
Church has been held in abeyance ever since. This is most unfortunate because of the consequent events, as
described hereunder.
In his book The Virginal Conception and the Bodily Resurrection of Jesus, (the late) Fr Raymond E.
Brown, S.S., states that Pope Pius XII’s 1943 encyclical Divino Afflante Spiritu “instructed Catholic
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scholars to use the methods of scientific Biblical criticism that had hitherto been forbidden them. It took a
little over ten years for teachers to be trained in the new approaches and for ideas to filter into Catholic
seminaries and colleges, so that the mid-fifties really marked the watershed. By that time the critical
method had led to Catholic exegetes abandoning almost all the Biblical positions taken by Rome at the
beginning of the century.” 125

Someone might wish to argue that the publication of Divino afflante Spiritu in 1943, considered as a
historical event within a continuing series of causes and effects, proved during the succeeding years to be
an important factor favouring a far wider circulation of form-critical and other radical biblical theories than
was ever possible in the Catholic Church before World War II. Similarly, it is not merely arguable, but
undeniable, that Vatican Council II has, de facto, been the historical occasion for a great relaxation of
Church discipline and for a radical pluralism of doctrinal theses, liturgical practices and ecclesial lifestyles
that was unheard of before the Council. But just as this by no means proves that such a state of affairs was
the one intended and objectively inculcated by the Council Fathers in their sixteen magisterial documents,
so the historical effects of Divino afflante Spiritu – whatever careful research may reveal them to have been
– cannot simply be presumed, by virtue of their de facto occurrence, to reflect faithfully the objective
teaching of that encyclical. If any revolutionary trends in post-war Catholic exegesis were in part caused by
Divino afflante Spiritu, they were in no way whatever justified by that encyclical, but rather, resulted from
selective and abusive interpretations of it.

Fr Brown then goes on to claim that the instruction to abandon the biblical positions in favour of the critical
method was ratified in writing by two non-member officials of the first Pontifical Biblical Commission.
However, Msgr. John Steinmueller, a consultant to the Commission, documents in his book The Sword and
the Spirit that their statements were unauthorized and were condemned by the voting Cardinals of the
Commission.126
Thus what happened was an unauthorized revolt of the (modernist) scholars who by the mid-fifties had
rejected the teachings of the first Pontifical Biblical Commission and had seized control of most of the
125
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teaching institutions of the Church. Such scholars not only rejected the historicity of the Genesis account of
human creation, but they embraced the ideas of the German “higher” (Biblical) critics that had been
condemned by both Leo XIII and Pius X. In addition, and most importantly, they lent their support to the
secular proponents of human evolution by endorsing the evolution hypothesis as being genuinely scientific.
This can be verified by an examination of The New Jerome Biblical Commentary, which is riddled with
liberal bible criticism, edited by Fr. Brown et al.127

All of this has been the great tragedy of the twentieth century, for without any powerful Catholic opposition
the secular rationalists, whose predecessors had seized control of scientific education earlier that century,
have been free to misinform our society with the false claims that only science can provide us with a
knowledge of our origins, and that since science is limited to natural causes, nature is all there is, was or
will be. As a consequence, in the second half of the twentieth century this naturalism not only dismissed
recognition of supernatural causes in the public sector of Western society, but also became the catalyst for
Christian morality in most Western countries to be replaced by the “moral liberalism” of the philosophy of
materialism.

INTRODUCTION

In this third millennium, people in most Western countries no longer live in a society that pays heed to
Christian moral principles. Instead a “moral liberalism” now prevails.128 This is based upon the philosophy
of materialism which simply says that only material things exist. Materialism has gained its predominance
in our society through the acceptance of the notion of naturalism, which claims that the universe, the earth
and life on it came about by natural causes and that therefore nature is all there is, was or will be. 129
Acceptance of naturalism has, in turn, come from the notion of “positivism,” which claims that only
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science, through observation and experiment, can give us the positive truth about the origin of the universe
and all that is in it, including life on earth.

This allegedly scientific explanation of the origin of all things is today generally presented in most
educational text books, journals, encyclopedias and the media as three hypotheses, the Big Bang,
Uniformitarian Geology and Organic Evolution, all of which are falsely claimed to be scientifically factual.
However, there is another form of naturalism which has been named “theistic naturalism”.130 This is not the
contradiction in terms it appears to be, for it not only accepts the way things supposedly came about
naturally but also holds that that is the way God our Creator ordained they should have come about.
Theistic naturalism is better known as “theistic evolution,” a term which in the majority of cases embraces
acceptance of the evolutionist worldview.

As noted above, in 1950 Pope Pius XII gave permission to those who were expert both in science and
theology to research and discuss the question of whether the human body could have evolved from preexistent, living matter.131 In the final analysis, the purpose of that research and discussion was to ascertain
whether an evolutionary creation of our first parents could ever become a doctrine of the faith. In terms of
theology, therefore, this is a critical issue.

From the point of view of the philosophy of science, it would seem that in making the aforementioned
concession the Pope believed that this question might be one that fell within the scope of the so-called
positive sciences,132 but, of course, he did not exclude discussion and examination of whether these positive
sciences were indeed part of genuine science. The latter can also be seen to be a threshold issue because if
the hypothesis of human evolution is shown to be outside of the scope of genuine science, further research
and discussion is irrelevant.
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Unfortunately, neither of these threshold issues has ever been the subject of any study within the
institutional Church. Instead for the most part it is now assumed that there are no theological or scientific
objections to accepting human evolution as Catholic doctrine. There is also widespread acceptance of the
belief that evolution textbooks contain scientific facts and arguments that must be taken into account when
considering these questions. A consequence of all this is that theistic evolution is now generally accepted
by the Roman Curia and taught by most teaching institutions of the Church in place of the Genesis account
of creation.133

There are many within the Church who say it does not matter whether we believe in a literal Genesis
account or evolution; either method could be God’s way of creating the first man and woman. This, it is
submitted, is a very shortsighted view, for if Catholics accept that there is nothing wrong with theistic
evolution or theistic naturalism, they are actually saying that apart from replacing God with chance as the
cause of all things, there is nothing wrong with atheistic naturalism per se. Thus those within the Church
who have taken this view have in a sense unwittingly aided and abetted the establishment of atheistic
naturalism as the prevailing philosophy in Western society. If all members of the Catholic Church in the
twentieth century all had instead vehemently rejected both atheistic and theistic naturalism, Christian
morality in Western society would not have been so easily superseded—if at all—by the moral liberalism
of the materialists.

In this essay it will be shown that there are a number of reasons—theological and scientific-cumphilosophical—why the hypothesis of human evolution can never become part of the Deposit of Faith, and
that therefore in the Catholic Church the “Humani Generis” investigation should now be closed in favour
of the traditional teaching of Genesis chapters 1–3 which contain “a narrative of things that actually
happened; a narrative which corresponds to objective reality and historic truth.”134
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THE FIRST CRITICAL PROBLEM

(Whether there are theological reasons why human evolution cannot become part of the Deposit of Faith)
It is submitted firstly that human evolution cannot become the basis of any doctrinal teaching because it is
“new doctrine” within the meaning of Pastor Aeternus, a document of the first Vatican Council (Vatican I).
This document (inter alia) states:
The Roman Pontiffs, moreover, according to the conditions of the time and affairs advised,
sometimes by calling ecumenical councils, or by examining the opinion of the Church spread
throughout the world, sometimes by particular synods, sometimes employing other helps which
divine Providence has supplied, have defined those matters must be held which with God’s help
they have recognized as [being] in agreement with Sacred Scripture and apostolic tradition. For
the Holy Spirit was not promised to the successors of Peter, that by His revelation they might
disclose new doctrine, but that by His help they might guard sacredly the revelation transmitted
through the apostles and the deposit of faith, and might faithfully set it forth.135
The “new doctrine” referred to is obviously doctrine that is completely outside of divine revelation, that is,
it cannot be said to have been founded upon the divine revelation contained in Sacred Scripture and/or the
Apostolic Tradition, nor is it a logical development of doctrine contained in those sources which has
become part of the Deposit of Faith.
Lumen Gentium, a document of the Second Vatican Council (Vatican II), states (with a footnoted reference
to Pastor Aeternus) that the Roman Pontiff and the bishops “do not admit any new public revelation as
pertaining to the divine deposit of faith.” 136 What else is human evolution in relation to the Catholic
religion but a new public doctrine that can never become part of the deposit of faith?

135
The above is taken from Heinrich Denzinger, Enchiridion Symbolorum et Definitionum, trans. Roy J. Deferrari, 30th ed. (London:
Herder, 1957), para. 1783. The full text explains that the “affairs advised” are matters that have arisen which bishops have referred to
Rome for ruling on.
136
See Lumen Gentium 25, Vatican Council II, trans. Austin Flannery, O.P., p 381

J Donnelly

71

Additional Theological Reasons
Moreover, as shown below, the literal and historical meaning of the passages in Genesis chapter 2
concerning the special creation of our first parents are upheld (a) in Sacred Scripture itself, (b) in the
opinions commonly expressed by the Holy Fathers, and (c) in the Magisterium teachings of Popes Pius IX,
Leo XIII and Pius X. It is therefore further submitted that for each and every one of these reasons human
evolution must be rejected by all Catholics.
(a) Sacred Scripture
Genesis 2:7 states that God made man from “the dust of the ground.” The molecules of the dust of the
ground, being non-living matter, are known to be symmetrical and bi-directional, whereas the molecules of
living matter are asymmetrical and right-handed. In Genesis 3:19 God told Adam, “In the sweat of your
face you shall eat bread till you return to the ground, for out of it you were taken; you are dust, and to dust
you shall return.” It should be noted that once living human remains decay to dust, that dust reverts to the
molecular structure and direction of non-living matter. The fact that Adam was created from “dust of the
ground” is affirmed in Genesis 3:23; Ecclesiastes 10:9; 17:1; 33:1; Wisdom 7:1; and 1 Corinthians 15:47.
Genesis 2:21 tells us that God took a rib from Adam’s side and “closed up its place with flesh.” That flesh
would have been the periosteum, the membrane in which bones are enclosed. It is a common medical
practice to remove rib bone and use it as a repair substance for treatment of accident victims; after the
membrane is “closed up” the rib bone grows again. (This corroborates the historical accuracy of Sacred
Scripture.)
(b) The Common Opinion of the Fathers
In his book, The Theory of Evolution Judged by Faith and Reason, Cardinal Ernesto Ruffini demonstrates
that the Greek, Syrian and Latin Fathers all held the description of the creation of our first parents in
Genesis 2 to be literally true.137
(c) The Magisterium Teachings of Pius IX, Leo XIII and Pius X
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Pius IX
In 1860, the year after the publication of Darwin’s thesis on evolution, The Origin of Species by Means of
Natural Selection, the Provincial Council of Cologne issued the following canon, which was approved by
Pope Pius IX: “Our first parents were immediately created by God (Gen. 2.7). Therefore we declare as
quite contrary to Holy Scripture and the Faith the opinion of those who dare to assert that man, in respect of
the body, is derived by spontaneous transformation from an imperfect nature, which improved continually
until it reached the present human state.” 138

Pius IX also approved the following teaching of the first Vatican Council: “This sole true God by His
goodness and omnipotent power, not to increase His own beatitude, and not to add to, but to manifest His
perfection by the blessings which He bestows upon creatures with most free volition, immediately from the
beginning of time fashioned each creature, out of nothing, spiritual and corporeal, namely the angelic and
the mundane; and then the human creation, common as it were, composed of both spirit and body.” 139 The
emphasized parts of this quotation come from the teaching of Lateran IV, a Council of the Church in 1215.
Further canons were based upon the Vatican I teaching against materialism and pantheism. It must
therefore be a dogmatic teaching. In order to have achieved that status, it must either have been explicitly
revealed by divine revelation or developed from something else already revealed. In this instance the
obvious source of revelation concerning the creation of mundane creatures is Genesis chapter 1, which
clearly reveals that the various kinds of creatures known to man were created “immediately” and “from the
beginning of time.” Many of the Holy Fathers applied the latter expression to the whole creation period.
Therefore this Vatican I teaching cannot be reconciled with any theory of the biological evolution of
mundane creatures, which asserts that such life was not created immediately from the beginning of time but
arose some millions or billions of years after that beginning, and then only as amoeba (a unicelled
organism) which then took further millions of years to evolve into the kinds of living creatures specified in
Genesis 1. Nor can it be claimed that God used an evolutionary system to create mundane creatures out of
nothing.
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In addition, this teaching arguably supports the doctrine of the immediate creation of the first man and
woman at the beginning of time, since it follows the sequence of creation in Genesis chapter 1. It is also
consistent with Christ’s own words where He used the language of Genesis 1.27 to teach us that “from the
beginning” (Matt. 19:4) and “from the beginning of creation” (Mark 10:6) God “made man, male and
female He created them.”

Leo XIII
On 10 February 1880, twenty-one years after the publication of Darwin’s first book, Pope Leo XIII issued
an encyclical on marriage entitled Arcanum Divinae Sapientiae,140 in which he said:
We record what is known, and cannot be doubted in any way, that God, on the sixth day of creation,
having made man from the slime of the earth, and having breathed into his face the breath of life, gave
him a companion, whom He miraculously took from the side of Adam, when he was locked in sleep.
God thus, in His most far reaching foresight, decreed that this husband and wife should be the natural
beginning of the human race, from whom it might be propagated and preserved by an unfailing
fruitfulness through all futurity of time.141
Pius X
In 1909 Pope Pius X approved decisions of the first Pontifical Biblical Commission concerning the
historical character of the first three chapters of Genesis. My answer to the particular question conforms
precisely to the teachings of Pius IX and Leo XIII, for the commission states that these chapters convey the
fundamental teachings of the Christian religion; it also agrees with the unanimous opinion of the Holy
Fathers. Irrespective of the status Pius X gave to the teachings of the PBC in general in his Motu Proprio of
18 November 1907, it would seem that this particular teaching, by virtue of what is stated above, already
had the protection of the Holy Spirit. Stated in a positive form, the decree teaches that Catholics cannot

140

Fr Brian W. Harrison, O.S., M.A., S.T.D., who drew attention to this teaching of Leo XIII, said that it affirms (inter alia) the
historical character of chapters 1–3 of Genesis and the creation of Adam on the sixth day of creation, including the formation of
Adam’s body from the dust of the earth. See “Did the Human Body Evolve Naturally? A Forgotten Papal Declaration,” Living
Tradition 73–74, January–March, 1998, [journal on-line] available from http://www.rtforum.org/lt/lt73.html
141
English translation from the encyclical of Leo XIII, http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/leo_xiii/encyclicals/documents/hf_lxiii_enc_10021880_arcanum_en.html, para. 5, accessed online Aug.2005.

J Donnelly

74

bring into question the literal and historical meaning of Genesis 1–3, where those chapters touch upon the
fundamental teachings of the Christian religion, including (inter alia):
(a) the creation of all things wrought by God at the beginning of time;
(b) the special creation of man;
(c) the formation of the first woman from man;
(d) the unity or oneness of the human race; and
(e) the original happiness of our first parents in the state of justice, integrity and immortality.
Some, while admitting that human evolution cannot become part of the Deposit of Faith, might argue that
nevertheless it is part of the valid conclusions of a genuine scientific theory, which, being valid, cannot be
held to be against faith. However, as shown above, whatever may be a Catholic’s personal beliefs, faith
requires acceptance of the Genesis account of human creation as being literally and historically true. Since
the majority of the Catholic hierarchy today appears to know very little about the case against evolution and
accept it as scientific fact, it becomes necessary (1) to deal with the second critical issue and show why
evolution is not a genuine scientific theory, and (2) to show that, in any event, it is contrary to the evidence
of nature.

THE SECOND CRITICAL PROBLEM
(Whether the Capacity of Genuine Natural Science Covers Historical Unproven Hypotheses)

This issue is concerned with the true scope of natural science. The traditional, theological belief is that
God’s creation of material things, both animate and inanimate, as described in Genesis chapter 1 was a
once-and-for-all creation, i.e., He finished the work of creation and rested on the seventh day (Gen. 2:2).
However, He also created laws of nature that would ensure the continuity of His creation. He not only
provided living things with the ability to nourish themselves in order to ensure their growth, but He also
endowed them with a genetic system that would enable them to reproduce offspring or other forms of
successive life.
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It is submitted that insofar as God’s creation involved bringing into existence out of nothing the first
animate and inanimate things, it involved unrepeatable acts and so lies beyond the investigative powers of
natural science. On the other hand the natural laws that ensure the continuity of both organic and inorganic
systems are operative continuously and can therefore be the subject of testable, scientific theories. Secular
science actually agrees with the necessity of repeatable observations for the execution of the scientific
method, of which the penultimate step is the experimental testing of a theory.142 However, the
propagandists of atheistic naturalism are quite inconsistent when they claim that only the scientific method
can be used to discover the past history of the universe, the earth and life on it, for their hypotheses are
based upon unrepeatable observations. This situation arose because the Genesis doctrine of creation was
rejected by the philosophy of the Enlightenment, and was replaced later by a fallacious positivism.

The Rise of Positivism
The idea that the discovery of our origins lies solely in the domain of science came out of the philosophy of
the Enlightenment (that is, if we extend that term to include the rationalist philosophy that followed on
from Rene Descartes (1596–1650)). The proposition was first put forward by an Englishman, John Locke
(1632–1704), who advocated the philosophy of “empiricism” which claimed that all knowledge comes
from sense perception and that the paradigm of such knowledge is found in science. Locke was a Unitarian.
Locke’s ideas influenced the Scottish historian and philosopher, David Hume (1711–1776), an atheist who
opposed both Christian revelation and morality and embraced the notion of what was later to be called
positivism. Similarly, the pre–French Revolution “Encyclopedists,” who were mainly atheists—an
exception being Voltaire (1692–1788), a deist—and followed the ideas of Locke and Hume, claimed that
only science could reveal the history of our origins.

In Germany the “Idealist” philosophers, Immanuel Kant (1724–1804) and Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1762–
1814), believed in a God of morality but rejected the God of Creation as revealed in Genesis in favour of an
allegedly scientific explanation of our origins. Fichte went as far as claiming that “the concept of creation is
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the absolutely fundamental error of false metaphysics.”143 He also wrote that this “error” was the first
criterion of all (religious) falsehood and that it was the original principle of both Judaism and paganism,
thus putting them in the same mould.144

G. W. F. Hegel (1770–1831), who came after Fitche, preferred the ancient Greek philosophers’ speculative
approach to the Old Testament rather than Christian dogmatism.145 With regard to the New Testament, he
dismissed Christ’s miracles as being philosophically impossible. 146 Furthermore, he produced a dialectic
system that was used by Karl Marx to formulate his communist teachings and the Tübingen theology
professor, F. C. Bauer, to propagate theological error.

Although German philosophy as a whole wrought great damage upon the faith, it was the Idealists who did
the most harm while pretending to retain some vestige of Christianity. Under their influence the nineteenth
century theology schools in Germany universities introduced the “higher” Biblical criticism, which, inter
alia, denied the divinity of Christ and the authenticity of his miracles. And furthermore, apart from
producing a hypothesis that rejected the Mosaic authorship of Genesis, it also questioned the historical
authenticity of the New Testament, including the account of the bodily resurrection of Jesus.

Positivism Defined
False philosophy thus paved the way for the widespread acceptance of the false notion of positivism,
which, although inherent in Idealism, was not fully explicated until 1830 with the publishing of the book,
Cours de Philosophie Positive (Lessons from Positive Philosophy), written by the French philosopher
Auguste Comte. Comte is said to have been a social scientist who earlier in his life was secretary to Comte
de Saint Simon (1760–1825), one of the founders of Socialism and who advocated positivism himself.
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In his book Comte claimed that there are three stages of man’s thought: the first was the religious or
theological stage where man invented gods and devils to explain his origins; the second was the
metaphysical stage where man (unsuccessfully) tried to discover his origins by philosophical abstractions;
the third and final stage was the scientific stage where man by scientific observation and experimentation
will reach the positive truth. This was never anything but a fallacy, for (a) the past cannot be observed, and
(b) since the events of past history are unrepeatable, any hypothesis that postulates such history as science
can never be experimentally tested. Thus Comte used a fallacy to dismiss the Genesis history of creation as
a human invention and the metaphysics of Aristotle and St. Thomas as having no validity.

Comte endeavored to found a “positive” religion which he called “the religion of humanity,” with himself
as high priest. Although some Positivist Societies did worship humanity, the movement as a religion was
ultimately a failure. His “positive” philosophy, on the other hand, enjoyed success among atheist
philosophers and scientists. For example, in Britain, Jeremy Bentham, John Mill and John Stuart Mill
espoused it, while rejecting Comte’s excesses.

In the twentieth century a group of philosophers, mathematicians and scientists in Austria known as the
Vienna Circle attempted to restate positivism in a more intellectual way. Pursuant to this they introduced
the principle of “verifiability,” contending that any non-tautological proposition which in principle is
unverifiable by observation is devoid of meaning. Their philosophy became known as Logical Positivism.
The target of Logical Positivism’s attack was theology and metaphysics. The characteristic claims of those
disciplines concerning the nature of the world and reality (so these logical positivists claimed) were
unverifiable and therefore had no meaning.

However, the principle itself was suspect. Was it either a tautology or something that could not be verified
empirically? And what about the purported, scientifically determined, historical propositions or the many
scientific generalizations, neither of which can be conclusively verified by observation? 147 The allegedly
scientific history of the logical positivists was itself untestable and therefore unverifiable pseudoscience.
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The renowned philosopher of science, Karl Popper (1902–1994), who personally knew some members of
the circle, believes he killed off Logical Positivism with a published work in which he differentiated
pseudoscientific theories from verifiable, scientific ones.148

Despite the erroneous nature of positivism, the Western world today still accepts this false philosophy
which says that only science can tell us the truth about the origin of the universe, including the earth and
life on it. In fact it would be true to say that most of the Western world is saturated with this positivistic
misconception.

The Distinction between Science and Pseudoscience
The fact that untestable hypotheses cannot be accepted by natural science is a long-standing axiom. Francis
Bacon (1561–1677), in advocating the use of the scientific method, stressed the importance of experimental
testing of a theory, which is the penultimate step of that method. However, such testing cannot be done if a
hypothesis is based upon unrepeatable observations. Isaac Newton is said to have engaged in ceaseless
polemic against what he called “hypotheses,” by which he understood any or all affirmations not derived
from sensible phenomena and supported by carefully conducted experiments.149 Popper (supra) recognized
the non-scientific nature of untestable hypotheses (which ipso facto are also unfalsifiable). He therefore had
to admit that Darwinism was not a scientific theory. In his autobiography, Unended Quest,150 he stated, “I
have come to the conclusion that Darwinism is not a testable scientific theory but (is) a metaphysical
research programme.”

In recent years other non-creationists have also affirmed this distinction between genuine natural science
and the pseudoscientific hypothesis of Darwinism. Two biology professors, Paul Ehrlich (Stanford
University) and L. Charles Birch (Sydney University), have stated that evolution was “outside of empirical
science but not necessarily false” and that “no-one could think of ways to test it.”151 Dr. Colin Patterson,
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who before his death in 1994 was a leading palaeontologist at the British Museum of Natural History,
stated that in asking ourselves whether evolution is a scientific theory or just pseudoscience, it should be
noted that it is purported to be a single process of species splitting and progressing. This part of the theory,
he said, was about unique historical events, like the history of England, and unique events are not part of
science because they are unrepeatable and so not subject to test.152

Neither Popper nor any of the other aforementioned authorities could be accused by evolutionists as having
any bias in favour of a supernatural creation. But perhaps even more to the point is an admission by one of
the world’s leading proponents of organic evolution that the hypothesis is untestable. S. J. Gould (now
deceased) admitted in 1986 that evolution relies heavily upon inference and not on “steel balls rolling down
inclined planes in a laboratory”.153 Nevertheless, he still criticized creation scientists who claimed that
evolution was not part of empirical science.

In 1992, when Gould was teaching biology, geology and the history of science at Harvard University, he
wrote a hypercritical (and most unfair) review of Professor Phillip E. Johnson’s book, Darwin on Trial.154
Gould claimed that Johnson held “a narrow and blinkered view of science” because Johnson had claimed
that Darwin had “started his theory on the wrong road” by never proposing an experimental test for it.
However Gould admitted that “Darwin’s method is not generally experimental, for singular and complex
events are not so explained by any historical science.” 155 In trying to support his claim that evolution was
nevertheless science and not metaphysics (in this context, pseudo-science), Gould argued that Darwin’s
methodology brought his theory within the ambit of natural science. He claimed that Darwin “used
Whewell’s ‘consilience of induction’ or bringing widely disparate information under an uniquely consistent
explanation.” 156

It has been shown above that any hypothesis proposing human evolution (being untestable) can never be
part of genuine natural science. It follows that the type of evidence Gould sees as providing justifiable
152

Patterson, 1978, pp. 145–146
Quoted in Christopher Joyce, “Genesis Goes on Trial,” Weekend Australian, 27/28 December 1986.
154
Johnson, 1991
155
Gould, 1992, p 194
156
Ibid
153

J Donnelly

80

arguments favouring organic evolution is no more than circumstantial in character and as such is
interpreted in accordance with his materialistic philosophy. It is directly opposed to the natural theology of
St. Paul in Romans 1:19–20. Thus the issue is not one between science and religion, as the evolutionists
would have it, but one between false philosophy and divine truth supported by sound philosophy (i.e.,
natural theology).

ORGANIC EVOLUTION REFUTED

What Darwin actually did in gathering information for his hypothesis of evolution was to search for
circumstantial evidence from which to draw inferences in favour of it. Each small part of the “evidence”
(such as the “horse series” and “vestigial organs”) can now be shown to have been a misconception, while
his prediction that transitional forms would be found when the fossil record was more fully explored has
come to nothing. Moreover, what was once regarded as the strongest evidence for the alleged descent of all
organisms from a common ancestor, namely, the drawings published by German biologist Ernst Haeckel
(1834–1919), have now been shown to have been forgeries.

Haeckel’s drawings were of the embryos of a number of different organisms. In their early development the
embryos looked alike, but after a period of development differences could be seen. However, Haeckel’s
drawings of the young embryos were fraudulent; actual photographs of these embryos at the early stages of
their existence show them to be quite dissimilar.157 If the alleged similarity of early-stage embryos was a
strong argument in favour of the existence of a common ancestor, then their actual dissimilarity must be a
strong argument against the existence of such an ancestor.

In his book Evolution. A Theory in Crisis, molecular biologist Dr. Michael Denton (an agnostic) states after
a critical examination of all of Darwin’s arguments:
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Neither the two fundamental axioms of Darwin’s macrevolutionary theory – the concept of the
continuity of nature, that is the idea of a functional continuum of all life-forms linking all species
together and ultimately leading back to the primeval cell, and the belief that all adaptive design of life
resulted from a blind process – have been validated by one single empirical discovery or scientific
advance since 1859. . . . Despite a century of intensive effort on the part of evolutionary biologists, the
major objections raised by Darwin’s critics such as Agazzis, Pictet, Bronn and Richard Owen have not
been met. The mind must fill the large blanks that Darwin acknowledged in his letter to Asa Gray.158
Denton’s book contains a mine of information in which he not only refutes Darwinism but also rebuts the
theory of punctuated equilibrium, proposed by S. J. Gould et al. to explain the absence of transitional forms
in the fossil record.159 Denton observes that with this proof of their absence, it is unlikely that future
evolutionists will return to the old, comfortable notion that fossils provide evidence of gradual evolutionary
changes.160 However, there are still many die-hard Darwinists who continue to claim that this theory has
been scientifically verified.

Dr. David Raup is a geologist and palaeontologist and was formerly Professor of Geology at the University
of Chicago. At the time of writing a letter to the journal Science in 1981, he was the Curator of the Chicago
Field Museum of Natural History, which has one of the largest collection of fossils in the world. Professor
of Law, Phillip E. Johnson, draws attention to Raup’s letter in his book, Darwin on Trial. 161 In brief, Raup
states that people outside of geology and palaeontology have unfortunately gained the idea that the fossil
record is far more Darwinian than it actually is. He puts this down to the oversimplification of evolution in
low-level text books and some plain wishful thinking. He says that Darwin and his advocates expected to
find predictable progressions, but in general these have not been found. Yet optimism dies hard, and some
pure fantasy has crept into text books.
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Raup is an evolutionist, but no doubt he favours punctuated equilibrium over Darwin’s gradualism.
Nevertheless, what he says confirms Denton’s statements (supra) about the mistaken evolutionist notion
that there is a continuum of life-forms linking all species and leading back to the origin of life, and about
the blanks in the fossil records that still exist. In his summary, Denton states: “One might have expected a
theory of such cardinal importance, a theory that literally changed the world, would have been something
more than metaphysics, something more than a myth. Ultimately the Darwinian theory of evolution is no
more no less than the great cosmogenic myth of the twentieth century.” 162

The complexity of the living cell with its many minute parts and multitude of functions, all packed into a
container of no more that one thousandth of an inch wide, is now well known. According to some
estimates, the instructions issuing from its DNA alone if written out would fill a thousand books of six
hundred pages each.163 Moreover mathematicians say if an event has only a probability of 1 in 1050 (1
followed by 50 zeros) of happening, it could never happen, while English astronomer Fred Hoyle
calculated the odds against the enzymes in the cell coming about by random changes to be 1 in 1 followed
by 40000 zeros.164 H. Morowitz, a Yale biochemist, calculated the probability of the relatively simple, onecelled E. Coli bacterium coming about by random changes as 1 in 1 followed by 100 billion zeros.165

Hoyle, who found the odds against evolution occurring through random changes totally unacceptable,
adopted the suggestion made by Francis Crick (the famous Nobel Laureate researcher of the living cell)
that life might have come from outer space, the theory of panspermia. Hence the name of his book authored
with C. Wickramasinghe, Evolution from Space. Concerning this, Denton comments: “Nothing illustrates
more clearly how intractable a problem the origin of life has become than the fact that world authorities can
seriously toy with the idea of panspermia.”

Another intractable problem evolution has with the cell is that certain proteins depend upon DNA for their
existence but at the same time DNA has a similar dependence upon those proteins. The only logical
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conclusion to be drawn from this otherwise vicious circle166 is that they must have been created by God at
the same time. A most important study on this subject was made by Michael J. Behe, Associate Professor
of Biochemistry at Lehigh University in the United States. The systems in the living cell, he says, are
irreducibly complex, and if one leaves out any of their parts they will not work. Professor Behe points out
that “the simplicity that was once expected to be the foundation of life has proven to be a phantom, instead
systems of horrendous, irreducible complexity inhabit the cell. The resulting realization that life was
designed by an intelligence is a shock to us in the twentieth century who have gotten used to thinking of
life as the result of simple natural laws.” 167

The impossible odds against the living cell coming about by chance through an evolutionary process are
only the initial hurdle the hypothesis has to jump; there are many more mathematical impossibilities on the
way to evolution’s supposed summit, the evolution of man. The human body consists of
75,000,000,000,000 cells and has numerous tissues, organs and systems. If one looks at only one organ, the
human brain, one can see that the chances against it being an end-of-the-line, evolutionary product of a
single cell are incalculable. The mature brain possesses 100 billion nerve cells called neurons, as well as
other types of cells, but it only makes up 2 percent of the body’s weight. It is said that during every second,
100 million bits of information pour into the brain from the various senses. The brain handles this
avalanche with ease in two ways. First, there is a network of nerves in the brain called the reticular
formation, which acts as a control centre monitoring the millions of messages coming into the brain, sifting
out the trivial and directing the essential for the attention of the cerebral cortex. This little network of
nerves allows at most a few hundred types of messages to enter the conscious mind. Second, every two
seconds the brains scans itself by means of sending out waves to ensure that it concentrates only on
essential messages.
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Finally, there is the fact that humans are rational beings. How could rationality be passed on from an
irrational organism by means of natural selection? The evolutionist’s proposal cannot possibly account for
the supposed astounding changes (from one type of organism to a more complex one) that were needed to
have occurred for evolution to be at all feasible. Indeed, there is no record of any fossil transitional
organisms which should have been there in the millions if organisms have evolved from less complex ones.
Anyone, therefore, who looks at the facts of life should be able to see that the theory of evolution is truly
dead.

HUMAN EVOLUTION REFUTED

Evolutionists looking for evidence of apemen search for fossils that show anatomical features that look
‘intermediate’ between those of apes and humans. This has provided a fertile field for hoaxers.
Another huge hoax field has been the way in which scores of deformed humans were exhibited as ‘apemen’
or ‘apewomen’ in circus sideshows from the early 1800s for over a century, with no known scientific
refutation of the frauds so perpetrated.168

The desperate need of evolutionists to find a missing link has also contributed to some inexcusably gross
scientific mistakes. The most notable of these was Nebraska Man. A pig’s tooth, found by Harold Cook in
1922, was proclaimed by the eminent evolutionist Dr Henry Fairfield Osborne169 to belong to the first
anthropoid (man-like) ape of America, which he named Hesperopithecus (‘western ape’). The Illustrated
London News for June 24, 1922, printed an artist’s impression of the tooth’s owner as an upright-standing
apeman, showing the shape of his body, head, nose, ears, hair, etc., together with his wife, domestic
animals, and tools.
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This highlights the fact that fossils of so-called ‘hominids’ are often only fragments of bones which, when
combined with a huge dose of imagination, are transformed into apemen. Another factor is that ‘hominid’
fossils are sufficiently rare that many researchers have never actually handled one, so that many scientific
papers on human evolution are based on only casts or published photos, measurements and descriptions.
So where does all this leave the matter of the evidence for apemen?

Australopithecines
Australopithecus (‘southern ape’) is the name given to a number of fossils found in Africa. These are
claimed by evolutionists to be the closest to the alleged common ancestor of apes and humans. However,
Dr Fred Spoor has done CAT scans of the inner ear region of some of these skulls. These show that their
semi-circular canals, which determine balance and ability to walk upright, ‘resemble those of the extant
great apes’.170

The most well known australopithecine is ‘Lucy’, a 40% complete skeleton found by Donald Johanson in
Ethiopia in 1974 and called Australopithecus afarensis.171 Casts of Lucy’s bones have been imaginatively
restored in museums worldwide to look like an apewoman, e.g. with ape-like face and head, but human-like
body, hands and feet. However, the original Lucy fossil did not include the upper jaw, nor most of the skull,
nor hand and foot bones! Several other specimens of A. afarensis do have the long curved fingers and toes
of tree-dwellers, as well as the restricted wrist anatomy of knuckle-walking chimpanzees and gorillas. 172 Dr
Marvin Lubenow quotes the evolutionists Matt Cartmill (Duke University), David Pilbeam (Harvard
University) and the late Glynn Isaac (Harvard University): ‘The australopithecines are rapidly sinking back
to the status of peculiarly specialized apes …’173

170

Spoor, F. et al, “Implications of Early Hominid Labyrinthine Morphology for Evolution of Human Bipedal Locomotion”, Nature
369 (6482): 23 June 1994, pp. 645–648. Spoor is Professor of Evolutionary Anatomy at University College London, UK, and joint
editor of the Journal of Human Evolution.
171
Meaning ‘southern ape from the Afar Triangle (of Ethiopia)’. Lucy’s genus is now sometimes reclassified as Praeanthropus.
172
Oard, M., “Did Lucy Walk Upright?”, TJ 15(2), 2001, pp. 9–10, and “Lucy was a Knuckle-Walker“, Creation 22(3), 2000 p 7.
173
Lubenow, 1992, p 167: which quotes Cartmill, M., Pilbeam, D. and Isaac, G., “One hundred years of paleoanthropology”,
American Scientist 74:419, July–August 1986. Lubenow’s Bones of Contention is the definitive creationist book on human origins.

J Donnelly

86

Homo Habilis
Next up is Homo habilis or ‘handy man’, so named because he supposedly was handy with tools. The most
well known is called KNM-ER 1470,174 comprising a fossil skull and leg bones found by Richard Leakey in
Kenya in 1972. Spoor’s CAT scans of the inner ear of a Homo habilis skull known as Stw 53 show that it
walked more like a baboon than a human.175 Today most researchers, including Spoor, regard Homo habilis
as ‘a waste-bin of various species’, including bits and pieces from Australopithecus and Homo erectus, and
not as a valid category. In other words, it never existed as such, and so cannot be the supposed link between
australopithecine apes and true man.

Homo Erectus
Next up is Homo erectus or ‘upright man’. Excavations of many of these fossils show evidence of the use
of tools, the controlled use of fire, that they buried their dead, and that some used red ochre for decoration.
Their brain size, though smaller on average than modern humans, was within the human range. Recent
research on Flores has shown evidence of seafaring skills.176 Spoor’s CAT scans of their inner ear
architecture show that their posture was just like ours. 177 Even some evolutionists concede that they should
be put in the same species as modern man, i.e. Homo sapiens.178 Creationists can thus legitimately regard
them as distinct variants of true humans.

Neanderthal Man.
This is a group that once lived in Europe and the Mediterranean lands and named after the Neander Valley
in Germany, where the first fossils were found in 1856.The researchers who first reconstructed these fossils
gave them a bent-over (i.e. ape-like) appearance. However, the early reconstructions suffered from a heavy
dose of evolutionary bias, along with the fact that some specimens suffered from bony diseases such as
rickets, which is caused by vitamin D deficiency from childhood and can result in bowing of the skeleton.
174
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One cause of this is a lack of exposure to sunlight, consistent with their having lived in the post-Flood Ice
Age.

Modern reconstructions of Neandertals are consistent with the creationist contention that they are fully
human. Their minor skeletal variations from the modern average, including a larger braincase volume on
average, are no different in principle from the minor physical differences between people groups today,
which have been shown to be consistent with the genetic unity of humanity.

Despite attempts made on the basis of mitochondrial DNA fragments in one set of Neandertal bones to try
to assign them to a separate species, even some evolutionist authorities claim that they should be regarded
as Homo sapiens.179
So how did these and other extinct human fossils originate?
Answer: Creationists say that the early human fossils are of various groups of people who lived post-Flood.
The confusion and dispersion after Babel meant that they formed into distinct people groups. At Babel, the
language barrier caused family groups to split from each other. Each group took with them certain genetic
characteristics (e.g. genes for the production of more or less melanin (skin colouring pigment)
The reason the oldest ape fossils are found below the oldest human fossils in many locations is that, after
the Flood, animal migration happened more quickly than human migration, which was stalled until Babel.
How fossil bones are interpreted depends on the worldview of the researcher. The theory of human
evolution requires one or more missing links, so in the post-Darwin era many candidates have been put
forward. Not one has stood the test of honest, rigorous investigation, as all have turned out to be from either
an extinct ape or an extinct human. The fossil evidence does not compel belief in the existence of apemen,
nor that man is the product of evolution. Man was directly created by God and in the likeness of God, not in
the likeness of an ape.

179
See M. White, “The Caring Neanderthal”, Creation 18(4), pp. 16–17, 1996; also M. Lubenow, “Recovery of Neanderthal mtDNA:
An Evaluation”, CEN Technical Journal. 12(1), pp. 87–97, 1998.
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Christians who flirt with the evolutionary idea that apemen once roamed Earth and that God chose one of
these to be ‘Adam’ are flying in the face of both true science and the Word of God.

CONCLUSION

This piece has shown that divine revelation, theology, philosophy and science all point to the fact that
Adam and Eve, and in fact all forms of life on earth, were specially created in their mature form by God as
set out in Genesis chapter l, and that the evolution theory is merely rationalist philosophy given to us in the
form of just-so stories. The following two opinions, given by persons who are regarded as being expert in
their fields but have opposing views on the purpose of life, express what has been demonstrated. Dietrich
von Hildebrand was arguably one of the greatest Catholic philosophers of the twentieth century. In
“Teilhard de Chardin: A False Prophet” (an appendix to his book, Trojan Horse in the City of God ) he
expresses this traditional Catholic viewpoint: “For one thing, every careful thinker knows that a
reconciliation of science and the Christian faith has never been needed, because true science (in
contradistinction to false philosophies disguised in scientific garments) can never be incompatible with the
Christian faith.” 180 The evidence for intelligent design destroys the philosophical position taken by secular
evolutionists. Their position is honestly described by a leading evolutionist, the geneticist (Professor)
Richard Lewontin:
We take the side of science in spite of the absurdity of some of its constructs, in spite of its failure to
fulfill many of its extravagant promises of health and life, in spite of the tolerance of the scientific
community for unsubstantiated just so stories, because we have a commitment to materialism. It is not
that the methods and institutions of science somehow compel us to accept a material explanation of the
phenomena world, on the contrary, we are forced by our a priori adherence to material causes to create
an apparatus of investigation and a set of concepts that produce material explanations, no matter how
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counter-intuitive, no matter how mystifying to the uninitiated. Moreover, that materialism is an
absolute, for we cannot allow a divine foot in the door.181
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Chapter 5: Why Catholics Should Reject Evolution

For anyone who has searched, even only casually, for the relevant affirmative evidence, there can be no
doubt that evolutionism invaded the Catholic Church during this century and is now firmly established as
“scientific fact” in almost all Catholic places of learning.182

Evolutionism is Not True Science
By evolutionism, I mean the worldview which has as its basic premise the belief that the well-known
theory of organic evolution is the only reasonable scientific explanation of the origin of the variety of living
organisms we see about us today or of those that once lived but are now extinct. In combination with the
theory of uniformity, which postulates vast geological ages and uniform conditions from the beginning of
time, the theory of evolution hypothesizes that all organisms evolved from very simple life-forms over
those ages. From this basis, the concept of evolution has in turn been extended to provide what is claimed
to be the only likely “scientific” explanation of how the universe as we now know it came to be. This
explanation – that order evolved from chaos is put forward even though it contradicts the well-established
Second Law of Thermodynamics, which infers that all ordered systems tend towards disorder.

The “science” of evolutionism, as it is taught in universities today, is wholly materialistic, for it requires a
“natural” explanation of how things have come about and excludes any consideration of supernatural
causes as being “unscientific.” This, of course, is based upon fallacious reasoning which was first
expressed in Comte’s positivism in the early part of the nineteenth century. Contrary to what Comte
claimed, the methods of empirical science cannot be employed either to prove or to falsify any theory that
attempts to explain the distant unobservable past. 183 As a consequence, empirical science can only suggest,
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through inferences drawn from the circumstantial evidence available to us today, what a feasible scenario
of the origin of life on earth might be. If, however, valid inferences cannot be drawn in favour of naturally
caused origins, then it is both logical and scientific to consider whether the evidence infers supernatural
causes.

Because materialists have been firmly in control of the educational system during this century (more
particularly the second half), education in the natural sciences has been one sided. More importantly, the
dogmatic teaching of most aspects of evolutionism as established scientific fact has amounted to a totally
unjustified brainwashing in favour of what is no more than materialist philosophy.

Catholic Evolutionists
Many Catholics have been deceived by evolutionist dogmatism, but not all of them accept that only natural
(i.e., non-supernatural) causes account for the existence of all things. Some hold to a theistic evolution
which requires divine guidance. Others reject organic evolution, but hold to the “vast ages” as being
scientifically established. Most regrettably, however, there are a highly significant number of Catholics,
particularly amongst the well-educated clergy, who accept Fr. Teilhard de Chardin’s “synthesis” of
theology and evolutionist “science,” which denies God’s role as Creator and instead reduces the position of
his Son to the “Omega [or high] Point” of the evolutionary process. 184

All of the these positions require some compromise with what is written in Sacred Scripture concerning the
historicity of the early chapters of Genesis, compromises that were not seen to be necessary by Christian
thinkers in the eighteen and a half centuries preceding Darwin, and, for those who have a proper
appreciation of the facts of nature, are not seen to be necessary now. “It is claimed that the facts of Genesis
are true as theological symbols, a kind of code for transcendent religious truths, but false historically and

the positive or scientific stage, when the ‘positive truth’ will be reached through scientific observation and experiment. “Positivism”
was also called the “Religion of Humanity.” See online http://www.bartleby.com/65/co/Comte-Au.html
184
For a thorough exposition and criticism of the ideas and philosophy of Fr Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, see Professor Wolfgang
Smith’s Teilhardism and the New Religion,Tan Books,1988. Teilhard’s “New Religion” had much in common with atheist Comte’s
“Religion of Humanity.”
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scientifically. But it is just this claim concerning key data of Genesis that the Church has consistently
denied throughout her history”.185

The most extreme position is taken by those theologians who believe that the “insights of modern science,”
as one theologian put it , 186 require not only the demythologizing of Genesis 1–11 but also of all other
miraculous elements of the Old and New Testaments, including such fundamental articles of faith as the
Virginal Conception and the Bodily Resurrection of Our Lord.

From Higher-Criticism through Demythologizing to Evolutionism
“Demythologizing,” of course, is nothing new. It was first suggested by the higher-critic, David Strauss, in
his Leben Jesu, published in 1835. Strauss claimed, for example, that the narrative of the Virgin Birth was
not intended to be taken literally, but was a religious message that meant that Jesus was the perfect gift of
God. Strauss’s demythologizing of all the miraculous elements in the New Testament was based not upon
impeccable scholarship but rather upon an unbelieving rationalism, instilled into him by F. C. Baur, his
master at Tübingen University. Baur, a devotee of Hegel, rejected the reality of miracles. Hegel, in turn,
had been greatly influenced by the rationalism of Rousseau. Strauss lived long enough to witness the rise in
popularity of Darwinism, which he welcomed with the following words: “Darwin has opened the door by
which a happier coming race will cast out miracles, never to return. Everyone who knows what miracles
imply will praise him, in consequence, as one of the greatest benefactors of the human race ” . 187

Condemnation by the Church of Higher-Criticism
It is little wonder that Pope Leo XIII gave the following prophetic warning in his encyclical,
Providentissimus Deus, against the acceptance of higher-criticism and the demythologizing it employed:
185
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It will not throw on Scripture the light that is sought, or prove any advantage to doctrine; it will only
give rise to disagreement and dissension, those sure notes of error, which the critics in question so
plentifully exhibit in their own persons; and seeing that most of them are tainted with false philosophy
and rationalism, it must lead to the elimination from the sacred writings of all prophecy and miracles,
and of everything that is outside the natural order.(Para.17)
In his Motu Proprio Praestantia Sacrae Scripturae, Pius X reaffirmed the view of his predecessor when he
said that the teachings of higher-criticism were clearly nothing but commentaries of rationalism derived
from a misuse of philology and related studies.

It is now claimed by many Catholic Biblical commentators (for example, the editors of the Jerome Biblical
Commentary188) that Pope Pius XII gave permission in his encyclical Divino Afflante Spiritu for the
methods of the liberal, Protestant higher-critics to be employed in Catholic Biblical exegesis. Thus it is
inferred that Pius XII overruled his predecessors. This, of course, reads more into the directions given by
the Pope in his encyclical than is really there. What Pius XII was concerned about was the solving of longacknowledged difficulties that appear in Sacred Scripture, and in giving those directions he never intended
they be taken as permission for the unbridled use of rationalist criticism. In any event, in the same
encyclical he reaffirmed the teaching of Leo XIII that all exegesis must conform with the teachings of the
Church, the analogy of faith, and the universal opinion of the Fathers of the Church. Such an instruction is
sufficient to rule out almost all of the opinions of the liberal Protestant higher-critics. 189

Demythologizing was, of course, carried further last century by the liberal Protestant form-critic Rudolf
Bultmann, a theologian who has had considerable influence in leading Catholic scholars away from
orthodoxy. The former Archbishop of Osaka, Paul Cardinal Taguchi (now deceased), wrote in 1975 that
nearly all of today’s Modernist errors condemned by St. Pius X sprang from the seedbed of nineteenth
century liberal Protestantism. He went on to say that the job of exegesis is now seen to be
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demythologization. This means that everything in the sacred books implying the supernatural is portrayed
as a Myth, a Relic of The Past and is Said to be Repulsive to the Modern Mind.190

Evolutionism Responsible for Demythologizing by Catholic Critics
But why should the idea of miracles be repulsive to the modern mind? I can personally attest to the
providence of God in my own life. So can thousands of others- I am not alone.
The answer to this question and the reason why many Catholic scholars have gone back to Modernist errors
is, in my opinion, that clearly they have been deceived by false evolutionist dogmatism and the naturalistic,
non-supernatural explanation of origins which it proposes. Every Catholic scholar I know who accepts that
dogmatism is also attracted to the excesses of liberal Protestant criticism. Not realizing that such
dogmatism is only materialism disguised as science, deceived Catholics like these scholars consider it to be
“unscientific,” in the modern sense of the word, to continue to hold that miracles can happen; they believe
modern man requires everything to be explicable as naturally occurring by way of the theory of evolution.
I have found ratification of this opinion on numerous occasions when I have read the views of those within
the Church who are, or were during their lifetimes, leaders of dissent from the teachings of the Church. I
will give a few examples. The late Fr. Karl Rahner, inter alia, did not accept the Church’s Christology, but
replaced it with a Teilhardian-based one that represents Our Lord as not being at all times a divine person,
but merely as one ascending towards divinity.191 He also rejected Pius XII’s prohibition against acceptance
of the evolutionary inference of polygenism. The late Fr. Patrick O’Connell quotes Fr. Rahner:
The first question a theologian should seriously ask himself is: Can the Church logically leave us free
to accept anthropological evolution on the one hand – as she does (DS 3896) – and on the other,
condemn polygenism? This is the situation:
(a) If evolutionary hominization is acceptable, we have to accept that “Eve” came about the same way
as “Adam.” Any other view can only be a worthless compromise. . . . The decision of the Biblical
Commission in 1909 about the “formation of the first man” is no longer acceptable in the exclusive
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literal sense if one accepts in general with Pius XII the evolutionary origin of man (which basically
conflicts with this decree). We cannot think of “Adam” in terms of evolution and deny this for
“Eve” . . . One cannot therefore accept evolution for “Adam” and then reject it for “Eve.” Polygenism
can therefore no longer be rejected in the case of one couple. 192
Fr. O’Connell stated that “it constitutes a calumny on the memory of Pope Pius XII to say that he accepted
the evolution of Adam.” We must reject Rahner’s claims that Catholics are free to accept evolution and that
Pius XII accepted the evolution of Adam.

Teilhardian contentions aside, it appears that some evolutionist theologians will not grant Our Lord full
divine status because they believe He was in error in referring to certain passages in Genesis 1–11 as
though they were true history. Fr. Richard McBrien of Notre Dame University in the United States, an
evolutionist who has dissented from several of the Church’s teachings, holds that Jesus was capable of sin
and error and did in fact make errors.193 The late Fr. Raymond Brown, S.S., who wrote articles questioning
the historical truth of the Virginal Conception, the Resurrection, and the Infancy Narratives, states that the
view of the sacred writer of Genesis 1 was “naive and prescientific” and infers that anyone with a
grammar-school education would not accept that the whole of creation was accomplished in six days.194
Thus he subjects the truth of what is written in the divine books to what is said in the profane books of
materialists.

In the Archdiocese of Sydney, Australia, a paper was produced for distribution to Catholic high schools
which cited a passage from Gaudium et Spes out of context to lead the reader to believe that Vatican II had
approved of evolution. The paper claimed that evolution must be accepted as scientific fact and that
Genesis 1–11 should therefore be interpreted as religious myth. It also claimed that the Church had revoked
192
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her warnings against the writings of Fr. Teilhard de Chardin, and it carried a section devoted to praising Fr.
Teilhard as a great scientist and great theologian.195 The author of the paper acknowledged assistance he
received in connection with the preparation thereof from four professors belonging to one of Australia’s
largest seminaries.196 He also claimed that it was issued with ecclesiastical approval. After a short interval,
the author, previously a science teacher at a Catholic high school was employed as a religious educator by
the Sydney Archdiocesan Catholic Education Office, which reprinted and further distributed the paper in
question. One of the documents annexed to the paper was an article written by an American theologian, in
which he described Pius XII’s teaching against polygenism as “fundamentalist.” The same theologian was
also cited as praising the “theology” of Fr. Teilhard, which he claimed was now acceptable to the Church.

Evolutionism also the Cause of Dissent by Moral Theologians
At a later date this same theologian wrote an article entitled, “New Perspectives on Sin.” 197 In it he stated
that a number of factors have moved Catholic thinking toward new ways of expressing the doctrine of
Original Sin and that “perhaps the most important factors are the shift from Biblical fundamentalism and
the acceptance of the general theory of evolution.” These, he claims, have relegated Genesis to religious
myth. His new perspectives are mainly based upon the views of Frs. Bernard Haring and Richard
McCormick, both of whom have dissented from some of the Church’s teachings on moral theology.198
Evolutionism is thus seen to be the basic premise of most dissent within the Church today, whether this
dissent is made on the ground of Biblical criticism or moral theology.199

Catholic Indifference to False Evolutionist Claims
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Pope Pius X recognized the significant role evolutionism played in the thinking of the Modernists. In his
encyclical Pascendi Dominici Gregis he said of them: “First of all they lay down the general principle that
in a living religion everything is subject to change, and must in fact change, and in this way they pass to
what may be said to be the chief of their doctrines, that of Evolution. To the laws of evolution everything is
subject – dogma, Church worship, the books that we revere as sacred, even faith itself.”200
Although Pius X firmly condemned Modernism and required that all entering Holy Orders should take an
oath against it, he did not set up any body of Catholic scientists to critically examine the claims of the
evolutionists. At that time, however, there existed a Catholic academy of science whose origins went back
to the seventeenth century. Its revival, after some apparent lapse, was instituted by Pius IX and encouraged
by Leo XIII, who in 1887 gave it a new constitution. It was given its present name, “The Pontifical
Academy of Science,” in 1936 by Pius XI. Apart from the individual work of members of the Academy,
scientific research was being carried out by members of religious orders, the Jesuits being the most
prominent in this regard. Pius XI perhaps thought that such people of faith would in due course expose the
false claims of evolutionism.

Alas, things have not worked out that way; except for a small minority, members of the Pontifical Academy
of Science and religious scientists have succumbed in varying degrees to the dogmatism of the materialists.
This trend was more noticeable in the second half of the twentieth century, when eventually the Academy
comprised only scientists who had been thoroughly convinced by evolutionist dogmatism during their
university training.

The Evolutionism of Members of The Pontifical Academy of Science
In 1980 Darwin’s gradualism, which had species evolving by minute steps over vast periods of time, was
rejected by a conference of evolutionists meeting in Chicago, on the grounds that there was no evidence in
the fossil record of the abundance of fossils of transitional forms which should have been found if the
theory had been valid. A saltatory theory was suggested to replace gradualism and thereby supposedly to
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overcome the embarrassment of the lack of transitional forms.201 Die-hard Darwinists have criticized the
new theory on the ground that the sudden leaps which purportedly characterized rapid (saltatory) changes
in species were genetically impossible. The criticisms of both sides are valid, and consequently, because of
these and other factors, no theory of organic evolution is viable. 202

In 1982, on the occasion of the one hundredth anniversary of the death of Darwin, twelve members of the
Pontifical Academy of Science are reported to have met at the Vatican and to have been responsible for the
following statement: “We freely acknowledge there is room for differences of opinion on such problems as
species formation and the mechanisms of evolutionary change. . . . Nonetheless, we are convinced that
masses of evidence render the application of the concept of evolution to man and other primates beyond
serious doubt.” 203 This amazing statement concerning the supposed existence of masses of evidence
contrasts with one made the preceding year by Dr. Colin Patterson, a leading palaeontologist at the British
Museum of Natural History, to members of its American counterpart. Dr. Patterson said that after twenty
years of research into evolution, he asked himself to name just one thing he knew for certain about it, but
he could not come up with anything. When he had previously challenged evolutionist groups and
colleagues with the same question, he was met with silence, which indicated that no one was able to give
him any certain information about evolution. 204

In 1985 Dr. Michael Denton, a molecular biologist, published his book, Evolution: A Theory in Crisis.205 In
it he shows that all the arguments that had been put forward in favour of organic evolution had no real
validity, and that the most relevant circumstantial evidence relating to the vital question of whether there
ever had been a sequential relationship between organisms not only did not favour the evolutionary theory
but was actually hostile to it. Dr. Denton was (and, so far as it is known, still is) an agnostic, and therefore
cannot be accused of creationist bias. That members of a body which has the patronage of the Pope should
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have stated an opinion which is supportive of materialist philosophy and (as Denton shows) is blatantly
contrary to the facts of nature again reveals how deeply entrenched evolutionism is within the Catholic
Church.

The Disastrous Effect of Teaching Evolutionist Dogmatism to Catholic Children
Most Western countries have public education systems. However, even in those that have strong Catholic
school networks, the curriculum for public examinations is often set by public authorities. Scientific and
other textbooks required to be studied under that curriculum are usually written by university-trained
textbook writers who follow the current trend of opinion in universities. As a consequence of this, the
evolutionist worldview is usually taught in general studies and in related scientific courses. Even in primary
school classes children are taught that the human race is descended from brute animals, and that the first
humans remained for hundreds of thousands of years at a near animal level of culture before they finally
learned to grow crops and domesticate animals.

This latter view was put forward in the nineteenth century by rationalist social anthropologists. They
claimed that ancient remains and artefacts of primitive people represented the culture of the first human
beings, and they steadfastly refused to consider that they were the remains of people who had migrated
from civilized areas and whose lifestyles had subsequently regressed to primitive ones. The ideas of the
social anthropologists suited the evolutionist scenario, which now makes the human race to be two million
years old, and so they are retained in our educational system as part of the origins of “history” and
“science.”

All of this is in stark contrast with the teaching of the Pontifical Biblical Commission that the first human
beings, Adam and Eve, were created in a state of justice, integrity and immortality. 206 The traditional view
of the Church is that Adam and Eve were created as perfect human beings, both physically and
intellectually, but that the Fall resulted not only in a loss of immortality but also in a substantial
deterioration of the other qualities. Evolutionist obstinacy teaches that death entered the world millions of
206
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years before the arrival of the human race and that our supposed animal forebears were all involved in a
struggle to exist.

Thus, in Catholic schools where evolution combined with social anthropology is taught as scientific and
historical fact, it is little wonder that our school pupils cease to believe in the existence of our first parents,
and as a consequence many of them, as Leo XIII warned would happen, give up believing altogether.207For
instance, In Australia, which has a strong network of Catholic schools, over ninety percent of Catholic
schoolchildren are now said to give up the practice of their faith after leaving school, even though in the
majority of cases their parents are practising Catholics. This contrasts with pre-World War II when eighty
percent of school leavers, who had not been subjected to these evolutionist teachings, retained the faith.

The Uninformed Attitude of Traditional Catholics to Evolutionism
One of the tragedies of the present situation is that many orthodox Catholics who publicly oppose
Modernism and the unorthodoxy of its adherents do not see the acceptance of evolutionism as being the
basic motivating cause of Modernist beliefs, as Pius X had understood in the case of the earlier Modernists
(see above). The reason for this, in my opinion, is that they now (quite incorrectly) accept that science has
since shown the earth and the universe to be billions of years old and the human race to be far older than
indicated by a literal reading of Genesis 1–11. They are therefore prepared to compromise the literal and
historical meaning of these chapters, even to the extent of regarding “theistic evolution” as being
theologically acceptable. 208

Anyone properly informed about organic evolution knows that the genetic changes required to make any
theory of evolution viable could only have been brought about by a miracle. However, any Catholic
believing that this could have happened should ask why God would have worked such miracles without
leaving us with any evidence that He ever did so, while at the same time inspire His sacred writers to give
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an altogether inconsistent account of what (supposedly) really happened. The situation is really worse than
this for theistic evolution because the really relevant, circumstantial evidence contained in the fossil record
and in molecular structures not only does not favour the concept of organic evolution, but is actually hostile
to it.

The “Vast Ages” and Their Relevance to Faith
The Roman Martyrology gives the date 5199 BC as the year “when God in the beginning created heaven
and earth,” and the date of 2957 BC as the year of the Flood. These dates closely reflect those of the early
Catholic chronologists Theophilus, Africanus and Eusebius, which are based upon those in the Septuagint.
These chronologies show that the time of Peleg when the earth was divided (Gen. 10:25) was
approximately 750 years after the Flood. If it is assumed that the earth was still one land mass before the
time of Peleg, then the human and animal kingdoms would have had a period of 750 years to regenerate
after the Flood and spread to the four corners of the earth. It would seem from a reading of Genesis 10 and
11 that the Tower of Babel incident took place before the time of Peleg, and therefore there would have
been a mass migration of people from the centre of civilization before the earth was divided. By that time
animal migration would have been dictated by the necessity to find food and avoid predators.

Now Genesis 7:19–20 implies that the Flood was universal, for water must quickly find its own level and it
would be a physical impossibility for floodwaters to cover the highest mountains in one part of the earth
and not be those of a universal flood. The universality of the Flood also appears to be affirmed in 2 Peter
3:6. If the Flood had only been local as some claim, then Genesis 7:8–17 would appear to have no meaning.
Scientists in the seventeenth century, such as John Woodward,209 defended the account of a universal flood
on the grounds of scientific observations. Flood geology was thus kept alive until the end of the eighteenth
century when other theories emerged. Cuvier believed that there had been a succession of pre-Adamic
catastrophes, while Hutton espoused the theory of uniformity, which states that present processes explain
the past with no catastrophic upheaval.
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John Woodward, Professor of Physics at Cambridge University, wrote “An Essay toward a Natural Theory of the Earth” (1693); he
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Lyell, in his Principles of Geology (1830–1832), promoted Hutton’s theory, but to do so he had to get rid of
the evidence for catastrophe. In the process he used arguments described as “a flight of dialectics” by one
writer,210 and by using such reasoning, according to leading evolutionist Stephen J. Gould, “pulled a
consummate fast one.” 211 There are now scientists who say there is abundant evidence of past
catastrophes212 and as a consequence the theory of uniformity is in tatters. Lyell’s theory was later married
to Darwin’s, and as a result the prehistoric time scale now shown in geology textbooks is based on organic
evolution.213 In a bout of circular reasoning, one theory is said to prove the other (the fossils date the rocks
and the rocks date the fossils). If, as argued above, neither the uniformitarian nor the evolutionary theory is
viable, then the geological ages represented by the theoretical geological column are only fantasies.
There are more problems for historical geology in that there are numerous anomalies relating to the
supposed geological order of rocks, so much so that some years ago a leading geologist spoke of the
deplorable state of their discipline and the need to reformulate its principles.214 In addition to this, a French
scientist’s experiments have shown that to date uniformitarian geologists have had a misconceived view of
how strata are formed.

Thus, all the so-called laws or principles upon which geologic time is based (i.e., the “law of uniformity,”
the “law of superposition” and the “law of faunal succession”) have been found wanting. Radioactive
methods of dating, which have given discordant results, are nevertheless used to verify the tables of
geologic time. However, they rely upon assumptions that cannot be proved. (This question is too large to be
dealt with here, but it can definitely be said that there is no scientific proof of “vast ages” provided by
radioactive or astronomical methods. Some of these questions are dealt with in the videotape mentioned
below.)
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Recent Formation of a Group of Catholic Scientists Opposing Evolutionism
In recent years, that is, prior to 1990 a group of Catholic scientists has come together for the purpose of
exposing false evolutionist dogmatism. They are associated in a Catholic organization known under the
acronym of CESHE (Cercle Scientifique et Historique). CESHE holds that nothing known to science can
be in conflict with the teachings of the Church, and is mobilizing Catholic scientific opinion against
evolutionist dogmatism.215 CESHE has produced a videotape recording in which five highly qualified and
distinguished Catholic scientists (including the French experimenter mentioned above) are interviewed
concerning the validity of evolutionist claims relating to origins. These scientists expose the falsehood of
the main evolutionist claims that require the demythologizing of Genesis 1–11. 216
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PART 2
SOME PHILOSOPHICAL CONSIDERATIONS AND EFFECTS OF EVOLUTION
WITHIN CATHOLICISM

Chapter 6: Why Evolution is Pseudoscience – Some Philosophical Considerations

This article directs attention to the fact that organic evolution is not a testable scientific theory. It also
reveals that it is no more than a metaphysical research program217 based upon a naturalism (“nature is all
there is”), which is clearly materialistic and emanates from positivism. The program in question uses a
methodology that is obviously outside of the scientific method. However, it attempts to demonstrate that
the facts of nature contain inferences supporting the view that man evolved from a molecule through
random changes over a vast period of time. These changes, the theory asserts, were undirected and aimless.
As shown herein, a leading evolutionist claims that despite its untestable character, Darwinism comes
within an extended meaning he grants to science because it adopts this methodology. However, along with
all other secular evolutionists, he rejects the inferences drawn in favour of intelligent design from the true
facts of nature, on the ground that they are not wholly naturalistic. It is obvious that such a distinction
cannot be accepted by any true Christian, who, in considering the creation/evolution issue should insist that
the inferences in favour of intelligent design, and therefore creation by God, should also be taken into
account.

This piece of writing also shows why the case for intelligent design is far superior to the case for
evolutionist naturalism. My attention was drawn to a book compiled by experienced scientists, which
demonstrates this point by making a comparison between the inferences from the facts of nature that point
to evolution and those that point to creation.218
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I read a recent publication which confirms my line of reasoning that (a) the materialist philosophy of
“naturalism” has permeated the whole fabric of Western society, and (b) this has resulted in the public
substitution of Christian morality with a “permissive” one that does not acknowledge any responsibility to
God, our Creator. Reason in the Balance: The Case Against Naturalism in Science, Law and Education,219
should be compulsory reading for any Christian who is engaged in the work of attempting to liberate our
society of the permissiveness which takes the form of public sanction of abortion on demand, promiscuity
in both homosexual and heterosexual lifestyles, the damaging, so-called sex education given to innocent
children, pornography, etc. His earlier book, Darwin on Trial, is also highly praised.

It is unfortunate that ever since the publication of Darwin’s book, The Origin of Species by Means of
Natural Selection, many Christians have believed they could take a middle position between the naturalistic
hypothesis of evolution and creation by God. This middle position, called theistic evolution, contains two
fundamental errors. Firstly it wrongly assumes that naturalistic evolution is part of natural science, even
though it cannot be observed or empirically tested; and secondly it wrongly accords to what is no more than
the philosophy of naturalism (nature is all there is, was and ever will be) the status of a scientific model.
The widespread adoption of theistic evolution by Christians has had the effect of stifling criticism of the
atheistic hypothesis, thereby allowing the rationalists to dictate the terms of, what is supposedly, education
in the science of origins. The disastrous results of all this are detailed in Johnson’s book, Reason in the
Balance.

Why Organic Evolution is Not Science but Only Materialistic Metaphysics
This evolutionist methodology – the drawing of inferences or inductions from present (circumstantial)
evidence – can also be applied in the search for intelligent design in the universe. Naturally (as shown later)
secular evolutionists vehemently oppose the teaching that the universe and life on earth contain valid
inferences of intelligent design because these inferences are diametrically opposed to the materialistic
philosophy of “naturalism” which they espouse. Therefore, the situation in relation to biological origins,
and in regard to creation as a whole, is that there are two opposing metaphysical research programs: one
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which insists upon natural causes based only upon random changes; and the other, known as natural
theology, which insists that there is abundant evidence for intelligent design that is far beyond the capacity
of human beings. In that sense evolution and natural theology/creation are both religious philosophies.
However, secular evolutionists claim that their program should be regarded as scientific and natural
theology as non-scientific because science is concerned with natural causes only.220 This argument is a
flagrant non sequitur. While natural science does demand natural explanations, its theoretical scope does
not extend to historical hypotheses like evolution. True natural science is concerned with presently existing
phenomena – it is not a philosophy of life.

Therefore the evolution/creation issue is first and foremost essentially one between a materialistic
philosophy advocating naturalism based upon chance and a theological philosophy claiming intelligent
design and therefore the existence of a transcendent Creator. Although it is also an issue between
materialism and revealed religion, it is capable of logical resolution by a comparison of the former two
philosophies.221 It is a fact that after 145 years of research, evolutionists have not discovered any evidence
at all from which any satisfactory inferences can be drawn in favour of their hypothesis, 222 whereas
discoveries by natural science as to order in the universe, the design and function of living systems and the
properties of matter all contain irresistible inferences of an intelligently planned universe.

The True Role of Natural Science in Relation to Creation
From a Christian point of view it should easily be seen that God was the transcendent First Cause of all
created things, but that he also created secondary causes to uphold His creation and ensure the continuity of
life on earth. The true scope of natural science is therefore the observation of created things and the
investigation of those secondary causes created by God, that is, those perennially repeatable laws which
220

In a “friend of court” submission to the Supreme Court of the United States in the State of Louisiana appeal, the American
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govern the composition and function of created things and ensure their continuity. Being always subject to
His will as to their operation and continued existence, God gave those laws their own autonomy. Natural
science can only ever obtain a much less than certain knowledge of them, and thus the true investigatory
task of scientists is an “unended quest.”223

The Evolution Worldview: Positivism
Some Christians, concerned about the loss of religious faith and the permissiveness that have taken hold in
Western society today, have recognized that in all probability the basic cause is the role played by the
atheistic notion of naturalism which claims that nature is all there is, was, or ever will be. In his book
Reason in the Balance: The Case Against Naturalism in Science, Law and Education, Professor of Law
Phillip E. Johnson (also author of Darwin on Trial224), shows how naturalism is presumed as fact in
science, law and education today. 225 In a further book he indicates how Christians can recognize the flaws
in the naturalistic arguments and so illuminate the minds of those who blindly accept them.226

For a number of years now, students in almost all our schools and universities have been dogmatically
taught that a naturalistic explanation of our origins is the only one that is scientifically acceptable, with the
consequences that the number of real Christians has diminished and the Christian ethic has been supplanted
by a secular humanist one. But there is another philosophy, to which Christians who oppose naturalism
have not paid as much attention, even though it is just as atheistic as naturalism and actually paved the way
for the latter’s acceptance. The name of this philosophy is positivism.

It gets its name from a book published in France in 1830 under the title of Cours de Philosophie Positive.
Its author, August Comte (1798–1857), claimed that there were three stages in human thought. The first
was the theological stage, when men looked for supernatural causes and so invented gods and devils. The
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second was the metaphysical stage, when men sought to explain their origins in terms of metaphysical or
philosophical abstractions. The third and final stage is the scientific stage, when men by way of scientific
observation and experimentation will reach the positive truth.

When this system was applied to origins as Comte had intended, it was never anything more than a fallacy,
for the obvious reasons that (a) the past cannot be observed, and (b) any theory concerning unique
historical events that, ipso facto, are unrepeatable cannot be experimentally tested. Nevertheless, positivism
came to be widely accepted in the scientific community.227 The consequence is that since theology and
metaphysics have been ruled out (humanity has progressed past those stages), only science can give us any
positive knowledge of the past, and thus only natural causes can be taken into account. Thus positivism was
the precursor of naturalism. The product of these two notions is, of course, the evolutionist worldview.
Atheists are quite prepared to live with these fallacies, for to them supernatural creation is ridiculous. But
what about theistic evolutionists? How can non-evolutionist Christians convince them that their theistic,
evolutionist beliefs are based upon fallacies?

By using the language of science (e.g., observation, experimentation) in areas where it had no application,
Comte muddied the clear Baconian waters that had for 200 years demarcated genuine natural science from
other pursuits. In this article, I am arguing that once again the true distinction between natural science and
non-science must be emphasized. It should be proclaimed loud and clear that natural science can be used
for the investigation of a limited number of fields; positivism and all other origin theories are outside this
domain because they are untestable, or contain vital assumptions that are untestable. They are philosophical
in nature and are based upon either one or the other of two opposing, underlying, philosophical
227
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assumptions: (a) supernatural causes; (b) natural causes only. The first assumption, usually known as
natural theology, asserts that the evidence of nature reveals designs of natural things of such complexity
and grandeur that nature must be the work of a supernatural designer/creator. The second, known as
materialism, claims that only material things exist and, therefore, only natural causes can be taken into
account.
Natural science involves the observation of presently existing phenomena, including those known by their
effects, such as electricity, and carrying out experiments to test theories involving repeatable observations.
It is not within its scope to investigate one-off events, like creation. However, because of their existence
and repeatability, the secondary causes, or natural laws, which God created to uphold His creation and
ensure the continuity of created things can be investigated. Sir Francis Bacon (1561–1626), the
philosopher, lawyer, and statesman, first proposed the scientific method as a means for distinguishing
genuine scientific theories from the non-scientific. According to a modern textbook,228 the scientific
method is applied as follows: 1) define the problem; 2) collect information on the problem; 3) form a
hypothesis; 4) experiment to test the hypothesis; 5) reach a conclusion. The renowned philosopher of
science Karl Popper (1902–1994) reminded the world that for scientific theories to be genuine they must be
scientifically tested. In his major work, Die Logik der Forschung published in 1934,229 Popper stressed the
importance of falsifiability as a criterion for determining testability. If a theory could not be subjected to a
falsification test, it was only pseudoscience. He singled out Marxism and psychoanalysis as examples of
pseudoscience.

WHY EVOLUTION IS PSEUDOSCIENCE

Two professors of biology applied Popper’s philosophy to the theory of evolution:
Our theory of evolution has become, as Popper described, one which cannot be refuted by any possible
observations. Every conceivable observation can be fitted into it. It is thus outside of “empirical
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science” but not necessarily false. No one can think of ways to test it. Ideas, either without basis or
based upon a few laboratory experiments carried out in extremely simplified systems, have attained
currency far beyond their validity. They have become part of an evolutionary dogma accepted by most
of us as part of our training. 230
Although he was attracted to Darwinism, Popper (obviously following his own arguments) admitted in his
autobiography that “I have come to the conclusion that Darwinism is not a testable scientific theory, but a
metaphysical research programme – a possible framework for testable scientific theories.” 231 Referring to
Popper’s statements and to the fact that it is only possible to test an hypothesis where there are repeatable
observations, Dr. Colin Patterson, a leading palaeontologist at the British Museum of Natural History,
wrote in 1978:
If we accept Popper’s distinction between science and non-science we must ask ourselves whether the
theory of evolution by natural selection is scientific or metaphysical (pseudoscience). Taking the first
part of the theory, that evolution has occurred, it says that the history of life is a single process of
species splitting and progression. This process must be unique and unrepeatable, like the history of
England. This part of the theory is, therefore, a historical theory about unique events, and unique
events are, by definition, not part of science, for they are unrepeatable and so not subject to test.232
Neither Popper nor any of these scientists can be accused by evolutionists as having any bias in favour of a
supernatural creation. But perhaps even more to the point is an admission by one of the world’s leading
proponents of organic evolution that the hypothesis is untestable. S. J. Gould admitted in 1986 that
evolution relies heavily upon inference and not on “steel balls rolling down inclined planes in a
laboratory.” 233 Nevertheless, he goes on to criticize creation scientists who claim that evolution is not part
of empirical science. In 1992, when Gould was teaching biology, geology, and the history of science at
Harvard University, he wrote a hypercritical review of Professor Phillip E. Johnson’s book, Darwin on
Trial.234 Gould said that Johnson held “a narrow and blinkered view of science” because Johnson had
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claimed that Darwin had “started his theory on the wrong road” by never proposing an experimental test for
it.235 However, Gould did admit that “Darwin’s method is not generally experimental, for singular and
complex events are not so explained by any historical science.” In trying to support his claim that
nevertheless evolution was science and not metaphysics (in this context, pseudoscience), Gould argued that
Darwin’s methodology brought his theory within the ambit of natural science. He claimed that Darwin
“used Whewell’s ‘consilience of induction’ or bringing widely disparate information under an uniquely
consistent explanation.” 236

What Darwin actually did was to search for circumstantial evidence from which he attempted to draw
inferences in favour of his hypothesis. A huge part of the “evidence” (for example, the “horse series” and
“vestigial organs”) can now be shown to have been misconceptions, while his prediction that transitional
forms would be found when the fossil record was more fully explored has been refuted. In his book,
Evolution: A Theory in Crisis, Dr. Michael Denton, a (non-creationist) molecular biologist, states after a
critical examination of all of Darwin’s arguments that the two fundamental axioms upon which Darwin
based his theory were false. The first was his proposal of continuity in nature, i.e., a continuum of lifeforms linking all species and leading back to a primeval life-form. The second was his belief that all
adaptive design in nature was the result of random processes, i.e., blind chance. Denton says “Neither
axiom has been validated by one single empirical discovery or scientific advance since 1859.” And in
relation to the numerous objections raised against the evolution theory by its early opponents, such as the
biologists Agassiz, Pictet, Bronn and Richard Owen, Denton asserts: “Nor has a single one of the
innumerable objections been met. The mind must still fill up the ‘large blanks’ that Darwin acknowledged
in his letter to Asa Gray.”237 In his summary, Denton states: “One might have expected that a theory of
such cardinal importance, a theory that literally changed the world, would have been something more than
metaphysics, something more than a myth. Ultimately the Darwinian theory of evolution is no more no less
than the great cosmogenic myth of the twentieth century.”238
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Surely Christians who do not oppose evolution can see the difference in approach between Denton and
Gould. Denton, although an agnostic, is not wedded to positivistic/naturalistic preconditions and, therefore,
his objectivity cannot be brought into question. On the other hand, Gould, as an atheist and materialist who
is wedded to those preconditions, rejects out of hand any opposition to the (alleged) scientific status of
evolution, and to this extent his objectivity suffers badly. Quite clearly, the theory of evolution is not part of
natural science but is only a research programme aimed at supporting the fallacies of positivism and
naturalism (and, consequently, atheistic materialism as a universal philosophy). Christians who continue to
hold that evolution is a scientific fact or even a testable scientific theory are, therefore, naive indeed.
There has always been obvious evidence of intelligent design in creation (cf. the natural theology of Paul in
Romans 1:19–20). Today there are scientific observations which show that some (if not all) life-forms must
have been created as wholly functioning living systems, so they could not have evolved from simpler
systems because they are irreducibly complex.239 Consequently, all evolutionists – including those
Christians who continue to hold to the idea of theistic evolution and thereby help to thwart criticism of the
materialistic philosophy – have even less excuse for holding to their beliefs.

Some theistic evolutionists might claim that this criticism is unwarranted and unfair on the ground that
evolution is supported by historical geology. This discipline (they will claim), while having failed to locate
any fossils that can be demonstrated to be truly transitional, has, nevertheless, shown from the fossil record
that there is a definite order in which organisms have appeared on earth; this order approximates the
theoretical order of evolved types and species. But does this order really exist? According to
evolutionist/palaeontologist Dr. David Raup, not so! In the fields of geology and palaeontology, Dr. Raup
should have known what he was talking about. Apart from the academic positions he has held at the
University of Chicago, he was the Curator of the Chicago Field Museum of Natural History, which has one
of the largest collections of fossils in the world. Phillip Johnson, in his book Darwin on Trial,240 cites a
letter from Raup published in Science in which he states:
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A large number of well-trained scientists outside of evolutionary biology and palaeontology have
unfortunately gotten the idea that the fossil record is far more Darwinian than it is. This comes from
the oversimplification in secondary sources: low-level textbooks, semi-popular articles, and so on.
Also there is some wishful thinking involved. In the years after Darwin, his advocates hoped to find
predictable progressions. In general these have not been found – yet optimism dies hard and pure
fantasy has crept into textbooks… One of the ironies of the evolution-creation debate is that
creationists have accepted the mistaken notion that the fossil record shows a detailed and ordered
progression and they have gone to great lengths to accommodate this “fact” in their Flood geology.241
This raises the question of whether historical geology is science or pseudoscience.

HISTORICAL GEOLOGY: SCIENCE OR PSEUDOSCIENCE?
Historical geology as taught by most textbooks is based upon the theory of uniformity, which asserts that
the present processes in the formation of strata have always been the case throughout history. It also claims
that there are two main laws or principles that are relevant to the determination of geological time. They are
known as (a) the law or principle of faunal succession, and (b) the law or principle of superposition.

The Theory of Uniformity
A basic postulate of evolution is the concept of uniformitarianism. According to this theory, the way
everything is occurring today is the way it has always occurred on our planet. This point has strong bearing
on the rock strata. Since no more than an inch or so of sediment is presently being laid down each year in
most non-alluvial areas, therefore no more than this amount could have been deposited yearly in those
places in the past. Since there are thick sections of rock containing fossils, therefore those rocks and their
contents must have required millions of years to be laid down. That is how the theory goes. The opposite
viewpoint is known as catastrophism, and teaches that there has been a great catastrophe in the past – the
Flood – which within a few months laid down all the sedimentary rock strata, entombing the fossils
contained within them.
241
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No evidence has ever been adduced that uniform conditions on earth have always prevailed. Uniformity
was merely an assertion made by James Hutton in 1797 and later adopted in 1830 by Charles Lyell in his
Principles of Geology. 242 Lyell was not an atheist, but he did not accept Biblical history as fact. In 1829 he
spoke of driving certain men out of the Mosaic record. 243 He had no evidence to support the doctrine of
uniformity and even admitted that there were “violations of continuity. . . so common as to constitute in
most regions the rule rather than the exception.” 244 To many this seemed to indicate the occurrence of great
catastrophes; Lyell argued that it was due to the fact that there were many links in the chronological chain
that were missing. He illustrated his point by using examples from human living. If a census were taken
every year in sixty provinces, he said, changes in population would seem gradual. However, if it were only
taken in a different province every year, the population change in individual provinces over the sixty-year
interval would reveal changes that would appear to be very great.245 This argument of gradual changes,
which were not apparent to the observer because of (alleged) missing time spans, was an argument from
silence. It was on these grounds that Lyell dogmatically rejected “the assumption of sudden and violent
catastrophies and revolutions of the whole earth – and its inhabitants.” 246 He subsequently succeeded in
causing the prevailing support for the Flood amongst geologists to diminish.247

Even S. J. Gould has criticized Lyell for duplicity. Gould was an advocate of the evolution theory of
punctuated equilibrium, which states that the fossil record need not display the very slow and gradual
evolutionary changes required by Darwin’s gradualism. Gould wrote that Lyell “imposed his imagination
upon the evidence” and “pulled a consummate fast one,” when he tried to slip in a substantive claim (which
had not been proven) with a methodological statement that must be accepted by any scientist,
uniformitarian or catastrophist. 248
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Theistic evolutionists should surely be able to see from these facts that the theory of uniformity is not based
upon any scientific observations, nor is it even a testable scientific theory; at best it is no more than
pseudoscience.

Faunal Succession
Uniformitarians claim that fossils of fauna appear in rocks in a definite, discernible chronological order,
and therefore older rocks will contain fossils of more primitive organisms than younger ones. In the
textbook Growth of a Prehistoric Time Scale, Professor W. B. N. Berry (former Professor of Palaeontology
and Vice Chairman of the Department of Palaeontology at the University of California, Berkeley) writes of
Darwin’s contribution to the growth of the time scale, showing the importance he attached to that
contribution by giving his book the sub-title, Based on Organic Evolution.249 Thus, according to this
authority, faunal succession is nothing more than Darwinian evolution.

Uniformitarian geologists have been notorious for making their geological dating accord with the
evolutionary age of the fossils found in them, and dating the age of fossils found in the rocks according to
the alleged age of the rocks in which they are found. Thus, faunal succession, as supposedly evidenced by
the rocks, is based on circular reasoning. This has been recognized by a number of evolutionist writers.250
In spite of the advantage gained from the favourable use of circular reasoning, leading evolutionist
palaeontologist Dr. David Raup (see above) says that the fossil record does not reveal the progressive order
of fossils required by Darwin’s theory. Rocks are dated by index fossils. The strata are dated by what the
evolutionists call index fossils. In each stratum there are a few fossils which are not observed quite as often
in the other strata. As an alleged reason, these are the fossils which are used to date that stratum and all the
other fossils within it.
It may sound ridiculous, but that is the way it is done. What are these magical fossils that have the power to
tell men they lived so many millions of years ago? These special index fossils are generally small marine
249

Berry, 1968
For example, the evolutionist/palaeontologist Niles Eldredge stated in Time Frames (New York, Simon & Schuster, 1985, p 52):
“And this poses something of a problem. If we date rocks by their fossils, how can we then turn around and talk about patterns of
evolutionary change through time in the fossil record?” See also Tom Kemp (curator of the university museum at Oxford University),
“A Fresh Look at the Fossil Record”, New Scientist 108, 1985, p 66.
250

J Donnelly

116

invertebrates – backboneless sea animals that could not climb to higher ground when the Flood came. Their
presence in a sedimentary stratum is supposed to provide absolutely certain proof that that stratum is just so
many millions of years “younger” or millions of years “older” than other strata! But then, just as oddly, the
magic disappears when the index fossil is found alive:
Most of the species of maidenhair are extinct; indeed they served as index fossils for their strata
until one was found alive…The youngest fossil coelacanth is about sixty million years old. Since
one was rediscovered off Madagascar, they are no longer claimed as ‘index fossils’—fossils which
tell you that all other fossils in that layer are the same ripe old age.”251
In reality, within each stratum is to be found an utter confusion of thousands of different types of plants
and/or animals. The evolutionists maintain that if just one of a certain type of creature (an “index fossil”) is
found anywhere in that stratum, it must automatically be given a certain name, and more: a certain date
millions of years ago when all the creatures in that stratum are supposed to have lived. Yet, just by
examining that particular index fossil, there is no way to tell that it lived just so many millions of years ago
It is all part of a marvellous theory, which is actually nothing more than a grand evolutionary hoax.
Experienced scientists denounce it as untrue.

Any rock containing fossils of one type of trilobite (Paradoxides) is called a “Cambrian” rock, thus
supposedly dating all the creatures in that rock to a time period 120 million years long and beginning 60
million years in the past. But rocks containing another type of trilobite (Bathyurus) are arbitrarily classified
as “Ordovician,” which is claimed to have spanned 45 million years and begun 480 million years ago.
But how can anyone come up with such ancient dates simply by examining two different varieties of
trilobite? The truth is that it cannot be done. Add to this the problem of mixed-up index fossils—when
“index fossils” from different levels are found together! That is a problem which palaeontologists do not
publicly discuss. As we analyse one aspect after another of evolution (stellar, geologic, biologic, genetic,
etc.), we find it all to be little more than a carefully contrived science fiction storybook.
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Fossils are dated by a theory but now comes the catch: How can evolutionary geologists know what dates
to apply to those index fossils? The answer to this question is a theory! Here is how they do it:
Darwinists theorize which animals came first—and when they appeared on the scene. And then they date
the rocks according to their theory-not according to the wide mixture of fossils creatures in it-but by
assigning dates based on their theory to certain “index” fossils. That is a gigantic, circular-reasoning hoax.
“Fossils provide the only historical, documentary evidence that life has evolved from simpler to more and
more complex forms.”252 The conclusions about which fossils came first are based on the assumptions of
evolution. Rock strata are studied, a few index fossils are located (when they can be found at all), and each
stratum is then given a name. Since the strata are above, below, and in-between one another, with most of
the strata missing in any one location,—just how can the theorists possibly date each stratum? They do it by
applying evolutionary speculation to what they imagine those dates should be.
This type of activity classifies as interesting fiction, but it surely should not be regarded as science. The
truth is this: it was the evolutionary theory that was used to date the fossils; it was not the strata and it was
not index fossils.
Vertebrate palaeontologists have relied upon ‘stage of evolution’ as the criterion for determining the
chronologic relationships of faunas. Before establishment of physical dates, evolutionary progression was
the best method for dating fossiliferous strata.”253 “Fossiliferous strata” means fossil-bearing strata. Keep
in mind that only the sedimentary rocks have fossils, for they were the sediments laid down at the time of
the Flood, which hardened under pressure and dried into rock. You will find no fossils in granite, basalt,
etc.
The dating of each stratum and all the fossils in it is supposedly based on index fossils, when it is actually
based on evolutionary speculations, and nothing more. The more one studies palaeontology, the more
certain one becomes that evolution is based on faith alone.254
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The index fossils are dated by the theory. Amid all the confusion of mixed up and missing strata, there
would be no possible way to date rocks—or fossils by the catastrophic conditions found in sedimentary
strata. It is all utter confusion. So the evolutionists apply a theory to the strata.
Because of the sterility of its concepts, historical geology, which includes palaeontology [the study
of fossils] and stratigraphy [the study of rock strata], has become static and unreproductive.
Current methods of delimiting intervals of time, which are the fundamental units of historical
geology, and of establishing chronology are of dubious validity. Worse than that, the criteria of
correlation—the attempt to equate in time, or synchronize, the geological history of one area with
that of another—are logically vulnerable. The findings of historical geology are suspect because
the principles upon which they are based are either inadequate, in which case they should be
reformulated, or false, in which case they should be discarded. Most of us [geologists] refuse to
discard or reformulate, and the result is the present deplorable state of our discipline.255
Big names and big numbers have been assigned to various strata, thus imparting an air of scientific
authority to them. Common people, lacking expertise in the taxonomy of palaeontology, when faced with
these lists of big words tend to give up. It all looks too grand to be understood, much less challenged. But
the big words and big numbers just cover over an empty theory which lacks substantial evidence to support
it.

When we examine it, we find that the strata-dating theory is based on circular reasoning. “Circular
reasoning” is a method of false logic, by which “this is used to prove that, and that is used to prove this.” It
is also called “reasoning in a circle.” Over a hundred years ago, it was described by the phrase, circulus in
probando, which is Latin for “a circle in proving.” There are several types of circular reasoning found in
support of evolutionary theory. One of these is the geological dating position that “fossils are dated by the
type of stratum they are in while at the same time the stratum is dated by the fossils found in it.” An
alternative evolutionary statement is that “the fossils and rocks are interpreted by the theory of evolution,
and the theory is proven by the interpretation given to the fossils and rocks.” Evolutionists use their theory
255
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of rock strata to date the fossils, and then use their theory of fossils to date the rock strata! A number of
scientists have commented on this problem of circularity.
“The charge that the construction of the geologic scale involves circularity has a certain amount of
validity.”256
The intelligent layman has long suspected circular reasoning in the use of rocks to date fossils and
fossils to date rocks. The geologist has never bothered to think of a good reply, feeling the
explanations are not worth the trouble as long as the work brings results. This is supposed to be
hard-headed pragmatism257
Are the authorities maintaining, on the one hand, that evolution is documented by geology and on
the other hand, that geology is documented by evolution? Isn’t this a circular argument?258
The professor of paleobiology at Kansas State University wrote this:
Contrary to what most scientists write, the fossil record does not support the Darwinian theory of
evolution, because it is this theory (there are several) which we use to interpret the fossil record.
By doing so, we are guilty of circular reasoning if we then say the fossil record supports this
theory. 259
Niles Eldredge, head of the Palaeontology Department at the American Museum of Natural History, in
Chicago, made this comment:
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“And this poses something of a problem. If we date the rocks by their fossils, how can we then turn around
and talk about patterns of evolutionary change through time in the fossil record?”260

First, reasoning in a circle is the basis of the “evidence” that evolution has occurred in the past. (The fossils
are dated by the theory of strata dating; the strata are then dated by the fossils).
By the use of circular reasoning, evolutionary theory attempts to separate itself from the laws of nature!
Limiting factors of chemical, biological, and physical law forbid matter or living creatures from originating
or evolving, Actually, the entire theory of evolution is based on one vast circularity in reasoning. Because
they accept the theory, evolutionists agree to all the foolish ideas which attempt to prove it.
But the danger of circularity is still present. For most biologists the strongest reason for accepting
the evolutionary hypothesis is their acceptance of some theory that entails it. There is another
difficulty. The temporal ordering of biological events beyond the local section may critically
involve palaeontological correlation, which necessarily presupposes the nonrepeatability of
organic events in geologic history. There are various justifications for this assumption but for
almost all contemporary palaeontologists it rests upon the acceptance of the evolutionary
hypothesis.261
As we study the fossil record, we come upon a variety of very serious problems which undermine the
strata/fossil theory. Three of the most important are these: (1) At the very bottom of all the strata (the
geologic column) is the Cambrian strata, which is filled with complex, multi-celled life. This is termed the
“Cambrian explosion” of sudden life-forms all at once. (2) There are no transitional species throughout the
column. This problem is also called fossil gaps or missing links. (3) Mixed-up and out-of-order strata are
regularly found. Singly or together, they destroy the evolutionary argument from the rock strata. But there
are many more problems.
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Because the waters of the Flood first covered the creatures which were not able to rapidly escape to higher
ground, some of the “simplest animals” are found in the lowest of the sedimentary strata. Yet those
creatures have complicated internal structures. Because the waters of the Flood first covered the creatures
which were not able to rapidly escape to higher ground, some of the “simplest animals” are found in the
lowest of the sedimentary strata. Yet those creatures have complicated internal structures.

One of the most common creatures found in the lowest—the Cambrian—strata are the trilobites. These
were small swimming creatures belonging to the same group as the insects (the arthropods). Yet careful
study reveals that they had extremely complex eyes. The mathematics needed to work out the lens structure
of these little creatures is so complicated, that it was not developed until the middle of the last century.
Here is how an expert describes it. Norman Macbeth, evolutionist, in a speech at Harvard University in
1983, said this:
I have dealt with biologists over the last twenty years now. I have found that, in a way, they are
hampered by having too much education. They have been steeped from their childhood in the
Darwinian views, and, as a result, it has taken possession of their minds to such an extent that they
are almost unable to see many facts that are not in harmony with Darwinism. These facts simply
aren’t there for them often, and other ones are sort of suppressed or distorted. I’ll give you some
examples.
First, and perhaps most important, is the first appearance of fossils. This occurs at a time called the
‘Cambrian,’ 600 million years ago by the fossil reckoning. The fossils appear at that time [in the
Cambrian] in a pretty highly developed form. They don’t start very low and evolve bit by bit over
long periods of time. In the lowest fossil-bearing strata of all [the Cambrian, they are already
there, and are pretty complicated in more-or-less modern form.
One example of this is the little animal called the trilobite. There are a great many fossils of the
trilobite right there at the beginning with no buildup to it [no evolution of life-forms leading to it].
And, if you examine them closely, you will find that they are not simple animals. They are small,
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but they have an eye that has been discussed a great deal in recent years—an eye that is simply
incredible.
It is made up of dozens of little tubes which are all at slightly different angles so that it covers the
entire field of vision, with a different tube pointing at each spot on the horizon. But these tubes are
all more complicated than that, by far. They have a lens on them that is optically arranged in a
very complicated way, and it is bound into another layer that has to be just exactly right for them
to see anything . . But the more complicated it is, the less likely it is simply to have grown up out
of nothing.
And this situation has troubled everybody from the beginning—to have everything at the very
opening of the drama. The curtain goes up [life-forms first appear in the Cambrian strata] and you
have the players on the stage already, entirely in modern costumes.262
Remember, we are here discussing one of the most common creatures at the very bottom of the fossil strata.
Science News declared that the trilobite had “the most sophisticated eye lenses ever produced by
nature.”263Each eye of the trilobite had two lenses! Here is what one of the world’s leading trilobite
researchers wrote:
In fact, this optical doublet is a device so typically associated with human invention that its
disovery in trilobites comes as something of a shock. The realization that trilobites developed and
used such devices half a billion years ago makes the shock even greater. And a final discovery—
that the refracting interface between the two lense elements in a trilobite’s eye was designed
[“designed”] in accordance with optical constructions worked out by Descartes and Huygens in
the mid-seventeenth century—borders on sheer science fiction . . The design of the trilobite’s eye
lens could well qualify for a patent disclosure.264
Extremely complicated creatures at the very beginning, with nothing leading up to them; that is the
testimony of the strata. The rocks are crying out; they have a message to tell us.
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There are enormous numbers of complex trilobites in the Cambrian strata, yet below the Cambrian there is
hardly anything that resembles a fossil. As mentioned above, these little creatures had marvelously
complicated eyes. But they also had other very advanced features: (1) Jointed legs and appendages, which
indicate that they had a complex system of muscles. (2) Chitinous exoskeleton (horny substance as their
outer covering), which indicates that they grew by periodic ecdysis, a very complicated process of molting.
(3) Compound eyes and antennae, which indicate a complex nervous system. (4) Special respiratory organs,
which indicate a blood circulation system. (5) Complex mouth parts, which indicate specialized food
requirements.

Evolutionists maintain that the fossil record goes from the simple to the complex. But researchers have
discovered that the simple creatures were also complex. In fact, there are actually few examples in the
fossil record of anything like “from simple to complex” progression. This is partly due to the fact that the
fossils suddenly appear in great numbers and variety, too much for simple-to-complex progression to be
sorted out.
Included here are complex organs, such as intestines, stomachs, bristles and spines. Eyes and feelers show
the presence of nervous systems. For example, consider the specialized sting cells (nematocysts) in the
bodies of jellyfish, with their coiled, thread-like harpoons which are explosively triggered. How could this
evolve? Eyes and feelers show the presence of nervous systems.
Thus, faunal succession is based firstly upon the untestable hypothesis of organic evolution, and secondly
upon the supposition that the fossil record displays an evolutionary progression of fossils, which opposes
the facts. It therefore cannot be held to be a true geological law or principle.

Superposition
Professor Berry in his book introduces the principle of superposition: “At the foundation of the
understanding of the proper sequential order of rocks and the fossils contained in them lies the principle of
superposition. That many rocks are layered and that such rocks commonly bore fossils, were observations
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made by scores of naturalists from the beginning of man’s investigation of the natural phenomena about
him. Some rocks were tilted only a little. They could be seen to lie one on top of the other. Other sets were
contorted. Their sequential order was more difficult to establish.”265

He goes on to describe how in 1665, Nicolaus Steno had been led to induce the principle of superposition
from observations of rocks in Northern Italy, which in effect was that each layer of rock was formed upon
the nearly horizontal rock base beneath it. Each lower layer, therefore, must be older than the layer above
it. Tilted and deformed strata (not fully horizontal at the time of deposition) must have been displaced by
volcanic eruption or by a withdrawal of the substance beneath the rocks, causing a caving in. “From
Steno’s almost self-evident principle, geologists could work out local successions of strata with confidence
that the lowest were the oldest. Through time, a set of criteria was established by which tops and bottoms of
beds could be ascertained in badly deformed and strongly tilted strata. Geological structures could then be
established and proper superpositional order demonstrated in any area.” 266

Using this superpositional theory, uniformitarian geologists devised a chronology of the geological ages.
The supposition that rock layers were laid down successively and, therefore, in a sequential order was
never suggested by Steno, nor did he carry out any experiments to show if this was the case. After all,
Steno was an anatomist of some repute with only a passing interest in rock formations. And neither have
any experiments been carried out by uniformitarians to test their theory of superposition. Uniformitarian
textbooks, therefore, contain the gratuitous assumption that no rock strata were ever laid down by great
catastrophes, and they dogmatically espouse the untested theory that today the strata are laid down in
horizontal layers, one on top of the other, and, further, that this is how it has always happened.

But this theory of horizontal layering has been tested by Guy Berthault, a French sedimentologist. First he
conducted personal experiments on microstrata. The results of these experiments were published by the
French Academy of Sciences. Subsequently he directed experiments on stratification at the University of
Colorado. The report on these latter experiments was published in the Journal of the Geological Society of
265
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France in 1993. The experiments reveal that the sediments washed out into the sea are sorted out by water
currents into strata of different-sized particles. The strata do not form successively one on top of the other
but sideways, upstream to downstream – where the water current changes, a series of strata can form
simultaneously. In these conditions it is not possible to ascertain whether the higher strata are younger than
the lower, nor whether fossils found in different strata or in different parts of the same strata are of the same
age. These results leave the fossil record without a chronology and the evolution theory without support
from geology and palaeontology. A visual explanation of the experiments is contained in an updated
version of the video, Evolution: Fact or Belief? 267

With regard to the pseudoscientific nature of uniformity and faunal succession, and the experimentally
disproven principle of superposition, it can be seen that the supposed historical geology that appears in
uniformitarian textbooks provides no real support for the theory of organic evolution, the principal theory
of the evolutionist worldview. All other theories that support this worldview—the Big Bang, long-age
dating etc.—when properly investigated can also be seen to have feet of clay. They contain untestable
assumptions and will never be anything more than pseudoscience.
Conclusion: If Christianity is to survive as a worldwide influence, then positivism and its child, naturalism,
must be exposed for the scientific and philosophical frauds they are.

The rationalist philosopher Auguste Comte, in his Cours de Philosophie Positive (1830), claimed that the
first two stages of man’s thought, the theological and the metaphysical, had been superseded by the final or
positive stage when through scientific experimentation and observation man would reach the positive truth.
Applied to origins, as he intended, this philosophy is a fallacy, for unique past events cannot be observed,
nor can any hypothesis regarding their historicity be experimentally tested. Yet this is the philosophy
adopted by modern scientific establishments who advocate a worldview built upon uniformitarian and
evolutionist concepts, in which they claim to know the ages of geological strata, the earth and the universe.
Suffice to say that all these suppositions contain assumptions vital to their validity, which are not only
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unproven but also untestable and outside of the scientific method. Any claim that they scientifically
contradict the Biblical history of origins is therefore untrue.

The Diabolical Purpose of Pro-evolution Censorship
During this century there has been an unrelenting censorship of arguments against evolution. In his book
Thoughts of a Catholic Anatomist, Thomas Dwight, the Parkman Professor of Anatomy at Harvard
University, wrote that “the tyranny of the Zeitgeist in the matter of evolution is overwhelming to a degree
which outsiders have no idea; not only does it influence (as I admit it does in my case) our manners of
thinking, but there is an oppression as in the days of the ‘terror’. Very few leaders of science dare to tell the
truth concerning their own state of mind! How many of them feel forced in public to do a lip service to a
cult they do not believe in!” 268 Another famous scientist of more recent times, the late Professor W. R.
Thompson F.R.S., penned the introduction to what was virtually a centenary edition of Darwin’s Origin of
Species. Concerning the suppression of criticism of evolution he wrote: “This situation, where scientific
men rally to the defence of a doctrine they are unable to define scientifically, much less demonstrate with
scientific rigour, attempting to maintain credit with the public by suppression of criticism and the
elimination of difficulties, is abnormal and undesirable in science.”269 In 1993 Sir Fred Hoyle, the noted
physicist, vehemently attacked the arrogance of evolutionists who have infiltrated the education system and
have imposed a strict censorship against opposing views.270

This censorship and oppression has continued to the present day. In quite a number of cases in the United
States, scientists have been deprived of teaching positions or have been rejected for doctoral or other postgraduate courses in science, not because their work was not first class but because they were known to be
sympathetic to what is now popularly called “creationism.” If at present there were irresistible inferences
for evolution but none for natural theology, there would be no need for this censorship and oppression. The
facts would speak for themselves. However, the true situation is the very reverse.
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Details of this oppression are shown in the Dr. Jerry Bergman case.271 Bergman has been featured in many
creationist publications for his complaint that he was denied tenure and dismissed from Bowling Green
State University solely because of his beliefs and publications in the area of creationism. He now has well
over 600 publications in print or in press in 13 languages and has occasionally had false charges leveled
against him. He epitomizes the view that the censorship of criticism of the evolution worldview has as its
ultimate object the removal of all religious beliefs by classifying them as “anti-science.” But the artillery in
this war against religion is not true natural science, but, as shown above, only pseudo-science.
In a speech recently made and now appearing in article form, Professor Johnson refers to another of these
cases.272 The evolutionists in control of scientific education at San Francisco State University stopped a
professor of biology referring to the case for intelligent design when he was teaching the case for evolution
to first-year undergraduates. Johnson gives this case as an illustration of why the creation/evolution issue is
not really one between religious beliefs and science but between the argument for intelligent design
(theism) and a philosophical “naturalism” (atheism); he concludes that any form of theistic evolution is a
grave error. Many educators maintain that the theory of evolution should be included in science textbooks
as the sole explanation for origins, and if the theory of special creation is taught at all, it must be restricted
to social science classes. Fundamentalists claim that neither evolution nor creation qualifies as a scientific
theory, because they have never been witnessed by human observers. Both theories are not subject to the
experimental method, and therefore both are non-falsifiable. They claim evolutionary theory is no more
scientific than creation theory and both are only validated by their ability to accurately correlate and
explain historical data such as the fossil record. The Fundamentalists also state that if creation must be
excluded from science in public school, because it requires a Creator, which is inherently religious, then
evolution must also be omitted, because it is atheistic, which is also a religious belief

Christians should now realize that evolution is not part of genuine natural science but is no more than an
excuse invented by men to reject God, their Creator (cf. Romans 1:19–20), and that theistic evolution
likewise is unscientific. Consequently those who have advocated theistic evolution should now reconsider
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their position, for to continue to do so will only give support to the secular theory and stifle criticism of it.
This in turn will assist atheistic evolutionists in their quest to destroy all religion by relegating it to what
they label as “anti-science.” Already in this post–World War II era, with the passive help of theistic
evolution they have made giant strides in their quest to turn our Western society into a godless permissive
one. They have been able to do this by falsely claiming that their pseudo-science – which replaces God the
Creator of all things with atheistic “naturalism” – has the same authenticity and immense prestige as the
science that split the atom and put men on the moon. It is time all Christians united to expose the deceit of
this atheistic propaganda. To combat the massive propaganda in favour of evolution in scientific journals
and in the media as a whole, and the brainwashing in its favour that passes as scientific education in
schools and universities, all Christians should be shouting from the housetops that the theory of organic
evolution has no place at all in scientific classrooms. Being metaphysical only, its true place is in the
philosophy department where its naturalism would be met with very stiff opposition from the production of
the overwhelming evidence for intelligent design.
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Chapter 7: Dangerous Effects of Evolution

Creation and Evolution – Complementary or Contradictory?
Catholics who believe that Evolution can be reconciled with Christian doctrines invariably assume that the
modem world view of educated unbiased people is based on the incontrovertible data of scientific research.
Correctly arguing that the Faith and true Facts cannot be in opposition, they must then modify those aspects
of theology which are logically contradictory to the current scientific orthodoxy, starting with the Genesis
account of Creation.

But the theory of evolution poses a real problem – as a scientific explanation of origins, it can only allow
natural causes from the material world, not supernatural acts of creation. Modern science claims to explain
the entire cosmos, even its ultimate origin, entirely from the operation of chance and natural selection
working with the laws of nature. The attempt to synthesise supernatural with natural causation by the
expression “creation by evolution” is mere sophistry, and confuses the issue. 273

Any catechism or basic theology text will show that Divine Creation means the direct action of God as
primary cause, willing something into being, causing it to exist, ex nihilo – out of nothing. This must be an
instantaneous, timeless, immeasurable act – there can be no half way stage – as also in the case of a
miracle. Nor can it be subjected to any physical experimentation, or described by chemistry or physics.
Creation by God cannot mean a change within nature, which works with already existing matter, or like a
human act of creation, such as a potter with clay. Evolutionary change involves altering existing beings
through secondary causes, not by God’s direct intervention as ‘Creator’. If it were possible, God could have
created a world in which natural processes caused the slow development of different material beings, one
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from another, but this could not be the meaning of Creation in the theological sense always understood in
Genesis and in the Christian Creeds. 274

Evolution provides a story of our origins, a creation myth, supposedly based on science, without the need
for a personal Creator. Hence, without a God, Evolutionism can reject moral and social principles based on
the absolute authority of the commandments of the Supreme Being, and replace them with merely human
standards. Claiming to explain our past and predict our future, Evolution has really become a religion in
itself, and is widely perceived as opposed to the doctrines of Christianity. Many moral and social evils of
modern times have thrived through its influence, and it has even been recognised as harming Science on
which it depends for credibility.

Evolution Damaging to Science
Anthropologist Dr. Loren Eiseley wrote:
After having chided the theologian for his reliance on myth and miracle, science found itself in the
unenviable position of having to create a mythology of its own: namely, the assumption that what,
after long effort, could not be proved to take place today had, in truth, taken place in the primeval
past.” 275
Or, as Prof. Louis Bounoure put it more succinctly: “Evolutionism is a fairy tale for grown-ups. This theory
has helped nothing in the progress of science. It is useless.” 276

Blunt, indeed, but rather mild and generous compared with the remarks of Dr. John Durant, who in 1980
told the British Association for the Advancement of Science that the secular myths of evolution have had –
“a damaging effect on scientific research’, leading to “distortion, to needless controversy, and to the gross
misuse of science.” 277 In other words, worse than useless!
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In passing, it may be noted how much time, energy and money is being spent by scientists now in various
quests, such as supposedly to recreate the conditions at the ‘Big Bang’. They try to detect messages from
outer space – surely fruitless for communication if they be found to come from places claimed to be
millions of light years away!

They want to send multi-milliondollar spacecraft to the planet Mars to search for dead bacteria they believe
might be hiding somewhere on its barren surface. How is this huge expenditure justified, when there are so
many more pressing needs on Earth? One answer is that those in control of these projects are desperately
seeking real evidence to convince us that evolution really happened, and that the Bible and the Catholic
Church are wrong about God, Creation and Man.

Harmful Effects on Society
After “The Origin of Species” was published in 1859, Social Darwinism quickly developed in England, and
later in America, to justify the monopolistic practices of industrialists, their exploitation of labour, and
“laissez-faire” capitalism in general. Having been used by Darwin to explain biological evolution, the ideas
of “the struggle for existence”, a term borrowed from Malthus’s essay on Population, “natural selection,”
and “survival of the fittest” became slogans to apply to business, industrial and political life, and
considered justified methods of progress.

John D. Rockefeller, oil magnate, said, “This is not an evil tendency in business. It is merely the working
out of a law of nature and a law of God.” 278Andrew Carnegie wrote of the “law of competition”, by which
– “Not only had I got rid of theology and the supernatural but I had found the truth of evolution.”279

William Sumner, Professor of political and social science at Yale between 1872 and 1909, “influenced vast
numbers of students with his doctrines that the principles of social evolution negated the traditional

278
279

Quoted in Dr Henry Morris, The Long War against God, Baker, 1989, p 56; an invaluable resource on the subject of this article.
Ibid,

J Donnelly

132

American ideology of equality and natural rights.”

280

This ideology, of course, had been founded on

Christianity.

Darwin’s book was subtitled “The Preservation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life,” and with the
backing of Thomas Huxley, evolutionism gave racism scientific plausibility and respectability. Negroes
were viewed by scientists as a lower sub-species, irredeemably inferior to Caucasians. Indoctrination in
these ideas led to institutionalised racism in Germany in the 1930s. It was also the cause of the rejection of
belief in the origin of humanity being a single pair (monogenism) for belief in many separate origins
(polygenism).

Evolutionism was not only applied to races but to social classes. Marx and Engels wrote of “The part
played by Labour in the transition from ape to man,” and their ideas of the Class Struggle were worked out
through Marxist dialectical materialism. When Communist troops overran China in 1940, Bishop Cuthbert
O’Gara reports that the propaganda corps rapidly followed, with a week of seminars indoctrinating
everyone in Communism. But initially, to his amazement, the very first lesson was, not the economic
principles of Marx, but man’s descent from the ape. He realised later in jail that this was because the
primary purpose of the Peking Government was to destroy all religious belief. “Darwinism negates God,
the Human soul and the after life, and leaves a vacuum to be filled with Communism.” 281

Effects on Morality
If “natural selection” is a good and necessary force in the biological world, and artificial selection to
improve domesticated plants and animals is morally acceptable, then if humans are merely evolved animals
it is reasonable to apply selection to humans, in other words controlling who are allowed to survive and
reproduce. Thus developed the science of Eugenics, the flavour of which can be experienced from a short
quotation from Major Leonard Darwin’s book in a chapter entitled: ‘The Men We Want’:
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We can at all events assert that there are many kinds of men that we do not want. These include
the criminal, the insane, the imbecile, the feeble in mind, the diseased at birth, the deformed, the
deaf, the blind, etc., etc. How to lessen their numbers will be considered in later chapters. 282

These chilling conclusions follow from his premise that man is cousin to the lower animals, as seen from
fossil remains and vestigial aquatic features in the embryo, “relics indicating the kind of life lived by our
remote ancestors.” He recognises that “the strongest opposition to this belief in the lowly ancestry of man is
based on religious scruples,” and argues that:
Each one of us developed before birth into something shaped like an animal which could not be
distinguished from a pig or a sheep when at the same early stage of development. After birth we
were for a time far more helpless and far less intelligent than a monkey. 283
The term “not fully human” comes to mind, although the evidences Leonard Darwin used in support of this
idea are now scientifically disproven. Yet such views have been enthusiastically used by the birth
controllers and population planners to foster the contraceptive mentality, abortion on demand, sterilization
programmes and by extension the euthanasia movement. 284
Evil fruits indeed – but who has recognised the need to attack the evolutionary tree from which they
continue to grow?

While none would claim that the modern ubiquitous emphasis on evolution is the root of all evils, there is
undoubtedly a significant connection with greatly increased crime rates and falling moral standards, as the
proscriptive authority of the Bible and the Church have been increasingly denied. Practices such as
adultery, divorce, pre-marital sex, homosexuality, prostitution and pornography, once widely considered
wrong, publicly shameful and often illegal, are condoned or even accorded “rights”, as free ‘lifestyle
choices’ for the individual, and personal private matters.
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In fact, they are sins against Divine commandments relating to family life and relationships, and society at
large. Other commandments of God are also ignored, with widespread disrespect for others’ rights,
cheating, lying, slander, blasphemy, stealing, violence, drunkenness, even murder – if the individual can
benefit and get away with it, why not?
Philosopher Will Durant wrote in 1980:
By offering evolution in place of God as a cause of history, Darwin removed the theological basis
of the moral code of Christendom. And the moral code that has no fear of God is very shaky.
That’s the condition we are in...I don’t think man is capable yet of managing social order and
individual decency without fear of some supernatural being overlooking him and able to punish
him.285

Effects on Christianity
Many Christians today try to accept the science of evolution but maintain belief in creation by God through
interpreting Genesis allegorically. They may attempt to retain some notion of Original Sin, and reject the
immoral implications previously described.

These “theistic evolutionists” may claim that atheistic scientists have failed to recognise the Supernatural
Cause of the process, and even argue that Evolution really expresses the Christian doctrine much better
than the simple traditional belief in Special Creation. This latter-day ‘Gnosticism’ seems more likely to
provoke scorn than respect, as witness the following responses to it:
Nobel laureate Jacques Monod, interviewed in 1976, said:
And why would God have to have chosen this extremely complex and difficult mechanism?
When, I would say by definition, He was at liberty to choose other mechanisms, why would He
have to start with simple molecules? Why not create man right away, as of course classical
religions believed’?...[natural] selection is the blindest, and most cruel way of evolving new
species...The struggle for life and elimination of the weakest is a horrible process, against which
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our whole modem ethics revolts...I am surprised that a Christian would defend the idea that this is
the process which God more or less set up in order to have evolution. 286

Philosopher Bertrand Russell, in 1961, put it thus:
Religion, in our day, has accommodated itself to the doctrine of evolution...we are told
that...evolution is the unfolding of an idea which has been in the mind of God throughout. It
appears that during those ages when animals were torturing each other with ferocious horns and
agonizing stings, Omnipotence was quietly waiting for the ultimate emergence of man, with his
still more widely diffused cruelty. Why the Creator should have preferred to reach his goal by a
process, instead of going straight to it, these modem theologians do not tell us.287

Atheistic Scientists are not even prepared to allow a supernatural origin of the soul, as they have already
denied its very existence. Francis Crick, Nobel laureate, co-discoverer of the structure of DNA in 1950, in a
recent book argues that science has shown that human personality can be entirely understood through the
behaviour of nerve cells and molecules. It is revealing that he introduces his book with a definition of the
soul – source, our Catholic penny catechism!

He points out that this belief was plausible when people thought that the earth was the centre of the
universe, and relatively young -less than 10,000 years old – but: “we now know its true age is about 4.6
billion years.” So now the cards are on the table – replace geocentnsm with heliocentrism, and recent
creation with billions of years, and we lose our souls. Modern science, he says, has made spectacular
advances that have given us a very different picture of the world today. True, but he goes on to infer that,
'You', your joys and your sorrows, your memories and your ambitions, your sense of personal identity and
free will, are in fact no more than the behaviour of a vast assembly of nerve cells and their associated
molecules." 288
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This was Crick's 'astonishing hypothesis', from which came the title of his famous book. The hypothesis is
that the mind - the thinking part, the 'I', the part of me that makes my decisions - is nothing more than brain
cells. Amongst cognitive scientists, that's not so very surprising. Materialism has been the prevailing
philosophy for a considerable time now, and the idea of an immaterial 'soul' is very much out of fashion.
The materialistic neuroscientist sees no need for the soul concept. There is no personal life before
conception or after death. Crick even suggests an evolutionary explanation for religious beliefs and a
scientific account of free will, and expects that future research will explain other human mental activities as
well. Science is all you need to explain the world – God has become redundant.
Australian Professor Hiram Caton wrote in 1987 these telling words:
The long evolutionary past removes the Judeo-Christian God to an infinite distance and finally
extinguishes Him in the belief that our species is the chance product of blind natural forces. We
are on our own and consequently we may do what we will, free of ancient prohibitions and
divinely sanctioned codes.289
And long, long ago, a serpent said to a woman: “No, you shall not die the death...Your eyes shall be
opened: and you shall be as Gods, knowing good and evil” (Gen. 3:4, 5).

Humanists are particularly forceful in rejecting a coalition between evolution and religion. The American
“Humanist Manifesto II” (1973) begins:
As non-theists, we begin with humans, not God, nature, not duty...But we can discover no divine
purpose or providence for the human species. While there is much that we do not know, humans
are responsible for what we are or will become. No deity will save us; we must save ourselves.” Its
second tenet includes the following: “Promises of immortal salvation or eternal damnation are
both illusory and harmful...Rather science affirms that the human species is an emergence from
natural evolutionary forces. As far as we know, the total personality is a function of the biological
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organisms transacting in a social and cultural context. There is no credible evidence that life
survives the death of the body. 290
We should be aware of the fact that over 260 people signed this Humanist Manifesto, all of them holding
influential positions in education, government, industry or religion. These include key people in control of
schools, publishing of books and programming the media, and their influence is world-wide.
We might wish to compromise with evolutionists, but they do not! The editor of American Atheist, 1988,
wrote:
When the theory of evolution was advanced, that was the date that the Judeo-Christian religion
began the decline in which it now finds itself in the West. The two theories are point-blank in
contradiction one to the other. Any scientists, any educators, any religious persons who state to
you that there is no conflict simply want to hang on to both worlds because they have not been
able to divest themselves of the infantile belief system which was programmed into them when
they were children. They want a foot in each camp. Religion is their emotional security blanket.
Science is facing a world of reality which – in the final analysis – they cannot face. They are too
cowardly to see religion should be abandoned so they stand there one foot in and one foot out. 291
G. Richard Bozarth, in an article “The Meaning of Evolution” wrote:
Christianity has fought, still fights, and will fight science to the desperate end over evolution,
because evolution destroys utterly and finally the very reason Jesus’ earthly life was supposedly
necessary...If Jesus was not the redeemer who died for our sins, and this is what evolution means,
then Christianity is nothing!
What all this means is that Christianity cannot lose the Genesis account of creation like it could
lose the doctrine of geocentrism and get along. The battle must be waged, for Christianity is
fighting for its very life. 292
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Pope Pius XII warned us in 1950
He wrote of the “deadly fruit” of new theological opinions arising from Evolution, in his encyclical
Humani Generis, which begins:
Disagreement and error among men on moral and religious matters have always been a cause of
profound sorrow to all good men, but above all to the true and loyal sons of the Church, especially
today, when we see the principles of Christian culture being attacked on all sides.”293
He is not amazed at discord and error outside the Church, and points out that the human intellect is
prevented from knowing divine truths – “by the activity of the senses and the imagination, and by evil
passions arising from original sin. Hence men easily persuade themselves in such matters that what they do
not wish to believe is false or at least doubtful.” 294
If systems of belief based on evolution are consequently in error, they must be resisted – this obviously
includes the pantheistic New Age Movement, deeply beholden to the writings of Fr. Teilhard de Chardin,
which atheist scientist Sir Peter Medawar honoured with the appellation “pious bunk”.

Catholics who have ignored Papal warnings may personally believe they have no problem with Evolution,
but the implications described above prove that this is not merely a matter of private opinion. Should not
these evolutionists be worried about the effects of the issue on others, and seriously consider the stability of
their position in relation to the Bible’s and Church’s constant teachings?

While other issues such as abortion, crime, divorce, education, and the liturgy – may seem much more
important to Catholics on a practical level than Evolution, are they aware of the wide-ranging and deep
influences it has had on society, morality and religion? While many commendably attack the evil effects,
they so often fail to value the significant extent to which the effects are fed from the evolutionary tree, and
consequently the need to support the attack on its roots if long-term advancement is to be made in fighting
these evils.
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Chapter 8: A Lesson from History

There has been controversy in the Church over the dogma of evolution for over a century. Though most
Catholic theologians at first opposed it, they could not agree that the Magisterium had ever overtly
condemned the idea that the formation of the body of Adam might have involved some secondary natural
causation, which very few of the early Church Fathers believed, rather than by an instantaneous ex nihilo
Divine Act.

Liberal theologians, in spite of official warning, argued that this would allow for the possibility of
evolution. Their ever-increasing influence has led to the present, pervasive belief that even the Pope accepts
evolution as a fact and the Church no longer opposes it. While some Catholics believe that evolution does
contradict Christian doctrine, others think it is purely a matter of personal opinion, or even believe it should
be promulgated as the official Catholic position.

This piece will consider these views in the light of the Catholic Church’s reactions to evolutionism during
the twentieth century, and also examine the motivation of a Catholic organisation in England which
promotes a theory of origins completely opposed to my own. While many Catholics and Christians reject
evolution as a false philosophy which is dangerous to Christianity and harmful to society, and defend
traditional doctrines, the FAITH Movement insists that evolution must be received by the Church and seeks
papal endorsement for a new theology of creation. Yet both groups claim to respect the evidence of modern
science, to be loyal to orthodox doctrines, and to oppose humanist and modernist influences. Both
conservatives and FAITH believe they are promoting essential solutions to current problems in the Church
and society at large, despite their contradictory positions in matters related to origins and Scripture.

The leaders of FAITH maintain that their ideas are developed for the needs of the Church in a scientific
world at this time of crisis in faith. But is it truly in tune with the times to advocate the evolutionist gospel
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when there exists an increasingly widespread apostasy against it by thousands of modern scientists? 295
FAITH’s recently published book provides an answer to this inconsistency: their unshakeable conviction
is actually based on a private revelation, as yet not sanctioned by the Church, claimed to have been
received in 1929 by a laywoman who heard ‘voices from God’ telling her that evolution was true!

Revolution to Evolution – and Back
Since the late nineteenth century, as the evolution doctrine became generally accepted in the academic
community, more theologians began to assert that Catholics ought simply to accept evolution as a proven
fact. They recalled that the Church had suffered in the past from being perceived as antagonistic to the
progress of science – “we dare not risk another Galileo case!” Dogmas, they argued, must be modernized to
meet the expectations of modern, well-educated people lest they reject Christianity as doctrinaire and
opposed to truth.

Though many great Christian scientists, such as Pasteur and Mendel, had rejected Darwinism, their mindsets were treated as being religiously inclined and therefore non-scientific.296 Thus evolution was portrayed
as having been generally accepted by science; it became the widespread secular dogma, to be adopted as an
unquestioned theory in all disciplines of research, with any opponents customarily relegated to academic
irrelevance. This was inculcated by the publishing houses, the press, education, and later radio and
television, most efficiently by the constant policy of excluding the influence of any authoritative
opposition.297 Belief in special creation was considered anti-science and ridiculed as on a par with astrology
and “flat Earthism”.298 As products of such social and cognitive conditioning entered the cohorts of the
clergy, their earnestly held convictions gradually influenced clerical circles and eroded traditional doctrinal
beliefs, draining the confidence of priests to defend the historical inerrancy of Holy Scripture and the
associated doctrines of the Church.
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Increasingly, seminarians were merely told that evolution was a proven fact, and were not “allowed” to
study and discuss the scientific evidence and logical arguments for and against it. Their liberal professors
would not allow these young men to believe the literal sense of Genesis, a book which had been written for
“primitive people.” Biologists, palaeontologists, Biblical exegetes, archaeologists, linguists, historians – all
the experts were summoned to oppose their common enemy: Biblical fundamentalism! Students were
encouraged to study theological works that argued that Christianity could be harmonised with modern
science. Progressive Biblical scholars were “demythologising” Genesis on the foundation of belief in the
evolutionary origins of humanity. Few students could have been able to face up to their professors in all
these fields of expertise! Would-be literalists could readily be dismissed as adopting a Protestant approach
to the Scriptures, or mocked as ignorant of science and modern scholarship. 299

But the attempts of theologians to make the body of supernatural dogmatic truths of Christianity to fit the
materialistic straitjacket of the evolution hypothesis left profound contradictions unanswered, or required
the twisting of a doctrine to the point of rupture. Several clerics who were working on the opinion that
evolution was a proven fact were disciplined by the Church, most famously and frequently Fr. Teilhard de
Chardin.300 But in recent decades, there has been a flurry of books written by highly qualified scientists
attacking the theory. 301 Although creationist publications have been barred from secular bookshops and
spurned by the media, they can now be obtained quite easily by mail.302 The growth of evolutionism has
borne poisonous fruit both in the Church and society at large.303 Consequently an increasing number of
Catholics are no longer convinced by Darwin and his disciples, and have sought a rational alternative.

Catholic Creationism
Traditionalists believe that the Catholic Church has never given her official support to the theory of
evolution because its principles and inferences are opposed to the essential, historical truths of the Genesis
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account of origins and the doctrines of creation and original sin, which form the very foundations of the
faith. At the first Faith of our Fathers Conference, held in London on 4 May 1996, thirty-five Catholic
organisations gathered in participation in the proclamation of the authentic Catholic Faith. The only one
stating a particular interest in science was described in the programme thus: “The periodical Daylight
claims to demonstrate that the traditional Catholic doctrines relating to Creation, Holy Scripture and origins
are supported by the discoveries of modern scientific research.” 304

This approach welcomes the natural reading of the Word of God in the Bible as interpreted by Christian
tradition and reason, subject to the Church’s rulings and supervision. The word “discoveries” above refers
only to established scientific data, not to untestable materialistic hypotheses and naturalistic speculations
falsely camouflaged as facts. Some Catholic experts, having closely examined both sides of the origins
issue, have become persuaded that the evolution model is not credible, and believe that a recent, Divine
creation is far more well-suited to the fruits of modern research than the outmoded arguments of atheists,
constrained by their anti-supernaturalistic predisposition.305 Based on this conclusion, they have no need to
try to complement evolution with Christian dogma by the use of “theistic evolution,” which employs God
as the cause of evolution.

The Catholic Church Opposed to Darwinism
Since the publication of Origin of Species in 1859, evolution has been perceived as an attack on the
Church. Historically, Darwinism served the anti-Biblical speculations of a Victorian age preoccupied with a
philosophy of scientism. Darwinism was adopted as the pseudoscientific basis of Marxism, Communism,
laissez-faire capitalism, Nazism and secular humanism.306 While Christ’s enemies continue to use
evolutionary propaganda to attack the Faith and moral teachings of the Church at their foundations by
destroying the rational basis of belief in the Creator and the credibility of the Bible, the theistic
evolutionists attempt to join their personal interpretation of Christianity to this godless materialistic
hypothesis, and even consider their efforts an invaluable bonus to the spread of the Gospel. Yet there have
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been many private and public decrees by Catholic authorities related to the harmful implications of the
theory of evolution since Darwin’s day, and although it is true that none of these were in themselves ex
cathedra dogmatic declarations, all of them have, in essence, been opposed to evolution. In 1860, the
provincial Council of Cologne declared: “Our first parents were immediately made by God. . . . Hence, we
declare openly opposed to Holy Scripture and to the Faith the opinion of those who go so far as to say that
man, so far as his body is concerned, was produced by the spontaneous transformation of the less perfect
into the more perfect, successively, ultimately ending in the human.” 307

Biologist Dr. Mivart wrote The Genesis of Species in 1871, in which he criticised Darwinism but offered a
customized evolutionary theory which accepted the creation of the human soul. Though severely criticised
by Catholic writers, no action was taken against it.308 In 1891, Père M. D. Leroy, O.P., published a work
entitled L’Evolution restreinte aux especes organiques. His theory resembled that of Mivart, but he took the
view that Scripture does not exclude the idea of bodily evolution, and that the Fathers are not decisive on
this point. He argued that the Council of Cologne only excluded spontaneous evolution, reasoning thus:
according to St. Thomas’s principle, the form determines the matter, so that God had only to create a
human soul and infuse it into an animal body for it to become human. No other Divine intervention would
then be required. In 1895, Rome ruled that his thesis “has been judged untenable, especially in so far as it
concerns the body of man, being incompatible alike with the texts of Holy Scripture and with the principles
of a sound philosophy.”

309

Leroy complied with orders to renounce and retract all he had published in

favour of the theory, and to withdraw and prevent further sale of his book.

In 1898, the Holy See’s Congregation for the Index condemned Dr. John Zahm’s book Evolution and
Dogma. He believed that no concession was possible between being evolutionist or creationist, and
therefore proceeded to reinterpret the Fathers and Doctors of the Church to bring them into line with his
evolutionist thinking.310 Other cases could also be cited that show that Catholic establishment at the turn of
the century viewed the hypothesis of the evolution of the human body from animals as a rash and unproven
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novelty, especially in the light of the condemnations of Modernism emanating from Rome. So the Vatican
did not clearly condemn the theory by a public act, but it did discourage it privately. However, the decree
of the Biblical Commission in 1909 reinforced the literal historical sense of the first three chapters of
Genesis in regard to certain topics, as well as the special creation of man and the formation of the first
woman from the first man. Some theologians nevertheless argued that what was special, or peculiar, was
the mode of formation of Adam’s body from the slime of the earth, which certainly implies pre-existing
matter, and does not necessarily exclude an evolutionary origin. Père Hugueny, O.P., in his Critique et
Catholique (1914), remarks:
The transformation of a purely animal organism into an organism capable of human life, by way of
natural and progressive evolution, if it were proved, would not trouble the believer. The Bible and the
Church teach us that God took from the earth the elements of the body of man, but they do not tell us if
the formation of this body was instantaneous or whether the evolution of animal species gradually
prepared the terrestrial elements in our nature for the special creation which introduced into the
material world a spiritual soul, and which also gave to this matter, which was to be informed by this
soul, the dispositions necessary for this higher degree of life.311
In Evolution and Theology (1931), Dr. Ernest Messenger notes that theological manuals of the late
nineteenth century stated that “evolution is theologically untrue, philosophically absurd, and so on.”
However, as less prejudiced opinions had since then been set forth by others without ecclesiastical
intrusion, he concludes that the avoidance by the Holy See of explicit condemnation of the doctrine of
human evolution showed that its discussion had been judged inconvenient rather than theologically
erroneous.312 He considered the scientific evidence adequate to establish “the fact of, at any rate, some
evolution, though opinions must necessarily differ as to the mode. And from the theological point of view,
we consider that evolution is the only reasonable way of harmonising our modern knowledge of the
succession of geological epochs, with their flora and fauna, with the Scriptural statement that the earth
produced all the present-day species.” 313 He argues that although missing conclusive proof, it is logical to
believe that man also has evolved. In his view, “Scripture neither teaches nor disproves the doctrine of the
311
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evolution of the human body.” 314 Several of the Church Fathers had taught that some part was played by
secondary causes in the formation of man, while others held that Adam’s body was formed entirely by a
Divine creative act. Their attitude “was at least in part a consequence of their physical and scientific
theories.”

315

However, Scripture and Tradition leave no doubt that Eve took her origin from Adam by

some means, and could thus not have been a separate product of evolution. Messenger speculates along the
lines of some mode of special asexual propagation, though admitting he could not imagine how it could
have actually happened.

Regarding Adam, he reasons that there must have at least been Divine involvement in the creation and
infusion of the rational soul, and the raising of body and soul to the supernatural state. It seems probable
that a special Divine intervention was required “to give the embryonic body of Adam the last disposition
required before animation by a human soul.” 316 If nature alone could produce bodies fit for animation by
human souls, why should it only happen once? And anyway, it is a philosophic truth that a human soul
cannot exist in an animal body but only in a human one. The hypothesis of the existence of pre-Adamites
who had died out before Adam seemed useful at the time to explain “many apparently imperfect types of
humanity which recent archaeology has revealed.” But why would God, in His Wisdom and Providence,
have willed such races to futile lives leading to ultimate extinction, when “the Creation was meant from the
first to lead up to the formation of man”? 317

In conclusion, Dr. Messenger reminds us of the need for a Catholic to yield to Church authority in matters
of doctrine, both in the interpretation of Scripture and of Tradition. The theologians of his day (1931) who
opposed evolution (and who were the majority) he thought mistaken; he believed that freedom of opinion
and discussion were allowable. He was also insistent that “the theologians do not form part of the teaching
church. . . . The teaching church consists of the hierarchy, in union with the Sovereign Pontiff.” 318
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Theological Opinions in the Early Twentieth Century
Some theologians continued their complete opposition to evolution, including the reputed writer Cardinal
Lepicier. Although in his book De Opere Sex Dierum (1928) he accepted the idea of spontaneous
generation as a hypothesis, he maintained that “the evolution of species is impossible, even as a
hypothesis . . . It openly contradicts the sacred text, and the universal opinion of the Fathers and Doctors of
the Church.” 319 Mgr. Janssens was one who allowed the possibility of plant or animal evolution as not in
principle dissimilar to revelation, but he saw real problems in deriving the first human being:
But, if we consider the matter in the concrete, then there are difficulties. If the animation by the
intellectual soul took place in the embryonic age, a brute beast would give birth to a real human being
instead of to an animal of its own species. If animation by the intellectual soul took place during
infancy, who saw to the bringing up and education of this youngster? And if this animation took place
at the adult stage, how is Scripture able to say that, when there was question of finding a companion
for Adam, it was impossible to find one like himself? For it would have sufficed if God had breathed a
soul into a female of the same animal species from which came the body of Adam.320
P. Pignataro, S.J., in De Deo Creatore, affirms:
But we do not exclude secondary causes, as the angels, or natural agents, in the formation of the body,
as instruments of the Deity, although the instrumental concursus does not seem likely. But we
altogether reject that man originated as far as his body is concerned from the transformation of species
of animals of a lower order. . . . Reason itself, and the teaching of Divine revelation, forbid us to regard
our first parent as a sort of monkey. . . . The constant way of speaking of the Scripture assigns as the
subject matter of the production of man, not some flesh already generated from seed, but the slime of
the earth.321
The dominican theologian P. Hugon in Cursus Philosophiae Thomisticae. II (1927), though granting that
the Church had not specifically defined anything on the topic, believed that Scripture and the Church did
not allow the supposition that the human body was produced from an animal body. Van Noort argued that
319
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“no prudent person would contend that the body of Adam was formed by evolution, and that of Eve without
evolution.” 322

In the Dictionnaire Apologetique de la Foi Catholique, “the masterly survey of the whole subject”
(Messenger’s words), Père de Sinéty, S.J., observed three current opinions among theologians: those who
reject evolution as theologically incorrect, those who consider Catholics absolutely free to accept
transformism, and the greatest number who take a middle position. He concluded that “in view of the fact
that the harmonising of the theory of the restricted evolution of man with certain points of Catholic
doctrine, notably with the unity of origin implied by the doctrine of original sin, appears to be, if not
absolutely impossible, at least very unlikely; and the further fact that the scientific arguments on which this
theory rests have not a strictly demonstrative value – it would be temerarious to teach it as proved, or even
as positively probable” . 323

Pope Pius XII Teaches on Evolution
Over the subsequent years, reputable progressive theologians like Dr. Messenger who had not been
disciplined by the Vatican had much authority in seminaries and religious houses. Papal teaching on
Biblical exegesis tried to promote a more flexible approach to Scriptural interpretation. Clergy anxious not
to appear doctrinaire were ready and willing to adopt a theology of origins acceptable to science, which
appeared to have proved indisputably that evolution was a fact as certain as the roundness of the Earth,
even though the Church did not officially accept it. Thus was fertile ground prepared for the radical
speculations of Fr. Teilhard de Chardin, whose works have since been condemned by Rome (see note 300).

In 1950, Pope Pius XII responded to the situation with his encyclical Humani Generis, which was intended
to quell the disorder resulting from “doctrinal errors outside the Church and their effects among Catholics”
that he identified as arising from “false evolutionary notions.” Despite the anti-evolutionist tone of the
whole document, we may regret that the Pontiff had been advised not to close the debate absolutely. He

322
323

Quoted in Messenger, pp. 247–248.
Quoted in Messenger, p 249.

J Donnelly

148

permitted evolutionary research to continue, but only in respect of the possible emergence of the human
body from pre-existing living matter. He did, however, make this clear warning:
There are some who take rash advantage of this liberty of debate, by treating the subject as if the whole
matter were closed – as if the discoveries hitherto made, and the arguments based on them, were
sufficiently certain to prove, beyond doubt, the development of the human body from other living
matter already in existence. They forget, too, that there are certain references to the subject in the
sources of divine revelation, which call for the greatest caution and prudence in discussing it.324
Many theologians had already considered the question closed—in favour of evolution! Since there had
been no previous limits on their publications or debate, many clergy ignored these magisterial warnings,
using the excuse that not every statement in an encyclical has to be held as infallible teaching.325
Believing there was an burning need for the Church to “update” doctrines that appeared to conflict with
modern science, they preferred to believe that the encyclical allowed them to pursue such studies as the
“evolution of dogma,” which had been closed to the Modernists by Pope Pius X in 1907.326 They often
quoted the Pope as stating, “The Teaching of the Church leaves the doctrine of Evolution an open
question.”

Some modernists, ironically, seem to treat this phrase like an infallible dogma, even arguing that
creationists are disloyal to the Pope by claiming that evolution cannot be reconciled with Catholic
doctrines! This is an unfair twist of the document as a whole, which soberly warns us of the evil
consequences of the philosophy of evolutionism. But an even more telling fact is that the words “an open
question” are totally absent from the original Latin text, and must have been inserted by the translator, Mgr.
Ronald A. Knox.327 In fact, the Pope clearly warned the bishops that it was wrong to believe and teach that
evolution was a proven fact. But, in stark contrast, Catholics have never been forbidden to believe and
teach that evolution is false, a danger to Faith and Morals, and contrary to Scripture and Doctrine.
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Assenters and Dissenters to Humani Generis
By no means did all the clergy and hierarchy accept evolution. Cardinal Ruffini’s book, The Theory of
Evolution judged by Reason and Faith (1959), wanted to show that “evolution applied to living beings, as
is propounded by materialists, has no scientific basis; and that, in particular, transformism applied to man –
even if restricted to the body – cannot be admitted.” 328 He argues that the Fathers of the Church
unanimously interpreted Genesis literally in respect of the formation of Eve from Adam, and that the
concept of God intervening to introduce a human soul into an animal body both departs from Catholic
tradition and excludes scientific transformism. One wonders how many seminarians in the 1960s ever had
the opportunity to study and discuss this work.

In 1988, the review Christ to the World published several in-depth, theological articles by Fr. Peter Fehlner,
O.F.M. Conv. entitled “In the Beginning,” which reiterated that Pius XII never gave permission for the
rejection of the literal or historical sense for any part of Genesis. Fr. Fehlner concluded:
Good arguments can be adduced in fact to show that evolution is simply not a scientific
hypothesis. It is a dogma providing the context for all scientific endeavours. And it is just this
assumption of ‘Evolutionism’ as the universal paradigm that directly conflicts with the teaching of
the Church and constitutes an abuse of the limited permission of Pius XII to propose tentatively
hypotheses of evolution within the limits of certain scientific questions and without questioning
the decisions of the Church in matters touching Revelation.
It is claimed that the position generally called “theistic evolution” permits the believer to hold a belief in
God, which the agnostic or atheist evolutionist rejects. In such a synthesis religion is said to explain “Who”
made the world and “why,” while science describes “how” He made it, i.e. by evolution. Religion deals
with final causes, while science deals with efficient causes, methods and facts. The Catholic believer,
however, cannot cut from his belief facts bearing on the origin of the physical world as expounded in the
revealed account of these origins without in fact also changing the nature of that belief, something not in
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his power to do. Hence, “theistic evolution” cannot be a viable Catholic position since it is a priori
inconsistent with its assumed downgrading of the “how” of creation to science.329

A third expert, Fr. Andre Boulet, who has qualifications in both science and theology, reached the same
conclusion in his 1995 book, Creation et Rédemption: that the theory of evolution is bad science and
incompatible with creation theology. Among the points he makes deals with the problem of disorder,
suffering and death before the Fall, the apparent trickery of Genesis in asserting the perfection and value of
all created kinds if most of them became extinct, and the conflict produced by claiming the brutish origin of
man by evolution is a basis of our evil tendencies while at the same time ststing the physical perfection God
endowed our first parents with.
Is it surprising that a God unable to create without suffering or death, or worse still, wanting to use
such a process of creating, is not the object of praise, thanks or love? How could his Wisdom and his
Goodness be admired? How could such a Creator so ill-inspired in our eyes arouse other than fear,
resentment, revolt, or at the best indifference along with strong disillusion. Does not the principal
reason for the atheism or religious indifference of our contemporaries lie in the unacceptable idea of
God conveyed by evolutionism; a God responsible for suffering and death, even though evolution is
claimed to be compatible with the Christian faith? 330
Such voices of reason and Tradition have been largely drowned out by the large, powerful and vocal group
of rebels who continue to shout for a major upheaval in Church teaching on creation, original sin and
interpretation of Scripture. They include eminent members of the Hierarchy including Pope Benedict XVI,
formerly Ratzinger, whose opinions may be read in his Principles of Catholic Theology (1987): “The
impetus given by Teilhard de Chardin exerted a wide influence. With daring vision it incorporated the
historical movement of Christianity into the great cosmic process of evolution.” 331 His In the Beginning
(1990) includes the following: “For science has long since disposed of the concepts (Gen. 1–19) that we
have just now heard we hear of the Big Bang, which happened billions of years ago. . . It was rather in
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complex ways and over vast periods of time that earth and the universe were constructed,” and “We cannot
say: creation or evolution. The proper way of putting it is: creation and evolution.” 332 Compare such ideas
with the Catholic theology and papal teachings already quoted.

The Pontifical Academy of Evolutionists
Despite evolution having being widely accepted, even at the highest level in the Church, there has never
been any authoritative teaching approval of it. Hence the reaction of the worldwide media to the late Pope’s
message to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences on 25 October 1996. The confusing phrase that evolution is
“more than just a theory” was greeted with glee by the materialistic press as an official admission of the
collapse, under the weight of scientific research, of the Church’s traditional beliefs in Adam and Eve and
any literal sense of Genesis.333 Yet by no stretch of the imagination can his message (which, arguably, was
not even personally written by him) be considered a magisterial teaching, still less an infallible new dogma
of faith which overrules previous doctrine.

If John Paul II were unaware of the contemporary crisis in the integrity of evolution, this could be related to
the fact that his eighty scientific advisors in the Academy were all evolutionists, including Fr. Stanley Jaki
and the atheist cosmologist Stephen Hawking. This partiality must severely limit the competence of the
Academy to fulfil the intentions of Pope Pius XI declared on its foundation in 1936, “who wished to
surround himself with a select group of scholars, relying on them to inform the Holy See in complete
freedom about developments in scientific research and thereby to assist him in his reflections.” 334 In his
1996 message, John Paul reminded the Academy that the Magisterium has already made pronouncements
on these matters, and cited the encyclical Humani Generis in which Pope Pius XII thought the doctrine of
‘evolutionism’ a serious hypothesis, worthy of investigation and in-depth study equal to that of the
opposing hypothesis. A comparison with the text shows that the message paraphrases the encyclical in a
subtle but misleading way, and omits its explicit warning that the evolution of man must not be treated as
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certain fact. 335 It is also difficult to believe that “the opposing hypothesis,” which remains unnamed but is
presumably Special Creation, can have been investigated and studied in-depth by the Pontifical Academy if
there is not one specialist on Creation Science included among its members! A prudent Catholic could not
regard such pronouncements, especially in the contemporary post-Vatican II context, to be of sufficient
weight to overturn two millennia of Scripture, Tradition and authoritative teachings.

A New but Orthodox Theology?
Could the Catholic Church have been confusing humankind for nineteen centuries by teaching the Genesis
accounts of Creation and the Flood as real historical facts? Cannot modern science better describe and
explain the origins of the Universe? Don’t we have proof that time began with a “big bang” about 15-20
thousand million years ago? Should we not seek an “Hegelian dialectic” between these opposing truths, a
new blend from Divine Creation and Materialistic Evolution, which will displace these naive traditional
beliefs—in short, a New Theology? Modernists have been attempting to do this since the last century. The
FAITH movement founded in Surrey, England, in 1972, aims to achieve this end while also retaining
orthodox doctrines.
This organisation of priests and lay people works “to foster the Catholic faith and spiritual life of many
people, through youth work, adult education, retreats, conferences and publications.” 336 Most of the latter
are pamphlets under some forty titles, including three on “Science and Religion” by (Rev.) Roger Nesbitt.
The catalogue summarises his “Evolution and the existence of God” : “Argues from Evolution as a fact,
that the whole process would be impossible without the existence of the Supreme Mind we call God.” 337
The pamphlet “Evolution and Original Sin” is described accordingly: “Outlines the teaching of the Church
in this difficult area and then shows how a correct understanding of Evolution harmonises perfectly with
Original Sin.” 338
A bimonthly review is also published (edited for many years by Rev. Edward Holloway and now by Fr.
Timothy Finegan), which continues to endorse theistic evolutionism. Their flyer attributes the loss of faith

335

Nevard, 1996–7, pp. 8–10
The Faith Movement flyer
337
Faith pamphlets catalogue, Summer 1997
338
Ibid
336

J Donnelly

153

in the Western world particularly to “the breakdown of the neo-scholastic synthesis of philosophy and
theology.” In their view, evangelization “calls for a new presentation of the revealed Wisdom of Christian
tradition in a way that makes sense of the modern world. All major theologians of our time (Teilhard de
Chardin, Henri de Lubac, Karl Rahner, Hans Urs von Balthasar) have sought to develop such a synthesis.”
The flyer continues: “The particular focus of the FAITH movement is a new synthesis of science and the
Catholic faith as defined and proclaimed by the Church’s Magisterium. Inspired by the seminal work of Fr.
Edward Holloway, the FAITH Movement offers a perspective of creation through evolution.”339 The work
referred to is his 500-page tome, Catholicism: A New Synthesis.340 Like the pamphlets of Fr. Nesbitt, its
entire purpose is dependent on its basic premise: that evolution is a fact, so a new theology must be
developed to accommodate it. The book does not seem to provide any scientific evidence or rational
arguments in favour of the theory. Fr. Nesbitt’s pamphlet “Evolution and the Existence of God” offers the
usual “evidence” of comparative anatomy, likenesses of embryos and cells, genetics, classification and the
fossil records; it argues that “our modern world transformed by science and technology is witness to the
fact that man’s knowledge is real and genuine. . . . As far as evolution is concerned the overall outline is
clear, and so are many of the details, even if there is still a great deal more to learn.” 341

This statement fails to make the distinction between valid scientific theories which have had real practical
application and the philosophy of evolution which is not even a proper, scientific hypothesis, being
unobservable, not empirically testable, unfalsifiable, and lacking predictability. Despite the indisputable
link between evolution and atheism, both of these writers argue that, on the contrary, evolution should be
understood as proof for the existence of God, for it encourages a better appreciation of the grandeur of His
Creation. They rightly point out that the interdependence of the components of the natural world and its
operation by a highly ordered system of laws contradicts the argument that the universe came about by
chance events. However, instead of concluding that this manifests the supreme, creative power of God,
their theory is that evolution is one of the laws God built into the universe, what they call a “Unity Law of
Control and Direction,” which itself must have been derived from a “Supreme Eternal Being.” Fr. Nesbitt
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says: “The evolution of matter through time as an ordered ascent to ever more perfect forms would be
impossible without a Centre of Control and Direction which can foresee the future developments in terms
of the initial poising of the elements.” 342

It is agreed, even by many atheists, that the natural world shows the appearance of design, order and
purpose. The real question for science is whether the evidence fits better the evolution model or the
creation model. But the religious implications of evolution mean that a Catholic may not judge the issue in
isolation from the teachings of our Lord Jesus Christ, which come to us on the authority of His Church. We
must note that Fr. Holloway does not claim his “new synthesis” to be inerrant, but submits his work to the
ultimate judgement of Rome. In the conclusion to his book, he even invites “men of goodwill, theologians
and scientists, Christians and non-Christians to add, correct, deepen, and enrich. For his own part, the
writer yearns to listen and exchange more than expound. . . . It is certain that better scholars and deeper,
holier men could much improve and further refine on what is written in this thesis. God grant that they may
do so, and quickly!”343 Documents already cited in this chapter show that many scientists have already
corrected the basic error of this “new synthesis”—belief in evolution—and many theologians during this
past century have shown how it leads to errors in philosophy and doctrine. There is no purpose in analysing
the theological ramifications developed by Fr. Holloway and Fr. Nesbitt if their arguments, although logical
consequences of their prior convictions, are based on false premises or unreliable authorities.

Evolutionist Fathers from the East?
According to their flyer, the FAITH Movement claims there is much support for their views not only from
modern science, but in the Bible and the early Church: “Thus linking Creation, Incarnation, Salvation,
Church and Sacraments in one coherent theology, we seek to present a dynamic and attractive vision of the
faith. . . . The outlines of this perspective are found in many writings throughout Scripture and Tradition,
especially in the Eastern Fathers. In the West it would be named “Scotist” from the thought of John Duns
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Scotus who, among other saints and doctors of the Church, championed this synthetic view.” 344 The
FAITH position is the combination of human evolution with Catholicism. It would be fascinating to read
documented evidence to support the opinion that many writings of Scripture and the Church Fathers
delineate belief in the evolution of man from an animal, and that several saints and doctors of the Church
defended this view!

It is true that the Church Fathers held various opinions on the Days of Creation in Genesis. The
Alexandrian school favoured an allegorical exegesis, believing that God created all things simultaneously,
while the literal school, centered in Antioch, attempted to link the six days to existing scientific
understanding, including belief in the four Aristotelian “elements” and “spontaneous generation”. In this
“concordant” approach, such natural secondary causes were employed to explain the reiterated commands
of God, e.g., “Let the earth bring forth . . .” However, these are given only on the real days of the Creation
week, not entrusted to an evolutionary time scale. The creative acts of God are consecutive cx nihilo works,
not changes from previous forms of life. Scientists since Pasteur have rejected the possibility of
spontaneous generation. Attempts by Christians in the eighteenth to twentieth centuries to merge vast
evolutionary ages with the days of Creation (day–age theories) were rife with contradictions and extreme
Bible twisting and now gain little credibility among theistic evolutionists.

There is no evidence that any of the Church Fathers, even Scotus, believed that man evolved from an ape,
yet this is a basic argument of the FAITH position. According to magisterium, Scotus was not an
evolutionist and did not question traditional beliefs: “The Fathers are in accord in teaching that God
immediately created the first man, both as to body and soul.” 345
Both Thomists and Scotists were in the full sense scholastics, faithful to the authority of the pope and
the traditional teaching of the Church, while at the same time recognising Aristotle’s supremacy in
philosophical questions. In general it may be said that, while St. Thomas gave the first place to
knowledge and reason, Scotus gave it to love and the will. . . . Nevertheless, the difference between the
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two schools moves within very narrow limits, and can be of little interest for those who are outside
scholastic systems of thought. 346
While it is certainly possible that the understanding of a doctrine may be deepened or developed through
research, insights or even private revelation, the Church has laid down strict safeguards against any attempt
to challenge previously held beliefs. The latter were used long ago as a pretext by the Modernists,
especially under the influence of their adherence to the doctrine of evolutionism.
The doctrines of the faith which God has revealed have not been proposed to human intelligences to be
perfected by them as if it were a philosophical system, but as a divine deposit entrusted to the Spouse
of Christ to be faithfully guarded and infallibly interpreted. Hence also that sense of the sacred dogmas
is to be perpetually retained which our Holy Mother the Church has once declared, nor is this sense
ever to be abandoned on plea or pretext of a more profound comprehension of the truth.347

… I accept sincerely the doctrine of faith transmitted from the apostles through the orthodox fathers,
always in the same sense and interpretation, even to us; and so I reject the heretical invention of the
evolution of dogmas, passing from one meaning to another, different from that which the Church first
had . . . I disapprove likewise that method of studying and interpreting Sacred Scripture, which
disregards the tradition of the Church, the analogy of faith, and the norms of the Apostolic See, and
adheres to the fictions of the rationalists.348

Explanation of the Mystery of FAITH
The works of Fr. Holloway and Fr. Nesbitt offer no new evidence for evolution from scientific research or
Biblical exegesis. Their views have been proclaimed in the public domain and printed literature for over
twenty years, even in a Catholic Truth Society pamphlet, without mention of their true source. No Church
Father, canonised Saint or magisterial teaching has ever taught that the world evolved over 15 billion years
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or that Adam had animal parents. What authority could refute the Word of God, which the theory of
evolution appears to contradict?

The answer to this question was revealed in a booklet published in 1988, entitled God’s Master Key: The
Law of Control and Direction, by Mrs. Agnes Holloway, “a humble South London housewife and
mother.” 349 She claimed to have received a new revelation from God in 1929 which unlocked the wisdom
of modern science and the full orthodox Catholic Faith. She understood that her son, the future Fr. Edward
Holloway, was to broadcast this message to the world.

While not judging the earnestness of mother and son, one is bound in caution to question the basis of any
new doctrine which requires us to abandon traditional beliefs of the foundational texts of Holy Scripture.
Any comments made here should not be taken as personal criticisms. As Fr. Holloway says, “This vision
does not belong to any man or woman as their personal theological school. It is, if true, simply a God-given
indication of the authentic line of development in the doctrine of the Church needed by the Second Vatican
Council, and all but destroyed by Theological Humanism. It belongs to the Church, and to humankind.”350 I
also modestly claim to belong to the Church and humankind, and intend to exercise my right to examine
more strictly the claims of FAITH which appear to be incompatible with Catholic teaching. Readers are
welcome to verify the facts for themselves and draw their own conclusions.

The booklet contains about forty A5 pages in which Mrs. Holloway expounds on science, theology and an
exegesis of Genesis 1–3, followed by fifteen pages of “Answers to certain questions,” then a thirty page
autobiography. Fr. Holloway provided a six-page introduction, and commentary by footnotes. It must be
appreciated that it is on the authority of this private revelation that the credibility of the FAITH position
depends, for I do not find theistic evolution to be in agreement with reason, Scripture, Tradition or genuine
science.
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Uncritical Acceptance of Popular Secular Science
In his introduction, Fr. Holloway states that his mother’s ideas took shape from certain conversations they
had in 1940 in which she attempted to understand the language of the scholastic philosophy he had learned
in Rome.
Some other terms and language would have been taken from her humble efforts to learn something
about science from the popular magazines and reviews of the 1930s. She did not read them until after
this revelation was given her which was in the year 1929. She then began to look for some sort of
corroboration from the sciences for this vision. I can remember The Science of Life edited by H. G.
Wells and J. Huxley being around the house in weekly parts. I also read it with interest.
Another popular journal of the time which sometimes made pretensions to be serious philosophical
reading was John O’London’s Weekly. My mother had neither the money nor the education for more
serious reading in the philosophy of science, or in the relationship between science and theology. Her
education had been RC Elementary School of around 1900 to 1910. It did not take one very far.
Besides, she would not have had the knowledge to distinguish between the reliable and the slanted in
more specialised works.351
It appears that the parish clergy were unable to supply answers to the problems for Faith posed then by
unbridled rationalists like Wells and Huxley, who were like the TV specialists (e.g., Attenborough and
Dawkins) of today.
Edward had such ideas in mind at junior Seminary, when he read modern psychologists – Freud, Jung
and Adler – and later in Rome, when he first studied physics. I had never heard of the periodic table of
the elements, but I had now heard of the “Unity-Law” that worked through evolution. I realised with a
thrill that the evidence of the table of the elements alone, meant that the Universe was a great Equation,
and equations are not random! The Universe was centred in a Unity of Mind!352
Edward, now convinced that evolution was true and geared up by his mother’s claims, readily absorbed
novel ideas in the seminaries in Rome and at Stonyhurst.
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I found myself being introduced to a theology of the Church that developed the Fathers above all, and
was much deeper than the post-Reformation Catholic theology concerning the Fall of Man and the
nature of Original Sin. . . . I developed my own rapid and sweeping synthesis of the complex of ideas
given to me. At times they flatly contradicted certain party lines of the speculative theology taught to
me. They never contradicted the Faith.353
We now know that this “New Synthesis” actually came into being in the 1930s, and was based on the
naturalistic Darwinist doctrine of secular rationalists, uncorrected by sound Catholic philosophy. Its
proponents had no formal training in science, but derived their understanding of evolution from popular
magazines. With the confidence that they had been inspired by God, their philosophy and theology had
been habituated to reject ideas of origins which discounted evolution.
My mother did tell me, as I have said, before I went to Rome, that it would be my duty first to develop
and to defend this complex of doctrine and insights into the loving wisdom of God. If it is true, it is not
a new public revelation. It is a master correction of the Divine Word Incarnate, through the Holy Spirit,
to the development of doctrine of faith and morals in this age. Without such a true and certain course
the Church must falter, and is faltering in this age. It is no more than God’s own indication of the true
line of development in wisdom, love, and understanding. My mother once said to me that she did not
think there was a single thing in it, which great and holy minds could not have worked out for
themselves, but they did not. She thought they lacked holiness and humility equal to the challenge.354
Is it disrespectful to wonder why no Catholic scientist, philosopher theologian, Pope or canonised Saint in
1900 years had been given this “correction,” without which “the Church must falter” because none were so
holy and humble as Mrs. Agnes Holloway and her “beloved son” Edward?

Inspired by the Holy Spirit?
This “Master Key” statement of Mrs. Holloway, dated 1940, does show some logical progression of ideas
in an attempt to tie evolution to Genesis, though each section consists mostly of very short paragraphs or
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sentences, some reasonable or trite, others obscure or “profound”. I shall only comment on the most
significant passages.
I am told during these revelations that acting through and with all known laws of Nature there is a law,
a vital principle, of which all other laws, also Time and Space, are but the instruments. It is The Law of
Control and Direction – Two aspects of one reality – One Law. The constant succession of the same
phenomena necessarily supposes a constant cause producing them, this constant cause Science calls a
law. The custom of scientists of today to speak of all things in terms of electrons etc. leaves the laws of
Nature untouched. 355
This Law of Control and Direction, mentioned fifty times in the booklet, is used to credit the cause of some
process to God, as part of His evolutionary plan. It says much the same as “God makes evolution happen,”
which is no more a scientific explanation than saying “God did it.” As a religious doctrine, it is a complete
novelty, nowhere to be found in Scripture or Tradition.
Agnes’s dependability as a seer was almost certainly built upon her piety and reputed supernatural gifts. In
her autobiography, she reports several “strange things” from when Edward was about ten years old,
including answers to prayers, a vision of a lost object, a talking statue of “Our Lady”, hearing the voice of
her guardian angel, and knowledge of future events. She attended Catholic Evidence Guild meetings,
although she was not an open-air speaker. She describes the “moment of truth” accordingly:
There had been much discussion in the press at about this time of the theory of Evolution and Darwin’s
book was causing much excitement. Our speakers were coming against it at their outdoor meetings.
One evening there had been much discussion about it at our meeting, as to how it would affect the
Christian faith. I was – like all my friends in the Guild – strongly against it. One evening after one of
these discussions I was having my supper and picked up a Catholic paper, “The Universe”. There was
an article by a leading Catholic theologian who was rather in favour of the theory. I read it through
rather indifferently, to the end which ended with the words “How much is mind and how much is
matter, that is the question on which Christianity will depend in the next fifty years and must stand or
fall. Yes, I said to myself, I wonder how much is mind and how much is matter? Immediately I heard
the words “That which controls”. I was puzzled by this and repeated the words “That which controls”.
355
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Again the voice said “a thing cannot be its own cause and its own control. It must come into contact
with that which it controls, but cannot be caused by it, this is a universal law.” My soul was filled with
wonder and by the Holy Presence of God which I had before experienced when the voice spoke to me.
I knew these words held the key to the theory of Evolution. I would there and then have died for the
truth of it, whereas five minutes before I would have given my life against it.356
She reports that the voice spoke again the next day and she was able to ask it questions.
This went on at intermittent times for about five or six months . . . when . . . I had to listen and write
down what I heard. I began to know this Divine presence as that of the Blessed Trinity, indeed my
knowledge of God since is always that of the undivided Trinity. There seems little mystery about it to
me. But of course this is because of my ignorance and lack of education. 357
It is not necessary to analyse the whole of God’s Master Key here, but simply to quote two passages which
particularly give reason to doubt its validity as “the inspiration of the Holy Ghost.” 358 They also epitomize
the peculiar stylistic qualities and scientific understanding of the seer.
The effect of The Law of Control and Direction on the brain of man is shown to me in this way.
Science has said and it is undoubtedly a fact that man has evolved from a lower species of animal now
extinct. There is every evidence to support this theory. Man is organic to the world, he belongs to its
process, he has his roots in its order and draws his life blood from it. The life principle within him has
its seeds in the Universe itself, inside it.
Man is the highest outcome of the process of evolution, and it is reasonable to judge the character of
the process from the stage of it of which we have knowledge.
There is a characteristic about him which distinguishes him from the other species of animals.
Although undoubtedly a product of Nature, because his natural evolution from the ovum is in keeping
with the order of the Universe, he himself is a contradiction to the natural order. . . .
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I have said that man is organic to the world, he belongs to its process, he is in all material aspects like
unto the animals in as much as his organism resembles theirs.
There is this difference, it is found on examination that his brain is larger than theirs, the brain cells I
understand are the same in number but the development greater.
An eminent scientist has said that he believes the key to the whole explanation is in the brain of man.
It does seem to be so, and is indeed so, if the explanation given to me is true.359
The argument seems to follow this logical fallacy: 1. Of all animals, only man is rational; 2. Reason and
intelligence are sited in the brain; 3. Therefore the only material difference is his larger brain. In fact, the
normal human brain is neither the largest among animals in proportion to body mass nor by direct
comparison, and there are many unique human features, physical and other. 360
The account she gives of the origin of our first parents differs significantly from the inerrant Word of God
in Genesis:
It is shown to me that the first soul of the first man was breathed into him in the womb as it is today.
Let us in our mind’s eye vision to ourselves the manlike creature which directly preceded man.
Its organic structure will greatly resemble man, its brain will have reached that state of development on
reaching maturity which is the highest possible in the animal world without being detrimental to its
natural existence. It will naturally have a developed sense of direction, this is necessary to prevent the
greater development of its brain from destroying it.
As the first man grew from babyhood to maturity there came a time when with the dawn of reason he
is conscious for the first time of the urge to be good which is directed by his sense of direction to his
intelligence, and he realises he is free to obey or not.
The first human female was born of the same species as the first man. The two, male and female,
because of their natural association would grow up together, and under the guidance of God become
the first of our race, the parents of humankind.361
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The unsolved logical problems of the development of a true human being from animal parents were
acknowledged a century ago, and are not answered by mere statements. Nor are their implications unrelated
to moral issues. One of the FAITH clergy at a meeting was once asked the question: As according to you,
Adam and Eve’s parents were only animals, would they have been entitled to kill their father or mother and
eat them for dinner? The answer given, with some hesitation, was – “YES!”

Spiritual experiences – How May We Judge if they are From God?
There are many ways in which a person can be affected by the supernatural. Not all obvious miracles,
visions and utterances are necessarily holy, nor need they be signs of holiness of the recipient. The devil
uses clever tactics under the appearance of good in tempting more spiritually advanced souls. Even some
saints have sometimes had visions judged to have been deceptions of the devil. The golden rule in
Catholicism is that the Deposit of Faith and the hierarchical, official Church are above private revelation. In
other words, true obedience and the rule of faith are used to judge the truth of a vision. Opposition to them
proves the vision to be false.

Ignatius Loyola wrote several Rules for Discerning Spiritual Influences, and points out that the evil spirit,
after moving us to do good, gradually tries to drag the soul to his secret designs and crooked purposes.
When the soul is prepared by prior awareness or knowledge of anything which might induce consolation,
the bad spirit can produce such consolation in the soul. The fruits must be considered as a whole: if they be
not entirely good, it is a sign of an evil spirit. Even saints have been fooled by evil in the appearance of
good. 362 Even if the Church were to approve a vision, there is no precedent for thus changing the meaning
of the revelation of Divine and Holy Scripture. “Private revelations do not belong to the Catholic faith
strictly so called. . . . Such revelations can often help a Catholic in his devotional life, but they are not an
essential part of the Christian Faith.” 363

362
The Spiritual Exercises of St. Ignatius Loyola, trans. Thomas Corbishley, London, Burnes & Oates, 1963, pp. 330–333. Also see
Rev. Fr Ludovic-Marie Barrielle, Rules for Discerning the Spirits, MO, Angelus Press 1992.
363
Virtue’s Catholic Encyclopaedia, 2:873.

J Donnelly

164

Reactions of Fr. Holloway’s Superiors
Mrs. Holloway recalls in her autobiography:
From the age of eighteen onwards, from the time he entered the senior seminary any utterance of these
ideas in the presence of superiors has brought upon him suspicion and ridicule. He was even not
allowed to take a degree [doctorate] because they thought he would teach heresy and ruin the minds of
the students. 364
Fr. Holloway notes that in 1946 he sent to Pope Pius XII “a very full summary of the ideas and their basic
development,” and again in 1950 “a copy of a sort of prototype of Catholicism: a New Synthesis.”
To the letter of 1946 I received a verbal acknowledgement from Archbishop Godfrey over the
telephone. To the 1950 and any subsequent correspondence, usually to the Congregation for the
Doctrine of the Faith, I did not ever receive any acknowledgement. At the insistence of Cardinal John
Wright, I did receive a formal acknowledgement from the Secretariat of State, when I presented a copy
of Catholicism to Paul VI. It was however, curt and even unfriendly in tone, – stone cold.365
It is difficult to see how Pope Pius XII could give his backing to a book that forthrightly disobeyed his clear
demands articulated in Humani Generis that evolution was not to be taken as a proven fact. Yet, clearly, Fr.
Holloway did not see it that way. In his psyche, the Church had lost its way. Why? Because Rome had not
heeded the advice of Agnes Holloway and her son. With quite astounding arrogance he states:
I would say that the prototype of Catholicism: a New Synthesis which reached Pius XII about the time
of Humani Generis, would, if it had been taken seriously and in all humility [italics in original] have
given the Holy See the essential vision on which to base a new framework of speculative Catholic
philosophy and theology in time for the Second Vatican Council. “Prophets in rags” have never been
accepted in the Old Covenant or the New. Yet, God has never spoken to His Church through any other
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medium. Rome did have the warning it needed, and the material it needed before 1960, but took no
notice of it.366

Simple Rule: Respect the Scriptures
Obviously, evolution is not the only doctrinal issue on which Catholics have become confused in the recent
past, nor is such a situation unique in the history of the Church. However, this theory was recognised by
Pope Pius X as of fundamental importance as being the root cause of Modernism, and it has re-emerged as
the neo-Modernism of our day. It is not difficult to see the parallels with Fr. Holloway’s “new synthesis”
when reading these words of the Pius X in Pascendi paragraph 26: “First of all they lay down the general
principle that in a living religion everything is subject to change, and must in fact be changed. In this way
they pass to what is practically their principal doctrine, namely, evolution. To the laws of evolution
everything is subject under penalty of death dogma, Church, worship, the Books we revere as sacred, even
faith itself.” Thus, by those who study more intimately the ideas of the modernists, evolution is described
as resultant from the conflict of two forces, one of them tending towards progress, the other towards
conservation. Thus they are obliged to speak and write publicly. Let authority scold them if it please-they
have their own conscience on their side and an intimate experience which tells them with certainty that
what they deserve is honour. Pius X wrote that “these enemies of divine revelation extol human progress to
the skies, and with rash and sacrilegious daring would have it introduced into the Catholic religion as if this
religion were not the work of God but of man, or some kind of philosophical discovery susceptible of
perfection by human efforts. ” 367
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PART 3
CATHOLICISM AND BIBLICAL CRITICISM – A NEED TO RETURN TO THE SCRIPTURES

Chapter 9: Moses and the reliability of the Pentateuch

Many Catholics believe that Moses did not write the first five books of the Bible. These books: Genesis,
Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy, are often referred to as the Pentateuch or Torah. Moreover,
outside of the more conservative Christian Fundamentalist seminaries and churches, it is commonly held
that Moses did not write these books, that they are a compilation of works by numerous writers over an
extended period of time.
Theology and Religious studies courses at most universities teach that the Pentateuch is a complex work
consisting of four literary components. The four strands have been allocated the letters J, E, D, and P; each
representing a different document or source that was woven into the fabric of the Bible. This set of
assumptions has been tagged by a number of names including the documentary theory and the GrafWellhausen theory. According to this analysis, the letter “J” stands for the Yahwist (“J” from the German
Jahweh) narrative, coming from the era of the early Jewish monarchy, about 950 B.C. “E” stands for the
Elohist narrative from the region of the Northern Kingdom dating from about 750 B.C. “D” is best
represented by the book of Deuteronomy and is said to have originated in the Southern Kingdom about 650
B.C. or soon after. And finally, “P” is the priestly document that comes from the epoch after the fall of
Israel in 587 B.C. According to the theory, the Pentateuch reached its current form around the time of Ezra
or about 400 B.C.
Why is the issue of Mosaic authority a vital one? Those who believe the documentary or Graf-Wellhausen
theory argue that the content of these books should be seen as a mixture of plausible historical events and
religious poetry sparked by man’s religious imagination. For example, on the subject of Moses and God on
Mount Sinai, one author of an Old Testament survey writes that, “It would be foolish, for instance, to
rationalize the burning bush, as though this vision were something that could have been seen with the
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objective eye of a camera.”368 Holders of this analysis reject the notion of supernatural revelation and view
much of the Pentateuch as folklore and Hebrew storytelling.
On the other hand, the conservative analysis supports Mosaic authorship and treats the books as a literary
unit. This does not mean that Moses didn’t use other documents to inscribe his books. He clearly did. But
since other Old Testament authors assert Mosaic authorship, as do numerous New Testament writers and
the early church fathers, the reliability of the Bible as a whole begins to disintegrate if Moses is not the
author of the Pentateuch.
In this piece we will take a closer look at the source of the documentary theory regarding Mosaic
authorship and offer a retort that argues for the integrity of the Bible.

Origins of the Documentary Hypothesis
For almost two thousand years Christians accredited Mosaic authorship of the first five books of the Bible.
That’s not to say that some didn’t acknowledge problems with the text. Many had noted what seemed to be
two separate creation stories in Genesis, as well as the problem of Moses recounting his own death in
Deuteronomy 34.
In 1753, a French physician named Jean Astruc began the modern study of source or literary criticism by
writing a commentary on the book of Genesis.369He noted that the first chapter of Genesis refers to God as
Elohim, while the second chapter uses mostly Jehovah or Yahweh. Astruc believed that Moses must have
used two different sources in writing Genesis, each having different names for God, and that the Elohim
source was the older (I deal with this problem in Chapter 10). This established the first principle of what
would become known as the documentary hypothesis, the supposition that different divine names must
mean different authors or sources. In 1780 Johann Eichhorn took this theory and ran with it. He applied the
idea of two sources to the rest of Genesis, Exodus, and finally to most of the Pentateuch. He ultimately
renounced the view of Mosaic authorship as well.
The next step came in 1805, when Wilhem De Wette argued that none of the Pentateuch was written before
David. He established the “D” document standing for Deuteronomy, which he believed was written as
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propaganda to support political and religious union in Jerusalem during the reign of king Josiah around 621
B.C. We now have three source documents: J, E, and D. Although others in the late 1700s and early 1800s
found as many as thirty-nine fragments in Genesis alone, the final, “P” or Priestly document of the current
theory was added by Hermann Hupfeld in 1853. He thought that the E source should be split in two, the
later becoming the new P document.
The name most linked with the documentary hypothesis is Julius Wellhausen. His publications in the late
1870s didn’t add much new information to the theory, but rather argued for it from a Darwinist-evolutionist
perspective. Wellhausen claimed that the J, E, D, P sequence followed the development from primitive
animism towards the more sophisticated monotheism that would be expected as the Jewish culture and
religion evolved. He claimed that those parts of the Old Testament that dealt with refined doctrine (one
God, the Ten Commandments, the tabernacle, etc.) were not truth revealed by the living God, but were
ideas that evolved from inferior stages of thinking, including polytheism, animism, ancestor worship, etc.
The impact of this relationship was immediate and powerful. The documentary hypothesis undermines the
authenticity of the Genesis Creation/Fall/Flood accounts, as well as the whole patriarchal history of Israel.
It presupposes that the whole of the Old Testament is one enormous literary deception, and calls into
question not only the reliability of Moses, but also the trustworthiness/divinity of Jesus
Even though both liberal and conservative scholars removed much of the foundation of the documentary
hypothesis in the twentieth century, the idea remains deep-rooted. As Gleason Archer states, “For want of a
better theory . . . most non-conservative institutions continue to teach the Wellhausen theory, at least in its
general outlines, as if nothing had happened in Old Testament scholarship since the year 1880.”370

Problems with the Documentary Hypothesis
Let’s now look at the problems with this theory:
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First, it should be mentioned that conservative scholars did not sit around casually as this theory developed
and spread. In the late 1800s Princeton Seminary scholars Joseph Alexander and William Green “subjected
the documentarian school to devastating criticism which has never been successfully rebutted by those of
liberal persuasion,” according to Gleason Archer.371 In Germany, Ernst Wilhelm Hengstenberg ably
defended the Mosaic authorship of all five books of the Pentateuch. His 1847 book The Genuineness of the
Pentateuch did much to promote conservative thinking.
It should also be noted that the Wellhausen theory found what it was looking for. The theory grew out of a
movement to find rationalistic, natural explanations for the biblical text. Once one assumes that
supernatural revelation cannot happen any other explanation must take precedent. The late dates and
various authors assigned to the books allow for purely naturalistic sources. This is a textbook case of
question begging. The underlying premise, that there can be no such thing as supernatural revelation,
resulted in the conclusion that the Bible is not a supernaturally revealed document.372
Another problem with the theory is that it assumes that “Hebrew authors differ from any other writers
known in the history of literature in that they alone were incapable of using more than one name for God,”
or for that matter, more than one style of writing.373 It is interesting that the Qur’an (Koran) uses multiple
names for God, but few question that Muhammad was its sole author. Regarding the various writing styles,
it would be like arguing that C. S. Lewis could not possibly have written children’s stories, literary
criticism, science fiction, and allegorical satire; and maintaining that numerous sources must have been
involved. Educated as an Egyptian prince, Moses probably would have been exposed to many writing
styles that were available during that time.
Another bias is evident in how critics regard the biblical data as unreliable and untrustworthy, despite its
old age even by their own dating methods. The inclination is to disregard the biblical content immediately

when a non-biblical source disagrees with it, even when the biblical document is older. In the words of one
conservative Old Testament scholar:
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It makes no difference how many biblical notices, rejected as unhistorical by nineteenth-century
pundits, have been confirmed by later archaeological evidence (such as the historicity of
Belshazzar, the Hittites, and the Horites), the same attitude of skeptical prejudice toward the Bible
has persisted, without any justification.374
In the next section we will continue to offer arguments against the documentary hypothesis and for the
Mosaic authorship of the first five books of the Bible.

A Conservative Approach
Despite what Gleason Archer calls “The overwhelming contrary evidence from Genesis to Malachi,”
advocates of the Wellhausen theory cling to its most fundamental principle: that the religion of the Jews
evolved from primitive animism to a more refined monotheism.375
But their unsupported assumptions don’t stop there. Modern scholars assume that Hebrew writers never
used the repetition of ideas or occurrences even though authors in other ancient Semitic languages did so.
They also assume that they can methodically date the texts, even though they have no other ancient Hebrew
writings to compare them with. Documentary scholars have felt free to amend the text by substituting more
common words for rare or unusual words that they do not understand or do not expect to see in a given
context.376 Although it claims to be scientific, the documentary hypothesis is anything but neutral.
What are the arguments for Mosaic authorship? First, there are numerous passages in Exodus, Numbers,
and Deuteronomy that point to Moses as author. For instance, Exodus 34:27 says, “Then the LORD said to
Moses, ‘Write down these words, for in accordance with these words I have made a covenant with you and
with Israel.’” In fact, there are references throughout the Old Testament (Joshua, 1 & 2 Kings, Ezra,
Nehemiah, Daniel, and Malachi) that claim that Moses wrote the Pentateuch.
New Testament writers assumed that Moses wrote the first five books of the Bible as well. In Matthew 19:8
Jesus refers to laws regarding marriage in Deuteronomy and credits Moses with writing them. In John 7:19
Jesus says, “Has not Moses given you the law?” In Romans 10:5 Paul states that Moses wrote the law. It
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would be hard not to ascribe either deception or error to Christ and the apostles if Moses did not write the
Pentateuch.
There are many other internal evidences that point to Mosaic authorship. The writer of Exodus gives
eyewitness details of the event that only a participant would know about. The author of Genesis and
Exodus also portrays remarkable knowledge of Egyptian names and places. This knowledge is evident even
in the style of writing used. One scholar has noted that the writer used “a large number of idioms and terms
of speech, which are characteristically Egyptian in origin, even though translated into Hebrew.”377
Having received teaching in the most advanced literate culture of the day as well as having access to the
Jewish oral tradition make Moses an extraordinarily able and likely candidate for God to use in writing
down the founding of the Jewish nation.

Summary
Now let us consider the current state of Old Testament studies:
Since 1670, when the Jewish philosopher Baruch Spinoza (1631-1677) suggested that Ezra might have
authored the Pentateuch, source criticism has developed to such an extent that it has successfully removed
serious consideration of Mosaic authorship for many scholars. However, the twentieth century has seen the
pillars supporting the Wellhausen theory, also known as the documentary hypothesis, weakened or
removed. The result has been the uncomfortable reliance by many scholars on a system of literary criticism
that no longer has a firm foundation. As one Old Testament scholar has written:
Wellhausen’s arguments complemented each other nicely, and offered what seemed to be a solid
foundation upon which to build the house of biblical criticism. Since then, however, both the
evidence and the arguments supporting the structure have been called into question and, to some
extent, even rejected. Yet biblical scholarship, while admitting that the grounds have crumbled
away, nevertheless continues to adhere to the conclusions.378
Since the turn of the century, scholars have challenged the divine-names criterion or principle for
determining authorship. W. F. Albright, who remained within the documentary camp, called the minute

377
378

Ibid, 113
Harrison, 1969, p 81

J Donnelly

172

analysis of the Pentateuch after Wellhausen “absurd” and “irrational.”379 Hermann Gunkel, who introduced
a new type of criticism called form criticism, came to the conclusion that “we really know nothing for
certain about these hypothetical documents of the Graf-Wellhausen hypothesis.” 380 In other words, he
declined to accept the several authors for the Pentateuch, particularly the J, E, and P sources, that had been
reflected on by scholars for decades. There are too many critics to mention by name, but the snowballing
effect has been substantial.
Where does this leave us today? In one sense it has left the academic community in search for new
foundations. But even for those who reject the possibility of supernatural revelation, the evidence from
archeology, the Dead Sea scrolls found at Qumran and information about the languages of the ancient
orient are making reliance on the Wellhausen theory unjustifiable.
There is an inclination among scholars to view the Pentateuch as a literary unit again. Scholars are
admitting that the way the books use familiar words, phrases and motifs, parallel narrative structure, and
planned theological arrangement of literary units for teaching and memorization support viewing the five
books as a literary whole.381

Conclusion
To begin to understand the importance of this means to consider the relevance of creation in Genesis. In
John 5:46-47 Jesus says, “For had ye believed Moses, ye would have believed Me: for he wrote of Me. But
if ye believe not his writings, how shall ye believe my words?” Then in Luke 16:31 Jesus quotes Abraham
as saying, “If they hear not Moses and the prophets neither will they be persuaded, though one rose from
the dead”. Both references show the importance placed on the writings of Moses, beginning with Genesis.
In Luke 24:44 Jesus refers to the “Law of Moses” (the Pentateuch) and accepts Moses as author. In Acts
28:23 Paul preaches about Jesus from Moses and the prophets. These are all references to the writings of
Moses. Genesis is the one book of Moses that is referred to more often in the Bible than any other book.
The biblical doctrine of origins found in Genesis is foundational to all other doctrines of Scripture. Attack
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the biblical doctrine of origins, and the whole structure of the Bible is undermined. That is why the
proponents of the Documentary hypothesis like it so much.

There are 11 verses in Genesis which read, ‘These are (or ‘This is the book of’) the generations of …’ The
Hebrew word toledoth translated ‘generations’ can also mean ‘origins’, ‘history’, or even ‘family history’,
and each verse comes either before or after a report of historical events that involved the person named.
The most probable explanation is that Adam, Noah, Shem, etc. each wrote an account of the events that
occurred either right before or during his lifetime, and Moses, under the infallible inspiration of the Holy
Spirit, selected, compiled, and edited these to produce Genesis in its present unified form.
Genesis does not show a development from idolatry to monotheism, as Wellhausen’s evolutionism
requires. Rather, the Bible begins with a unique revelation of God, which was later rejected to the point that
the Hebrew nation itself descended into idolatry and so was given over to captivity by God.
Ultimately, the author of Genesis was God, working through Moses. This does not mean that God used
Moses as an automaton. Rather, God equipped Moses for his task from the day he was born. When the time
came, Moses had all the necessary information, and was infallibly led by the Holy Spirit as to what he
incorporated and what he left out. This is reliable with what is known historically, and with the claims and
principles of Scripture.”(2 Timothy 3:15-17)
On the other hand there is no historical evidence, and no spiritual or theological basis whatsoever for the
deceptive JEDP hypothesis. The ‘scholarship’ that promotes it is completely spurious. Supported by the
theory of evolution, it exists exclusively to undermine the authority of the Word of God.
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Chapter 10: Two Different Accounts in Genesis?

Genesis chapters 1 and 2 provide accounts of what God did during creation. But these two chapters don’t
seem to agree. Are there two different accounts of creation under discussion in Genesis 1 and 2?

It is common for liberal critics of the Bible to assert that the book of Genesis contains two accounts of the
creation of the Earth and mankind. Allegedly, these two accounts reflect different authors, different time
periods, etc. It further is charged that the narratives contradict each other in several particulars.

The two records are supposed to involve Genesis 1:1-2:3 and Genesis 2:4-25. One author has written: “It is
evident that the Pentateuch cannot be the continuous work of a single author. This is shown by the
existence of two differing accounts (doublets) of the same event: thus e.g. the story of the creation in Gen.
1 and 2:4ff...”382 This view of Scripture is not the exclusive property of the radically liberal theologians; it
has made its presence felt in “conservative” circles as well. Some enthusiasts speak of the “two different
creation accounts”383, or the two ‘creation hymns’.384

One of the foundational assumptions of this so-called viewpoint is that the Pentateuch (first five books of
the Bible) was not written by Moses. Supposedly, several ancient writers contributed to this collection.
These authors are referred to as J, E, P, and D. The critics claim that all of these writings eventually were
collected and combined by a “redactor” (editor). This theory is known as the Documentary Hypothesis (see
Chapter 9). In the case of the “two creation accounts,” Genesis 1 is said to be a “P” document (dating from
the Babylonian or post-Babylonian captivity period), while Genesis 2 is supposed to be a “J” narrative from
the ninth century B.C.

The arguments in support of this radical viewpoint are twofold. (1) It is claimed that the two creation
stories show evidence of different styles of writing. (2) It is argued that the accounts conflict in that they
reveal divergent concepts of deity and a mismatched order of creation. Let us give these contentions brief
deliberation.
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Stylistic Dissimilarity

Professor Kenneth Kitchen of the University of Liverpool has observed, “stylistic differences are
meaningless”.385 Such differences may as much indicate a variation in the subject addressed as the
suggestion of multiple authors. On the basis of archaeological evidence, Kitchen has shown that the
“stylistic” theory simply is not credible. For example, a biographical inscription of Uni, an Egyptian
official who lived about 2400 B.C., reflects at least four different styles, and yet no one denies the unity of
its authorship.386

The plural authorship of the “creation accounts” is supposed to be indicated by the use of two names for
deity in these sections. “God” (Elohim) is utilized in Genesis 1, whereas “Jehovah” (Yahweh) is located in
2:4ff. In reply it may be observed, first, that concrete biblical research has clearly shown the use of
different names for deity to possibly reflect a purposeful theological emphasis. For example, Elohim, which
suggests “strength,” exalts God as the mighty Creator. Yahweh is the name that expresses the essential
moral and spiritual nature of deity, particularly in terms of His relationship to the nation of Israel.387

Since the meaning of elohim stresses God’s omnipotence, it was a particularly appropriate word for Moses
to have used to describe the Creator God of Creation Week. His power is seen much more clearly in
creating many various objects and beings in a short time than in the long drawn out evolutionary schedule.
Elohim is a graphic expression or a title rather than a name for God. The truly personal name of God is the
one revealed to Moses at the burning bush (Exodus 3:15) YHWH which is often transliterated Yahweh or
Jehovah and written in capitals as LORD. It means ‘ I am who am’ and means ‘the self-existent one’ or ‘the
one who causes to be’. It is used of God’s personal relationship with Adam and Eve in Genesis chapters 2
and 3, where Moses uses the collective term Yahweh Elohim, which the translators have given to mean
Lord God.
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The God of Genesis is not the same God of Islam, modern-day non-Messianic Judaism, Hinduism,
Buddhism, Jehovah’s Witnesses, Unitarians or any other belief system which rejects the divinity of the
Lord Jesus Christ. Rather Genesis portrays the God of Christianity to be the God who is not only one, but is
also more than one. The very first verse of the Bible reads: “ In the beginning God (plural, Elohim) created
(singular) the heavens and the earth” (Genesis1: 1). Moses , the author of Genesis under the inspiration of
the Holy Spirit, chose to use the Hebrew plural term Elohim for God rather than the singular El. He does
use the singular form of the verb ‘created’ however! Elohim is a plural noun with a singular meaning. The
Old Testament writers used it over 2500 times, usually with singular verbs and adjectives (as in Gen. 1: 1),
implying that God is one and yet God is more than one. This is the uniplurality of the Godhead. The Trinity
can be found in Genesis 1 (Jesus, the Son of God creates everything (Colossians 1: 16) , was with God in
the beginning (John 1: 3) and the Holy Spirit “was hovering over the face of the waters” (Genesis 1: 2).

Second, the multiple employment of titles was common in the literature of ancient times as a device of
literary variety. Archaeological discoveries have amply illustrated this point. Mull over Genesis 28:13. The
Lord speaks to Jacob and says: “I am Jehovah (Yahweh), the God (Elohim) of Abraham, the God (Elohim)
of Isaac.” Would one argue for the multiple authorship of this single sentence upon the basis of the use of
two Hebrew names for the Creator? Hardly. One scholar pointedly observed:

To conclude that differences in style or vocabulary unmistakably indicate different authors is
invalid for any body of literature. It is well known that a single author may vary his style and
select vocabulary to fit the themes he is developing and the people he is addressing. It goes
without saying that a young graduate student’s love letter will vary significantly in vocabulary and
style from his research paper.388

It must be concluded that arguments for “two creation accounts” in Genesis, based upon a personal view of
“style,” are speculative and feeble.

Alleged Contradictions
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As mentioned earlier, the alleged discrepancies between chapters 1 and 2 involve an imagined difference in
the perception of God on the part of the hypothetical “authors,” and the alleged contradictory order of
events mentioned in the respective records.

First, it is supposed that in Genesis 1 the Creator is a transcendent Being, majestically and distantly
bringing the creation into existence. In Genesis 2, however, He is characterized by naive
anthropomorphisms (human terminology applied to deity) which imply an inferior status. For example, in
Genesis 2 the writer says that Jehovah “formed,” “breathed,” “planted,” etc. (7-8).

While it is true that such expressions are found in chapter 2, what the critics have failed to notice is that
anthropomorphic terminology also is employed in Genesis 1:1-2:4. In that section, God “called,” “saw,”
“rested,” etc. (1:8,12; 2:1). There is no validity in this argument, and one is not surprised that serious
scholars have branded it “illusory”.389

Second, as indicated above, some reversed language order, as seen in the two chapters, is also supposed to
display conflicting creation accounts. E.A. Speiser has written:

The first account starts out with the creation of ‘heaven and earth’ (1:1). The present narrative
begins with the making of ‘earth and heaven’ (2:4b).” Speiser goes on to emphasize that in the
first record heavenly activity is in focus, while in the latter account man is the center of interest.
He thus concluded: “This far-reaching divergence in basic philosophy would alone be sufficient to
warn the reader that two separate sources appear to be involved, one heaven-centered and the other
earth-centered .390

This argument for a dual authorship of Genesis 1 and 2 is truly unconvincing. Let us carefully note Genesis
2:4. “These are the generations of the heavens and the earth when they were created, in the day that
Jehovah God made earth and heaven.” In this one verse there is contained the heaven/earth and
earth/heaven motif. Does this mean that two people must have written this one sentence? That would be
ludicrous! Even the critics do not argue thus.
389
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Third, the claim is made that in chapter 1 man is represented as having been made “in the image of God”
(27), yet in chapter 2, he is merely “formed...of the dust of the ground” (7), thus symptomatic of a distinct
contrast. The point of comparison is too limited, hence, unwarranted. As professor John Sailhamer
observed:

...we should not overlook the fact that the topic of the “creation of man” in chapter 2 is not limited
merely to v. 7. In fact, the topic of the creation of the man and the woman is the focus of the whole
of chapter 2. What the author had stated as a simple fact in chapter 1 (man, male and female, was
created in God’s likeness) is explained and developed throughout the narrative of chapter 2. We
cannot contrast the depiction of the creation of man in chapter 1 with only one verse in chapter 2;
we must compare the whole of the chapter391.

Fourth, Genesis 1 and 2 are said to disagree with each other in the relative creation-order of plants and man.
In chapter 1, it is argued, plants were created on the third day of the initial week (11-12), and man was
made on the sixth day (26ff.), whereas in chapter 2, plants and herbs seem not to appear until after the
formation of man (5ff.). The real problem exists only in the mentality of the critic. There are possible
means by which to answer the alleged difficulty.

Some suggest that in Genesis 1 the original creation of the botanical world is in view, while in Genesis 2
the emphasis is upon the fact that plant reproduction had not commenced, for as yet there was not enough
moisture, nor a cultivator of the ground, which factors are taken care of in verses 6-7.392

Others agree that entirely different matters are in view in these respective accounts. In Genesis 1:11-12
vegetation in general is under consideration, but in Genesis 2:5ff. the writer is discussing the specific sort
of vegetation that requires human cultivation. . Notice that the plants and herbs are described as ‘of the
field’ in Genesis chapter 2 (compare 1:12) and they required a man to tend them (2:5). These are clearly
cultivated plants, not just plants in general.
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It has been observed “that the words rendered plant, field, and grew, never occur in the first chapter; they
are terms expressive of the produce of labour and cultivation; so that the historian evidently means that no
cultivated land and no vegetables fit for the use of man were yet in existence on the earth”.393

Another view is that Genesis 2:5 does not refer to the condition of the Earth in general; rather, the writer
basically is discussing the preparation of the beautiful garden in which man was to live394( the trees (2:9)
are only the trees planted in the garden, not trees in general).
In any event, we must highlight this point: whenever there is the possibility of genuine reconciliation
between passages that supposedly appear to conflict, no contradiction can be charged!

Fifth, it is claimed that Genesis 1 represents animals as existing before man (vv.24-26), yet Genesis 2 has
Adam created before the animals are formed (v.19). The text of Genesis 2:19 merely hints that the animals
were formed before being brought to man; it says nothing about the relative origins of man and beast in
terms of chronology. The critic is reading something into the text that simply is not there. William Green
pointed out that when noted scholar Franz Delitzsch (1813-1890), a supporter of the Documentary
Hypothesis, first authored his well-known commentary on Genesis, he employed this argument as a proof
of an incongruity between Genesis 1 and 2. However, in the last edition of his work, after his knowledge
had matured, he repudiated this hair-splitting and argued for the harmony of 2:19 with chapter 1.395

Sixth, Genesis 2:4 says, ‘These are the generations of the heavens and of the earth when they were created,
in the day that the LORD God made the earth and the heavens’. According to some Creationists, this marks
a break with chapter 1. This wording next occurs in Genesis 5:1, where it reads ‘This is the book of the
generations of Adam. In the day that God created man’.
‘Generations’ is a translation of the Hebrew word toledoth, which means ‘origin’ or ‘record of the origin’.
It identifies an account or record of events. The phrase was apparently used at the end of each section in
Genesis identifying the patriarch (Adam, Noah, the sons of Noah, Shem, etc.) to whom it mainly referred,
and possibly who was responsible for the record. There are 10 such divisions in Genesis.
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Each record was most likely originally a stone or clay tablet. There is no one identified with the account of
the origin of the heavens and the earth (Genesis 1:1-2:4), because it refers principally to the origin of the
whole universe, not any person in particular (Adam and Eve are not mentioned by name, for instance).
Also, only God knew the events of creation, so God had to disclose this, possibly to Adam who recorded it.
Moses, as ‘author’ of Genesis, acted as a compiler and editor of the various sections, adding illustrative
notes under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. The toledoths acknowledge the sources of the historical
records Moses used. This understanding stresses the historical nature of Genesis and its status as
eyewitness history, contrary to the defunct ‘documentary (JEDP) hypothesis’ still taught in many
seminaries and Bible colleges.

An Authentic Explanation

Are there differences in the inspired accounts of Genesis 1 and 2? Of course there are. But differences do
not necessarily imply contradictions, much less multiple authors. The real question is this: Is there a
purpose to these variations? Indeed there is. Furthermore, there are a number of factors that militate against
the impression that Genesis 1 and 2 are independent and contradictory accounts of the creation.

First, careful analysis reveals that there is deliberate purpose in the uniqueness of these two sections of
Scripture. In Genesis 1 there is a broad outline of the events of the creation week, which reaches its peak
with the origin of mankind in the very image of God. In Genesis 2 there is the particular emphasis upon
man, the divine preparation of his home, the creation of a suitable mate, etc. Edward J. Young has a good
statement of this matter:

There are different emphases in the two chapters...but the reason for these is obvious. Chapter 1
continues the narrative of creation until the climax, namely, man made in the image and likeness
of God. To prepare the way for the account of the fall, chapter 2 gives certain added details about
man’s original condition, which would have been incongruous and out of place in the grand,
declarative march of chapter 1.396
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This type of procedure was not unheard of in the literary style of antiquity. Gleason Archer observed that
the “technique of recapitulation was widely practiced in ancient Semitic literature. The author would first
introduce his account with a short statement summarizing the whole transaction, and then he would follow
it up with a more detailed and circumstantial account when dealing with matters of special importance”.397
These respective sections have a different literary theme. Genesis 1 is chronological, revealing the
sequential events of the creation week, whereas Genesis 2 is topical, with special concern for man and his
environment. This procedure is not unknown elsewhere in biblical literature. Matthew’s account of the
ministry of Christ is more topical, while Mark’s Gospel is more chronological.

Second, there is clear evidence that Genesis 2 was never an independent creation account. There are simply
too many key essentials missing for that to have been the case. For instance, there is no mention in Genesis
2 of the creation of the Earth, and there is no mention of the oceans or fish. There is no talk about the Sun,
Moon, and stars, etc. Archer has pointed out that there is not an origins record in the entire literature
collection of the ancient Near East that excludes the creation of the Sun, Moon, seas, etc.398 Obviously,
Genesis 2 is a sequel to chapter 1. The latter presumes the former and is built upon it.

Even Howard Johnston, who was (at least in part) sympathetic to the Documentary Hypothesis, conceded:

The initial chapter [Genesis 1] gives a general account of the creation. The second chapter is
generally declared by critics to be a second account of the creation, but, considered in the light of
the general plan, that is not an accurate statement. Evidently the purpose of this chapter is to show
that out of all the creation we have especially to do with man. Therefore only so much of the
general account is repeated as is involved in a more detailed statement concerning the creation of
man. There is a marked difference of style in the two accounts, but the record is consistent with
the plan to narrow down the story to man.399

The following summary statement by Kenneth Kitchen is worthy of notice:

397

Archer, 1964, p 118
Archer,1982, p 69
399
Johnston, 1902, p 90
398

J Donnelly

182

It is often claimed that Genesis 1 and 2 contain two different creation-narratives. In point of fact,
however, the strictly complementary nature of the “two” accounts is plain enough: Genesis 1
mentions the creation of man as the last of a series, and without any details, whereas in Genesis 2
man is the centre of interest and more specific details are given about him and his setting. There is
no incompatible duplication here at all. Failure to recognize the complementary nature of the
subject-distinction between a skeleton outline of all creation on the one hand, and the
concentration in detail on man and his immediate environment on the other, borders on
obscurantism.400

Conclusion

One final but vigorous point should be made. In Matthew 19:4-5, the Lord Jesus united quotations from
Genesis 1 and Genesis 2. He declared: “He who made them from the beginning made them male and
female [1:26], and said, For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife;
and the two shall become one flesh [2:24].” If the liberal stance is true, how very strange that Christ should
have given not the least hint that the two accounts involved multiple authorship and contradictory material!
Obviously, the Son of God did not support the modern Documentary Hypothesis. When the texts of
Genesis 1 and 2 have been well thought-out carefully, one thing is obvious: an objective assessment reveals
no discrepancies, nor is a dual authorship to be inferred. Committed students of the Bible should not be
distressed by the whimsical, ever-changing hypotheses of the liberal critics. It is sensible to bear in mind
that the Word of God was not written for the benefit of “scholars,” but for the ordinary person.
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PART 4
CONCLUSION
Chapter 11: Evolution, Catholicism and Fundamentalism
Evolution and Origins: Still Awaiting Clarification
Prior to the modern era there was little need for Magisterial declarations on Origins, therefore many
Catholics have concluded that evolution beliefs create little danger for Catholicism.
In Parts 1 and 2, I have produced a consistent analysis showing how human evolution is irreconcilable with
Catholic doctrine and in Part 3, I have sought to establish what God has revealed about the beginning of the
world and the origin of mankind from the Bible. I have documented that science cannot support evolution
with proof of the ever-elusive process of evolution is missing (‘molecules to man’ or ‘particles to people’
evolution). I wish also to state the role of the Catholic Church, defined by Ruffini, as personally
commissioned by Jesus Christ, to teach His doctrine until the end of time:
Christ established an organisation to continue, until the end of the world, the bringing of men to
eternal happiness. This organisation is the Catholic Church. He endowed His Church with the
prerogative of infallibility so that it cannot err in teaching and interpreting His doctrine. God’s
revelation to man, which is called a Deposit, is found in the Bible, written under divine
inspiration, and in Tradition. By Tradition is meant not something vague or legendary, but the
actual living teaching of the Church itself which, under the abiding assistance of God promised by
Christ, ever continues to transmit to men the doctrines received from Christ and His Apostles.
Important witnesses of this Tradition are those ecclesiastical writers of the early centuries who are
called Fathers of the Church. Divine revelation is so vast in extent and so profound in content, that
sometimes its meaning can be determined only after study and discussion. Progress in this field
consists in the deeper understanding by men of what is contained in revelation. The knowledge
given to us by God is as unchangeably true as are the truths of mathematics.401
While much of the above may be true, there is still a problem in that far too much assurance is given to The
Catholic Church as an organisation. Tradition is always on a par with Scripture and very few members of
401
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the Catholic hierarchy seem to notice the danger it poses. Tradition must submit to Scripture because if it
does not, one will end up in the quagmire of following the uncertain philosophies of men, i.e. the
philosophy of evolution, which dictates the terms and reinterprets Scripture. Ruffini does not see the
danger. Belief in a creation period of six 24-hour days about 6000 years ago has been the teaching of the
Church for most of its history. I am not saying that those who do not hold to a literal Adam and Eve
position are not Christian and therefore not saved in Christ, but there has to be a consistency in Catholic
doctrine and apologetics. To deny this belief is fundamentally the effect of imposing outside ideas on
Scripture. It has also terrible consequences, which affect many areas as I have shown in Part 2 on
philosophy and the dangers of evolution theory.
The Origins debate is essentially a fairly modern controversy within Christianity. Apart from speculation
by ancient Greeks some 600 years before Christ, the evolution theories of Naturalists (which were
supposedly based on phenomenal data) only began to substantially impact peoples’ thoughts from the early
nineteenth century. In the Catholic Church the idea that Scripture contains true history was first explained
by Pope Leo XIII as recently as 1893. Thus, various Origins aspects have not been fully addressed in
Tradition and still await clarification by the Magisterium.
Many Catholics incline toward generalised concepts of Theistic evolution and argue that “evolution” could
have been the method of creation used by God. (The issue, however, is what God actually chose to do when
creating the Universe and all creatures and plants, and not what He could have done.) Many are unwilling
to accept as literally true any passage in the Genesis Creation accounts, and appeals to Tradition tend to be
dismissed as irrelevant because Tradition itself has paved the way for an undermining of the Bible. The
Pentateuch can be read literally, as I have shown in Part 3 but tends to be seen as primarily applicable in a
poetic sense, as if it were known with certainty that the Divine Author did not intend to convey real history.
At stake in the Origins debate is nothing less than the integrity and reliability of Genesis, so fundamental to
the Church founded by Jesus Christ.
The Reformation recovered the biblical teaching that the Bible was both sufficient and clear. This is the
doctrine of Sola Scriptura. The contrary Catholic view was that Scripture required to be supplemented by
Tradition, which had equal authority, and that the Bible could not be understood without the Magisterium.
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However Catholicism placed Tradition and magisterial authority in a greater position than Scripture – the
position in which the Catholic Church still stands. This position needs to be reviewed promptly.
In reality, where there is a perceived conflict with scientific consensus and the Bible, it is always Scripture
which has had to yield. This places “science” in a greater authority over Scripture. Instead of Sola Scriptura
it becomes Scientia supra Scriptura (Science above Scripture). This is demonstrated by the views of many
evangelical and Catholic theologians who believe in long ages. They assert that a plain understanding of
Genesis teaches six 24-hour days and a creation about 6000 years ago (by adding the dates in biblical
genealogies up to time of Christ and from Christ till now, we get approximately 6000 years) but they
cannot accept that view because “science” tells them otherwise.
All of this completely misunderstands the difference between Scripture and human nature. The Bible is the
inerrant propositional revelation from God. It contains facts about how we got here. Its teachings can be
comprehended by simple interpretation and is authoritative over nature. Human nature is not propositional
revelation, in other words it does not always accord with objective truth. In nature i.e. science, propositions
must be formulated from observation and then reinterpreted according to some model or paradigm. This
model depends on assumptions of scientists. So many anomalies may occur that the paradigm becomes
useless and a new one is developed to explain things. If you attack the traditional paradigm of NeoDarwinian evolution you will find it difficult to get a hearing. This shows that there is a bias in scientific
circles. That is because the alleged long age consensus emanates from interpreting the data according to an
evolutionist framework or paradigm which ignores God’s special acts of Creation and the Flood. However
many opposing scientists believe that evolution should be replaced with a new model. The correct
procedure is to interpret nature in accordance with a model based on the infallible history revealed by God
in the Bible. Therefore, if there is a conflict “science” ought to be reinterpreted not Scripture.
I have shown in Part 1 that Catholic proponents of evolution generally find little real comfort in official
Magisterial/Papal teachings. But their openness to theistic evolution essentially involves a deviation from
standard evolution theory, in favour of innumerable divine interventions, so that they can incorporate
evolution within quasi-creationist scenarios. In addition, they now face another problem of authority. Not
only was polygenism effectively prohibited in the 1992 Catechism of the Catholic Church (endorsed by
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Pope John Paul II), but also various Creation aspects were reiterated in it. In contrast, the word “evolution”
was not specifically mentioned even once in this catechism.
Many paragraphs in the Catechism of the Catholic Church relate to Creation themes, including the
following: The existence of God can be known by reason; the Bible is totally free from error; the purpose
of God in creating the Universe was to create human beings; God did not make death-death came as a result
of man (Adam’s sin) as described in Romans 5:12; human nature is therefore wounded and the whole of
creation groans as a result; the Flood is mentioned in covenant context.
A few sections that could vaguely be said to support evolutionary concepts are also explicable by Special
Creation beliefs. For example,
The question about the origins of the world and of man has been the object of many scientific
studies which have splendidly enriched our knowledge of the age and dimensions of the cosmos,
the development of life forms and the appearance of man. . .402
The great interest accorded to these studies is strongly stimulated by a question of another order,
which goes beyond the proper domain of the natural sciences. It is not only a question of knowing
when and how the universe arose physically, or when man appeared, but rather of discovering the
meaning of such an origin: is the universe governed by chance, blind fate, anonymous necessity,
or by a transcendent, intelligent and good Being called ‘God’? . . .403
The Catholic Church is unlikely to enter into and make pronouncements on matters which belong only in
empirical science; but where empirical science and theology overlap, the Church is entitled to and has
declared on important matters which affect the salvation of souls (e.g., with regard to abortion, in vitro
fertilization). Thus, it is entirely appropriate for the Church to speak out about Origins matters, such as the
possibility of Adam and Eve being derived from previously living or non living matter, or upon the
historical reality of the Flood, or upon other important Origins aspects in which the field of scientists,
theologians and exegetes can overlap.
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In view of actual Magisterial teachings, Genesis cannot be written off as applicable only in fanciful
“salvation history evolutionist scenarios”. Nor can it be written off as a “story” understood in existentialist
scenarios, as proposed by many Catholic Scripture scholars in their quest to demythologise Scripture.
Despite current widespread disobedience to its doctrinal teachings, the Catholic Church still officially
forbids the teaching of evolution as though it were already proven. Nevertheless statements by John Paul II
and the present pope, Benedict XVI, still leave room for concern in that they vaguely propound a theistic
evolution which can cause confusion.
It is my contention that the Catholic Church is bound to prohibit belief in Godless Origins and Godless
evolutionism. The teaching on Original Sin can never change because: 1) it is central to the Redemption
paid by our great Creator/Redeemer, and 2) the Church cannot overturn even one doctrine already distinct
in Scripture, otherwise, all credibility of Catholic Tradition would be lost. As the Catechism of the Catholic
Church reminds us, “the Church, which has the mind of Christ, knows very well that we cannot tamper
with the revelation of Original Sin without undermining the mystery of Christ”. 404
In view of so many bizarre views on Origins constantly being advocated by so many scholars around the
world – contradictory to doctrine and harmful to the church founded by Jesus Christ – one can only pray
that the Magisterium of the Catholic Church will recognise the need for an updated Biblical encyclical on
Origins, to bring clarification where now there is great confusion. One must also hope that a wide range of
views will be consulted, not just those of the present Pontifical Academy of Sciences and the present
Pontifical Biblical Commission, but also fundamentalist Christian organisations worldwide who have been
fighting for orthodoxy and truth in this whole area, particularly over the last ten years.
The Doctrine of Original Sin
At the heart of the Origins controversy lies the doctrine of Original Sin, a teaching central to Christianity.
As well as Pope Pius XII in Humani Generis (1950), Pope Paul VI endorsed its foundational importance in
quite unmistakable terms in his Credo of the People of God (1968):
We believe that in Adam all have sinned. By that we mean that the original sin he committed
affected human nature itself. In what way? Through his sin, human nature, common to all men,
fell into a state in which it incurs the consequences of his act. This new state, then, is not the one
404
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in which human nature first existed in our First Parents. They, in their origin, were set up by God
in a state of holiness and righteousness. They had no experience of evil or of sin. But it is their
fallen nature which has been passed on to all their descendants.
These are, in consequence, destitute of the gift of grace that once adorned human nature. They are
wounded even in their natural powers. They have incurred a liability to death which Adam and
Eve passed on to all their descendants. All that is what we mean when we say “Man is born in
sin.” In accordance with the teaching of the Council of Trent, we likewise hold that original sin is
transmitted along with human nature, and not acquired by imitation. We hold therefore that it is in
each one of us as something proper to each person. 405
The 1992 Catechism also reiterated the teaching on Original Sin in unmistakable terms:
How did the sin of Adam become the sin of all his descendants? The whole human race is in
Adam “as one body of one man.” By this “unity of the human race” all men are implicated in
Adam’s sin, as all are implicated in Christ’s Justice. Still, the transmission of original sin is a
mystery that we cannot fully understand. But we do know by revelation that Adam had received
original holiness and justice, not for himself alone, but for all human nature.
By yielding to the tempter, Adam and Eve committed a personal sin, but this sin affected the
human nature that they would then transmit in a fallen state. It is a sin which will be transmitted
by propagation to all mankind, that is, by the transmission of a human nature deprived of original
holiness and justice. And that is why original sin is called “sin” only in an analogical sense: it is a
sin “contracted” and not “committed” – a state and not an act.406
Human nature is wounded in the natural powers proper to it. It is subject to ignorance, suffering, death and
inclined to sin – an inclination to evil that is called concupiscence. “Baptism, by imparting the life of
Christ’s grace, erases original sin and turns a man back toward God, but the consequences for nature,
weakened and inclined to evil, persist in man and summon him to spiritual battle.” 407
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Clearly, Adam was the one who committed the Original Sin, and all humankind is wounded and suffers in
consequence. The Catholic Church does not officially accept the speculation that “we all have chosen sin”,
a revisionist view which tries to accommodate polygenism by inferring that each one of us, being sinful,
has rejected God as did early humankind. In such a view, Adam and Eve would be only symbolic
representations of mankind. Rather the sin nature is in us and we are all flawed human beings because of
Adam’s Original Sin.
There has been a massive dissent from Catholic belief which erupted openly in the 1960s (escalating when
the Church still appeared doctrinally united, with the traditional Latin Rite of Mass still in use. In view of
the ongoing remarkable decline in religious practice and the revisionist distortion of Original Sin, there is
obvious concern.
If, in the question of man’s creation, the obvious meaning of the Bible is forsaken – a meaning which has
been received and confirmed by history and constant Catholic Tradition – what attempt can be made to
defend the account of the earthly Eden, of the fall of Adam and his punishment? If it be admitted that the
body of an animal became fitted over the course of millennia to be infused gradually by the human soul,
will the unity of the human race remain sufficiently established against many first parents? If this unity
collapses the doctrine of original justice and original sin, which is basic to Christianity, will be
permanently lost.
Catholic Tradition
Despite the vague, highly tenuous evolution scenarios proposed by modern Catholic evolutionists, how
could the Catholic Church ever officially accept that the bodies of Adam and Eve were the product of
natural evolution? How could Adam and Eve have evolved naturally from previously living matter when
DNA will not allow it to happen? The only recourse for the evolutionist is to argue that God intervened and
miraculously transformed non-human life into human beings, and instantaneously created their rational
souls – but Genesis gives no hint that this actually happened.
Why not believe the Genesis revelation that God miraculously transformed some non-living “dust”
(understood now as elementary particles) from the ground into the living body of Adam? Famous teachers
throughout time, such as, Irenaeus, John Chrysostom, Ambrose, Jerome, Thomas Aquinas and Pope Pius
XI all taught that Adam was directly created by God from the “dust” or “slime” of the earth. A strong case
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can thus be made that truth known from Tradition effectively renders impermissible the idea of “evolution”
of the human body:
To these authorities – Holy Scripture, the Holy Fathers, major and minor theologians – we must
add the Christian sense (sensus fidelium, the faithful echo of the Church’s teaching), so universal
on this question and so certain that almost no member of the faithful would be free from surprise
and scandal if he heard the teaching that Adam was born of beasts, that the blood in his veins was
the blood of animals, that the human race, as regards the flesh, is related to the brute beasts. 408
If it is true that the body of woman was formed directly by God and thus does not come by way of
evolution, who will be persuaded that man’s body comes from the brute beast? What an absurdity!
. . . If we wish to stand by Holy Scripture we must accept it in its entirety. . . . She gets the name
Virago (ishah: woman) because she is taken from the vir (ish: man); likewise the man is called
Adam (=homo) because, as Genesis says, he is taken from the adamah (=humus). Whenever Holy
Scripture speaks of the origin of the human body, it always names the Earth and only the Earth.”
409

In a learned analysis of Church doctrine in relation to the question of Origins, the first five chapters of this
thesis show that Tradition demonstrates the Church’s constant opposition to evolution theory down the
centuries regarding the origin of the world and, especially the human species (Chapter 5). As well as
drawing on the teachings of the early Church Fathers and of various popes, the declarations of the Church
Councils observe that evolutionary theories stress the continuity of development between the ‘species’ from
the lower to the higher, within a sufficient time period to permit this. Catholic teaching stresses an essential
discontinuity in the case of those kinds or types or species, whose limits were fixed by the Creator and
which cannot be modified by the intervention of natural or artificial agents of a finite power. The Church
has never pretended in any instance of observable species, on the basis of revelation, to know what those
limits are. But there are limits, even at the level of inanimate existence, which genuine science and
philosophy has confirmed. (See chapters 1 and 6.)
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Evolutionism cannot, by definition, be accepted by the Magisterium, the teaching authority of the Catholic
Church. Good arguments can actually be formed to show that evolution is simply not a scientific hypothesis
(Part 2). It is a system of belief providing the context for all scientific endeavors. This assumption of
evolutionism as the universal archetype directly conflicts with the teaching of the Church. The doctrine of
creation, in general and in all its detail, is intimately bound up with the mystery of salvation. This is why no
Catholic may call into question any aspect of the doctrine of creation without also doubting that latter
history.
In the light of Tradition, there can be little doubt that Adam was directly created when God made his body
using the “dust” or “slime” of the earth. Eve was also made instantly by God, using a portion of Adam’s
body from which the rest of her body was formed. Their rational souls also had to be directly created at the
same time as their bodies.
We record what is to all known, and cannot be doubted by any, that God, on the sixth day of
creation, having made man from the slime of the earth, and having breathed into his face the
breath of life, gave him a companion, whom He miraculously took from the side of Adam when he
was locked in sleep. God thus, in His most far-reaching foresight, decreed that this husband and
wife should be the natural beginning of the human race, from whom it might be propagated, and
preserved by an unfailing fruitfulness throughout all futurity of time.410
Nevertheless, many Catholics (both clergy and laity) still cling to evolutionary scenarios, hoping – against
the voluminous evidence – that the mechanism of evolution will emerge. But there is no justification in
resorting to highly fanciful, implausible, theistic evolutionary explanations for the origin of Eve. The
Genesis account is specific; she was directly created when God shaped her body from a portion of Adam’s
body, and this fact was affirmed by Arcanum Divinae Sapientiae of Leo XIII above in 1880. Divine
intervention scenarios for the “evolutionary” origin of Adam and Eve are really highly uncertain,
unnecessary and ought to be dumped. Such scenarios have a feature in common with the highly far-fetched
notion of “punctuated equilibrium” – that of being open to the charge of trying to prove something by the
complete lack of proof.
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The Views of Pius XII
Pope Pius XII taught quite definitely in the encyclical Humani Generis (1950) that Adam and Eve were real
human beings, the first parents from whom all of humankind has descended; they are not symbolic
representations of humankind as a whole, and there were no other human races existing on the Earth from
whom human beings could have descended. To hold otherwise, he declared, is to endanger the doctrine of
Original Sin. He reiterated that the rational souls of Adam and Eve were divinely implanted by God in acts
of Special Creation, and he reaffirmed the teaching of the Church on Original Sin: “Sin actually committed
by an individual Adam and which through generation is passed on to all and is in everyone as his own.”411
Although he may have inadvertently left an opening through which modernist concepts could penetrate into
Catholic consciousness, Pope Pius XII did not give the impression that he believed evolution to be
compatible with the Faith. His encyclical Humani Generis, and appropriately subtitled, On Certain False
Opinions Which Threaten to Undermine the Foundations of Catholic Doctrine was issued in response to
the danger posed by evolutionists (such as Teilhard de Chardin) who were pushing pantheism. Perhaps the
Pope did not anticipate the lengths to which modernists would go in trying to overturn official Catholic
doctrine, but he certainly had no illusions about the danger of evolutionism:
If anyone examines the state of affairs outside the Christian fold, he will easily discover the
principal trends that not a few learned men are following. Some imprudently and indiscreetly hold
that evolution – which has not been fully proved even in the domain of natural sciences – explains
the origin of all things, and audaciously support the monistic and pantheistic opinion that the
world is in continual evolution. Communists gladly subscribe to this opinion so that, when the
souls of men have been deprived of every idea of God, they may the more efficaciously defend
and propagate their dialectical Materialism.412
Notwithstanding the fact that he allowed discussion about the possible evolution of Adam’s body, how can
it now be said that Pope Pius XII truly regarded evolution as a serious hypothesis? After all, it was well
known in 1950 that the “crucial mechanism of evolution” was still truly missing. In a speech given only
three years after Humani Generis was issued, long before exact details of discoveries in bio-chemistry and
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molecular biology would be available, Pope Pius XII in fact expressed very serious reservations about the
scientific credibility of evolution:
In recent works on genetics one reads that the connection between living things cannot be
explained better than by supposing a common genealogical tree. It is, however, necessary to
remark that what we have here is an image, a hypothesis, not a demonstrated fact. . . . If most
research workers speak of genealogical descent as a fact, they are premature in doing so. Other
hypotheses are possible [in addition to that of evolution] . . .
[Besides,] scientists of repute have pointed out that in their opinion one cannot as yet say what is
the real and exact meaning of terms such as “evolution,” “descent” and “transmission”; that we
know of no natural process by which one being can beget another of a different kind; that the
process by which one species begets another is altogether unintelligible, no matter how many
intermediate stages be supposed; that no experimental method for producing one species from
another has been found; and finally that we have no idea at what stage in the evolutionary process
the hominoid suddenly crossed the threshold of humanity . . . [In conclusion] one is forced to say
that the study of human origins is only at its beginnings: there is nothing definitive about presentday theory. 413
A great deal of scientific research has taken place since the early 1950s, and the case against evolution is
overwhelming (Part 1). Regarding the origin of Adam’s body, the most probable explanation is an
resounding “Yes” to very rapid transformation/creation from “dust” (i.e. inorganic non-living matter) and
“No” to evolution from living matter. However, there has been no fully comprehensive discussion of
Origins between specialists within the Catholic Church. It seems that views favorable to evolution have
tended to predominate, and equal attention has not been given to information critical of evolution.
Unfortunately, the papal permission of 1950 – for specialists to hypothesise only about man’s origin from
living matter – was blatantly exploited after the death of Pius XII in 1958 by those who sought to have
room for evolutionary concepts within Catholic doctrine (see Part 1, Chapter 5).
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Humani Generis was misrepresented to convey the widespread impression that belief in evolution is now
accepted officially by the Magisterium. This distortion of truth about Origins has had a catastrophic effect
among Catholics on their understanding of crucial Origins doctrines. The misrepresentation amounted to a
debilitating assault on foundational doctrines such as Original Sin – an assault from which the Catholic
Church is still reeling.
In spite of which pope is reigning, Catholics loyal to the office of the papacy (many of whom have
experienced the extremely distressing effects of loved ones leaving the Church in the unprecedented
collapse of faith since the mid-1960s) are entitled to expect rigorous, fully informed comments from their
pastor on vital doctrinal matters which could affect the salvation of souls.
The Views of John Paul II
Pope John Paul II appeared to defer naively to his scientific advisers, especially to advice from the
Pontifical Academy of Sciences, despite the possibility that some present members may be in two minds
toward Christian doctrine, in spite of the actual standing of the Academy within the Catholic Church. I
would say that this body has no authority in matters of faith and doctrine, expressing only the views of its
own members who belong to different religious beliefs.
As of late 1996, the Academy had 86 members, over 20 of whom are Nobel prize winners, all apparently
sympathetic to evolution. It seems that there is not one creationist opponent of evolution (Catholic or
otherwise) in the Academy to give additional views of modern science. Paradoxically, one member, the
famous British cosmologist Stephen Hawking, even promotes non-Christian views:
. . . in 1981 my interest in questions about the origin and fate of the universe was reawakened
when I attended a conference on cosmology organized by the Jesuits in the Vatican . . . . At the
end of the conference the participants were granted an audience with the Pope. He told us that it
was all right to study the evolution of the universe after the Big Bang, but we should not inquire
into the Big Bang itself because that was the moment of Creation and therefore the work of God. I
was glad then that he did not know the subject of the talk I had just given at the conference – the
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possibility that space-time was finite but had no boundary, which means that it had no beginning,
no moment of Creation. 414
The reason for John Paul II’s deference to the Academy, virtually as the exclusive scientific consultant,
seems answered by himself:
I had long been interested in man as person. Perhaps my interest was due to the fact that I had
never had a particular predilection for the natural sciences. I was always more fascinated by man .
. . when I discovered my priestly vocation, man became the central theme of my pastoral work. 415
In a spirit of seeking the truth of Origins, the following comments are made with great respect for the late
Pope who, despite his human frailty, many Catholics believe was chosen personally by our Creator and
Redeemer to lead the Church on Earth.
At the Vatican symposium on “Christian Faith and the Theory of Evolution”, in April 1985, Pope John Paul
II made the following comments, which no doubt reflect the collective view of the Academy, but which
nevertheless appear inconsistent with the actual findings of modern science:
Rightly comprehended, faith in creation or a correctly understood teaching of evolution does not
create obstacles: Evolution in fact presupposes creation; creation situates itself in the light of
evolution as an event which extends itself through time – as a continual creation – in which God
becomes visible to the eyes of the believer as ‘creator of heaven and earth.’416
Unfortunately, the various private, non ex cathedra comments of Pope John Paul II on Origins have tended
to be imprecise. What exactly did he mean by “a correctly understood teaching of evolution”? The word
“evolution” can mean different things to different people, so a precise definition of terms is therefore
desirable. Clearly, Darwin’s general theory of evolution has failed under searching scrutiny, and natural
evolution is in the midst of a deep crisis of credibility.
The objective truth is that rigorous scientific disciplines – such as molecular biology, biochemistry and
genetics – have revealed mind-boggling complexity within very tiny cells, and the reality of irreducible
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complexity within even such tiny cells clearly speaks only of design. Numerous scientists have also shown
that life forms are only capable of passing on the existing genetic information already possessed by them,
and thus natural evolution cannot occur.(see Part 1 and in particular Chapter 1)
Modern research, therefore, suggests strongly that natural evolution cannot be historically true and that God
chose to institute only variety within kind. This is not evolution; since truly new “higher” genetic
information is not being transmitted, life-forms can only change within definite limits or boundaries. Nor
can theistic evolution truly be defined as evolution (as argued in Part 2); when fully considered, it reduces
down only to innumerable instances of divine intervention – in contradiction to the observable facts of all
reality, namely, that God works on all created things through secondary causes.
Instead of generalised private statements, one looks for precise terminology from a pope, affecting vital
related foundational Origins and Original Sin doctrine, which is not yet fully clarified. Addressing the
Academy in October 1996, at the Rome conference on “Origins and evolution of Life”417, John Paul II
rightly pointed out that “truth cannot contradict truth”. He also stated that, “the exegete and the theologian
must keep informed about the results achieved by the natural sciences”.
But he did not specifically define what he means by “evolution”, nor did he fully elaborate how objective
truth known from Tradition and theological reality can differ from the relative truth known from everchanging scientific theories, especially since theology and empirical scientific investigation can sometimes
overlap (e.g. on issues such as abortion, in vitro fertilization, euthanasia and the global Flood of Noah; all
of these are proper subject matter for both theologians and scientists).
Was John Paul II inaccurately informed by his advisers, to the detriment of truth? Some of his other
scientific comments made at the conference, seem most inconsistent with the actual findings of modern
science:
Evolution is more than a hypothesis…It is indeed remarkable that this theory has been
progressively accepted by researchers, following a series of discoveries in various fields of
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knowledge. The convergence, neither sought nor fabricated, of the results of work that was
conducted independently is in itself a significant argument in favour of this theory.418
What discoveries? In light of modern scientific information, how can natural evolution now be regarded as
anything other than failed attempted hypotheses? The highly complex information encoded on DNA
suggests that only “like begets like”. The missing mechanism of evolution is doomed to remain ever elusive
and evolutionary “convergence” in various fields of knowledge never occurred because it cannot occur!
(see Chapter 1)
Furthermore, was John Paul II also deceived, in an effort to persuade him that the biological aspects of
Origins are somehow explainable by tying Naturalistic evolution to divine intervention, as the following
extracts from the same speech imply: “ontological discontinuity…Consideration of the method used in the
various branches of knowledge makes it possible to reconcile two points of view which would seem
irreconcilable…correlate them with the time line…the moment of transition to the spiritual”?
In light of the pro-evolutionist scientific advice, is it accurate to say that, “In his encyclical Humani
Generis, Pope Pius XII had already stated that there was no opposition between evolution and the doctrine
of the faith about man and his vocation, on condition that one did not lose sight of several indisputable
points”?
Two years later (September 1998), writing in the encyclical letter Fides et Ratio (Faith and Reason), Pope
John Paul II lamented the crisis of meaning in the modern world and condemned the threat of scientism,
which had accompanied the spectacular growth in modern scientific achievements. He described scientism
as “the philosophical notion which refuses to admit the validity of forms of knowledge other than those of
the positive sciences; and it relegates religious, theological, ethical and aesthetic knowledge to the realm of
mere fantasy . . . science would thus be poised to dominate all aspects of human life through technological
progress.”419
John Paul II also wrote in praise of Pius XII, “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
418
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the sheepfold of Christ.” He added, however, that errors of this kind should not simply be rejected but
should be examined critically.” 420
One would hope for further papal examination of many other crucial Origins aspects – such as polygenism,
the origin of Eve’s body, the impact of Romans 5:12 and conceptual problems in theistic evolution – and
rigorous addressing of the historicity of Genesis.
Following the publication of the strongly pro-creationist Catechism of the Catholic Church, a
comprehensive and rigorous encyclical on Origins – given high Magisterial status – would be welcome
news, as it would further help to clarify right from wrong and truth from error. More importantly a return to
the foundational/fundamental principles in Scripture is an absolute necessity. Let us now look at those
fundamentals, and the background of fundamentalism, which can aid the Catholic Church out of the present
blind alley in relation to this whole topic.
Fundamentalism
It is necessary to define the word “fundamentalism”. I suggest that it is best to distinguish small “f” from
capital “F” usages; fundamentalism as a generic or worldwide phenomenon versus Fundamentalism as a
religious movement specific to Protestant culture in the United States in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries.
Generic fundamentalism refers to a global religious impulse that seeks to recover and publicly
institutionalise aspects of the past that modern life has hidden. It typically sees the secular state as the
primary adversary, for the latter is more interested in education, democratic reforms and economic progress
than in preserving the spiritual dimension of life. Generic or general fundamentalism takes its cues from a
sacred text that stands above criticism. It sees time-honoured social distinctions and cultural patterns as
rooted in the very nature of things, in the order of creation itself. That means clear-cut and stratified roles
for men and women, parents and children, clergy and laity
Historic Fundamentalism shared all of the assumptions of generic fundamentalism but also reflected
several concerns particular to the religious setting of the United States, at the turn of the twentieth century.
Some of those concerns stemmed from broad changes in the culture such as growing awareness of world
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religions, the teaching of human evolution and, above all, the rise of biblical higher criticism. The last
proved particularly hurtful because it implied the absence of the supernatural and the purely human
authorship of scripture.
At this time, the changes proposed by Christocentric Liberals and proponents of the Social Gospel were
deeply disturbing to many Protestant evangelicals. There was a strong sense that in trying to accommodate
Christianity to the changed situation, something important was being lost. In attempting to define those
essentials of the faith that should not be compromised, a diehard movement was launched that would alter
the religious landscape. That movement was Fundamentalism.

Many believe that the term “Fundamentalism” came into existence at the Niagara Falls Bible Conference
which was convened in an effort to define those things that were fundamental to belief. The term was also
used to describe “The Fundamentals”, a collection of books on five subjects published in 1910 by Milton
and Lyman Steward. These two wealthy brothers were concerned with the moral and spiritual decline and
sought to restore the historic faith with a collection of 12 volumes dealing with the subjects that would later
become known as the five fundamentals of the faith:

1.

literal inerrancy of the originals of each scriptural book of the Bible

2.

the virgin birth and deity of Christ

3.

the substitutionary view of the atonement

4.

the bodily resurrection of Christ

5.

the imminent return of Christ.

Misconceptions
Unfortunately, any discussion of Fundamentalism must deal with any number of misconceptions. It is often
assumed that the Fundamentalist movement was Protestant, filled with unsophisticated rural country
“rednecks”, and appealed to the uneducated. But the reality, at least in the early years, was different. Belief
in the fundamentals was not exclusively Protestant. Roman Catholics also held a number of these beliefs.
The principle centres of power for Fundamentalism were Philadelphia, Minneapolis, Fort Worth, Denver,
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and Los Angeles. The movement was also closely associated with such famous schools as Princeton
Theological Seminary.

In essence, three views of how the Church might address itself to a changed world had developed in the
post-Civil War America. The first was that of the modernists who sought to adjust the inherited faith to the
new intellectual climate. The second was that of the fundamentalists who rejected aspects of science, and
embraced the worldview of the Scriptures, insisting the old ways must be preserved unimpaired. The third
view was that of Henry Ward Beecher and other Christocentric liberals, who argued on behalf of the
existence of two revelations from God – one in Scripture and one in the natural world – and argued these
revelations are compatible with one another on some deeper level. Beecher pointed out that the Church had
produced the Bible, rather than the Bible producing the Church, and as a product of human beings, its
understanding of reality might be conditional. Certainly modern Catholicism agrees with this latter point
but, in reality, it creates more problems than it solves. It means that Scripture always has to yield to what
man thinks and it undermines the authority of the Word of God. If the authority of the Word is undermined
then it is not necessary to believe what it says.

Fundamentalists also differed with their peers on the issue of social reform. Where many modernists and
Christocentric liberals were drawn to the social gospel, Fundamentalists believed all the energies of the
Church should be focused on converting individuals, as the world would soon end.

Weakness of Leadership
These ideas had wide appeal in the country at large. But the Fundamentalists encountered difficulties with
the people who served as spokespersons for their movement. For one thing, no one in the Fundamentalist
movement was quite as gifted as Beecher, although J. Gresham Machen came close. Machen was an
affluent, well-mannered academic. His work was articulate, and he attacked Liberalism at its weakest point.
According to Machen, his principle concern was to demonstrate that the liberal attempt at reconciling
Christianity with modern science had really relinquished everything distinctive of Christianity, so that what
remained was, in essence, only that same indistinct type of religious hope which was in the world before
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Christianity came upon the scene. In trying to remove from Christianity everything that could possibly be
objected to in the name of science, the apologist abandoned what he started out to defend.

But other spokespersons for the Fundamentalist movement were perfect targets for caricature. One such
individual was Frank Norris of Fort Worth, Texas. Norris would announce sermon titles like: “The Ten
Biggest Devils in Fort Worth with Names Given”, and draw large crowds. He also was of questionable
morals. His church burned down under suspicious circumstances, he shot a man who objected to one of his
sermons. Another spokesperson who helped discredit Fundamentalism, was Billy Sunday. A professional
baseball player turned evangelist, his antics in the pulpit did much to undermine the public’s respect for the
new movement. Sunday preached a “masculine”, “muscular” Christianity which equated salvation with
decency and manliness. He had no use for the ‘bastard theory of evolution’. Sunday believed Christianity
and patriotism were one and the same, just as “hell and traitors are synonymous.” He and those who
sympathised with him helped make popular the slogan “Back to Christ, the Bible, and the Constitution”.

The Scopes Trial
But perhaps the most significant figure in fundamentalism was William Jennings Bryan, who imagined
himself as one of fundamentalism’s greatest defenders.

In half the states, Fundamentalists had succeeded in pushing bills through to outlaw the teaching of
Darwinian biology or the view of creation put forward by Darwin. It was against the law to teach any other
view than that put forward in the Bible. To challenge these laws a test case was planned, and John Scopes
became the defendant in what came to be known as the “Monkey Trial”. Clarence Darrow, a famous
lawyer, volunteered to defend him. The focus of the trial should have been on the public’s right to insist on
what and what not should be taught in the public schools. Instead, the debate came to be focused on
whether the Bible was literally true, the position that William Jennings Bryan championed.
Darrow and H L. Menken, the most famous journalist of his day, helped to spread the image of the
fundamentalists as ‘hicks’. And Bryan, their willing accomplice, has been referred to as the “Custer of
fundamentalism”. He allowed himself to be tricked into taking the stand to defend God and the Bible,
where Darrow mercilessly laid bare the flaws in Bryan’s understanding of Scripture. Although Bryan and
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the Fundamentalists won, he lost the sympathy of many because he managed to make belief in the
inerrancy of Scripture seem so foolish; most people were afraid that they would appear as silly as Bryan if
they claimed to believe in it. Indeed, many Christians became indifferent to the issues Bryan and the
Fundamentalists raised. Fundamentalism would not easily recover from this “victory”.
Social changes of the early twentieth century also fed the flames of protest. Drawn primarily from ranks of
“old stock whites”, Fundamentalists felt displaced by the waves of non-Protestant, European immigrants
flooding America’s cities. They believed they had been betrayed by American statesmen who led the nation
into an unresolved war with Germany.. They deplored the teaching of evolution in public schools, which
they paid for with their taxes, and resented the elitism of professional educators who seemed often to scorn
the values of traditional Christian families.

Nonetheless, Fundamentalism continued to grow and eventually flourished. In the 1930s it moved
underground, so to speak, where it built a network of day schools, colleges, seminaries and missionary
agencies. More importantly, the movement soon established a print and telecast industry of its own. It also
created a system of parachurch organisations aimed to meet the spiritual needs of numerous socially
discrete groups (youths, unmarrieds, veterans). Above all, Fundamentalists found innovative ways to
address the religious concerns of common people. Historic Fundamentalism, largely forged before World
War I, helped to produce the massive evangelical, Pentecostal and charismatic revivals after World War II,
as well as the Christian Right in the 1970s and 1980s America.

Guiding Young Minds
Few persons are neutral about Fundamentalism. Feelings run high. My experience with students suggests
that many coming from the outside will try to dismiss the movement as narrow-minded, and even bigoted.
Others, coming from the inside, will try to defend it as the only valid form of Christianity (or any religion
for that matter). In working with adolescents I have found it helpful to frame Fundamentalism as a
traditionalist movement fighting for all that is worthy in Christianity, i.e., that it was an effort by earnest
folk to retain a place for old fashioned (or at least what they took to be old fashioned) values in a rapidly
modernising world. The main point is that Fundamentalists proved similar to many other social and
religious groups that looked backward to find resources for dealing with the troubling changes in the

J Donnelly

203

present. Today they look forward to a recovery of Christian values and deep personal faith by honest
endeavour and heavy missionary output. Catholics should try to understand these people and their beliefs
which can surely enrich the culture. In fact there is so much concurrence with Catholic doctrine that it
would be wise to forge links with so called “separated brethren”.
Agreement between Fundamentalism and Catholicism
Both affirm that Jesus Christ is Lord. That is the first and final affirmation that Christians make about all of
reality. He is the One sent by God to be Lord and Saviour of all, “And there is salvation in no one else, for
there is no other name under heaven given among men by which we must be saved” (Acts 4). Christians are
people ahead of time, those who proclaim now what will one day be acknowledged by all, that Jesus Christ
is Lord (Philippians 2).

They affirm together that we are justified by grace through faith because of Christ. Living faith is active in
love that is nothing less than the love of Christ, for they together say with Paul, “I have been crucified with
Christ; it is no longer I who live, but Christ who lives in me; and the life I now live in the flesh I live by
faith in the Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me” (Galatians 2).

All who accept Christ as Lord and Saviour are brothers and sisters in Christ. Evangelicals and Catholics
who do this are brothers and sisters in Christ. They have not chosen one another, just as they have not
chosen Christ. He has chosen them, and he has chosen them to be his together (John 15). However
imperfect their communion with one another, however deep their disagreements with one another, they
recognise that there is but one church of Christ. There is one church because there is one Christ and the
church is his body. However difficult the way, they must recognise that they are called by God to a fuller
realisation of our unity in the body of Christ. The only unity to which they would give expression is unity
in the truth, and the truth is this, “There is one body and one Spirit, just as you were called to the one hope
that belongs to your call, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of us all, who is above all
and through all and in all” (Ephesians 4).
They affirm together that Christians are to teach and live in obedience to the divinely inspired Scriptures,
which are the infallible Word of God. They further affirm together that Christ has promised to his Church

J Donnelly

204

the gift of the Holy Spirit who will lead us into all truth in discerning and declaring the teaching of
Scripture (John 16). They recognise together that the Holy Spirit has so guided his Church in the past. In,
for instance, the formation of the canon of the Scriptures, and in the orthodox response to the great
Christological and Trinitarian controversies of the early centuries, they confidently acknowledge the
guidance of the Holy Spirit. In faithful response to the Spirit’s leading, the church formulated the Apostles
Creed, which they can and do affirm together as an accurate statement of Scriptural truth:
I believe in God, the Father almighty, creator of heaven and earth. (This is the first foundational
tenet of the creed which Catholicism and Fundamentalism adhere to.)
I believe in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord. He was conceived by the power of the Holy
Spirit and born of the virgin Mary. He suffered under Pontius Pilate, was crucified, died, and was
buried. He descended into hell. On the third day he rose again. He ascended into heaven, and is
seated at the right hand of the Father. He will come again to judge the living and the dead.
I believe in the Holy Spirit, the holy Catholic Church, the communion of saints, the forgiveness of
sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life everlasting.
Creation: A Point of Agreement
Both Catholicism and evangelical Fundamentalism can agree that Genesis lays the foundation for all of
Scripture. If its account of creation isn’t reliable, then neither is the remainder of the Bible which rests upon
it; and Christ is proven not to be God and Saviour, but a mere man who foolishly took a mythological story
of Adam and Eve literally (Matthew 19:4, 5). Yet Pope John Paul II, as John Tagliabue writing for the New
York Times reported, “has put the teaching authority of the Roman Catholic Church firmly behind the view
that the human body... is the product of a gradual process of evolution”.421Adam is mentioned about 30
times in nine books of the Bible. Discrediting the biblical account of Adam’s creation punctures so many
holes in the Bible, that it can no longer contain a consistent theology. For example, Luke 3:2-38 traces
Christ’s genealogy to Adam, and Christ is even called “the last Adam” (1 Corinthians 15:45). That title

421

John Tagliabue, “Pope says God and Darwin can co-exist happily,” in The Times-Picayune, 25 October 1996, p. A-3

J Donnelly

205

would be debasing in the extreme if Adam were a prehuman creature that had evolved from lower life
forms, as many within Catholicism (and Protestantism) affirm.

Christianity Today was not the only popular evangelical magazine to favour theistic evolution. So did New
Man, at that time the official magazine of “Promise Keepers”, the men’s movement that sprang up a few
years ago under the leadership of University of Colorado football coach Bill McCartney and has since
grown incredibly. That periodical expressed its agreement with the Pope’s position on evolution even
before he stated it. Furthermore, New Man argued:

Remember, however, that the debate over how God created the world-through millions of years of
evolutionary work or through a few words spoken over a few days-is not the central tenet of
Christianity.422

The truth is that Christianity is not an isolated development of the New Testament but is inextricably linked
with all of the Old Testament and therefore stands or falls upon its accuracy or inaccuracy. Paul declared
that the gospel which he preached was “the gospel of God” and that it had been foretold by the Hebrew
prophets in the Old Testament (Romans 1:1-3) and was the fulfilment thereof. The Bible is one book. If any
part contradicts any other part, then the whole of Scripture is undermined. If the Bible is wrong in its
account of man’s origin, then why should we trust its teaching about man’s redemption?

To support evolution to any degree and in any form is in fact to demolish Christianity. Interestingly
enough, the Satanic Bible declares, “Satan represents man as nothing more than another animal, sometimes
better, but more often worse than those who walk on four paws, because by the pretext of his ‘divine
intellectual and spiritual development,’ he has become the most vicious animal of all.” 423

The American Atheist knows what is at stake:
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“Destroy Adam and Eve and original sin, and in the rubble you will find the sorry remains of the Son of
God and take away the meaning of his death.” 424 Catholics must realise this and return to the evangelical
fundamental principles upon which the early church grew.

What Can Catholics Do?
Anyone who knows the history of how false evolutionist notions were devised and systematically
propagated throughout the civilized world must surely be able to see that the Evil One has created a new
false god in evolutionism. The evil fruits of this pseudo-science are plain for all to see. The Western world,
which was formerly Christian, is now substantially agnostic, and an unbelieving “liberalism” pervades not
only the Catholic Church but also most Protestant churches.

Evolutionists do not want to admit that evolution is a religion. If there is no God and we are the result of
chance random processes then it means that there is no absolute authority. Then, if there is no one to
make the rules, everyone can do what he/she likes and lawlessness abounds. This is already happening in
modern society. Evolution is a religion enabling people to justify their own rules. However we must
remember the sin of Adam was that he did not want to obey God’s rules, only his own. He rebelled against
God and we now all suffer because of his sin. In one sense evolution is the “scientific” justification for
people to continue in this rebellion against God. Catholics must be aware of this.

The book of Genesis is a simple but reliable account of the origin and early history of life on earth.
Increasing numbers of scientists are realizing that when the Scripture is taken as one’s basis and models of
science and history are built upon it, all the evidence from living animals, plants, fossils and cultures fits.
This confirms that the Bible is the Word of God and can be completely trusted.

The secular humanists oppose this because they cannot allow the possibility of God being the Creator.
Increasingly all over the world they fight to have prayer, Scripture readings, teaching Creation and religion
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in general, forced out of the public school curriculum. There is a view that an absence of religion leaves a
neutral view. This is not true. They have displaced Christianity and replaced it with an anti God religion –
humanism. Most state schools and quite large numbers of so-called Catholic schools have become
institutions that teach generations of school children the religion of humanism. This is a world-wide
phenomenon, although in Ireland a vestige of Christian teaching still remains. The Catholic Church has
exerted influence, even in difficult times, so that religion is taught in our schools. This is not the case in
every country.

There is a minority of Catholic/Christian teachers who do try to be faithful to Christ and the Gospel.
However it has become increasingly difficult for them. Many are hiding their light under a bushel and are
frightened of being regular Christians in a pagan environment. Some teachers have even been threatened
with termination of employment if they continue teaching Christian philosophy in the educational system.

The basis for the evolutionists’ philosophy is the non existence of God. If evolution is attacked and
disproved, the only other alternative is Creation and they certainly do not want to have to admit that. That is
why they will stick to their philosophy even if the evidence dictates the contrary. They will not believe.
There is wilfulness on their part not to believe what is written in the Bible. It is not because the evidence is
not there. They simply refuse to allow the evidence to speak for itself and would rather try to pick holes in
it, never coming up with a single piece of evidence of their own to prove their theory.

Rebuilding the Foundations
The book of the Bible which is most mocked, scoffed at, allegorised and mythologised is the book of
Genesis. The foundational knowledge upon which our moral framework is built has suffered greatly in the
last number of years. Nations seem to have abandoned the basis of the law of God and indeed the Spirit of
God Himself. If you destroy the foundations of anything, the whole structure will collapse. In the
same manner, if one wants to destroy Christianity, then destroy the foundations set in the book of
Genesis. Is it any wonder Satan attacks Genesis more than any other book? The biblical doctrine of Origins
as contained in Genesis is foundational or fundamental to all other doctrines of Scripture. Refute the
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biblical doctrine of Origins and the rest of the Scriptures are compromised. As the ministry of Ken Ham in
Answers in Genesis keeps on telling us, “every single biblical doctrine, directly or indirectly, ultimately has
its basis in the book of Genesis”. If we want to understand the meaning of anything, we must understand its
origins, its foundation.
Genesis is the only book that gives us an account of the origin of the basic entities of the universe: the
origin of life, of man, of government, of marriage, of culture, of nations, of the chosen people, of diet, of
clothes, of the solar system, of death ……the list goes on and on. The meaning of all these things is
dependent on their origin. In the same manner, the meaning of the Christian Gospel depends on the origin
of the issue of sin and why Jesus died (redemption).
For instance the reason why Christians ought not to live with someone without bothering to marry or
believing marriage is one man for one woman for life is based upon the book of Genesis. The book of
Genesis gives us our basis for making decisions in our lives. On what basis or foundation do we decide that
a particular action is right or wrong? Many people have the opinion that a homosexual lifestyle is wrong.
However that is just an opinion which is just as valid as another opinion. The point is that morality is not a
matter of one’s opinion. It is a matter of what does the Creator give us as a basis for the rules governing this
area of life? Surely God is the highest authority in all of these issues? Christians have standards of right and
wrong because they accept that there is an ultimate Creator who has direct ownership over His creation. He
has absolute authority and because human beings are created beings they are under total obligation to the
One who has absolute authority over them. He has authority to set the rules. It is in our best interest to obey
because He is the ultimate authority. Right and wrong is not a matter of one’s own opinion but rather must
be in agreement with the principles found in Scripture. Our Creator has given us all the instructions we
need in order to live an abundant life. The Scriptures are like a manual for correct maintenance of a car and
His rules are there for our benefit not because He is a spoilsport or is spiteful but because He loves us and
knows what is best for us.
Some parents complain that their children have gone away from the Christian value system disobeying their
parents’ rules. One major reason for this is that many Christian parents have not instructed their children
from the basic fundamental/foundational perspectives regarding what should and should not be done. If
children see rules as no more than parents’ opinions, then why should they obey them? It makes a
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difference if children are taught from an early age that God is Creator and that He has decided what is right
and wrong. The rules come from God and that is why they must be obeyed. Many parents have trained their
children without the foundation of God in Christ as Creator who made the rules. If parents could see that it
is not a matter of opinion but it is rather a matter of applying the teaching of God’s rules to particular
situations. It is not the church’s or my opinion but God’s. It is impossible to build a structure without a
foundation, but that is what many parents are doing in the training of their children. They do not realize that
they are not laying the proper foundation at home by putting emphasis on God as Creator. When many
children go to school they are given another foundation: God is not Creator and we are simply products of
chance. That is why so many children rebel- there is no foundation. Sadly many parents have not built upon
the foundational understanding that Jesus Christ is the Creator.
Students are given an anti-biblical foundation: the foundation of evolution. This foundation will not allow
the Christian structure of Creation to stand. Instead the structure that is being built in many schools is one
built on a foreign foundation-humanism. This problem of a structure without a proper Christian foundation
is reflected in how one looks at moral behaviour. Many Christians may be against abortion, sexual
deviancy, and other moral problems in society, yet they cannot give proper justification as to why they
oppose these. They do not understand why the Christian has to be opposed to them. The Christian position
has been undermined because it is just an “opinion” and why should the Christian opinion be any more
valid than anyone else’s.
For example, in order to understand why living as a homosexual is wrong, one has to understand that the
foundation for marriage comes from the book of Genesis. It is here that God set up the institution of
marriage and declared it to be one man for one woman for life. So it is Adam and Eve not Adam and Steve!
There are specific roles which God decreed for man and woman and that is why there are reasons for
standing against legislation that destroys the family. The homosexual lifestyle is against God’s
commandment or decree and that is why it is wrong. It is not a matter of opinion. God’s authority is
supreme and it is His opinion which counts no matter how difficult this situation seems. (Note Lev. 18:22;
Rom. 1:24; Gen 2:23-24)
Let us return to the fundamentals by emphasizing that the Scripture is the Word of God and that God has
absolute authority over our lives. Let us listen to what He says in relation to the laws or principles we must
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live by in every area of our lives no matter what anyone thinks of us. The issues of abortion, sex before
marriage, discipline in schools etc. must be looked at in the light of God’s opinion not ours. The basis for
our thinking should be from the principles found in His Word. To understand this, we must also appreciate
that Genesis is fundamental to the entire Christian philosophy, which has been overrun by evolutionist
thinking.
If the Church is not to be accused of being deaf to people's longings, her members need to do two
things: to root themselves ever more firmly in the fundamentals of their faith, and to understand
the often-silent cry in people's hearts, which leads them elsewhere if they are not satisfied by the
Church. There is also a call in all of this to come closer to Jesus Christ and to be ready to follow
Him, since He is the real way to happiness, the truth about God and the fulness of life for every
man and woman who is prepared to respond to his love.425
One huge problem in the Catholic Church today is that many people do not trust Genesis and the rest of the
Bible. The Bible may be interesting but “it certainly is not true”. This is what destroys the Church and
society and we must wake up. By getting back to the truth of Scripture and by attacking the evolution
philosophy we can again build the foundation. Evolution is a defunct belief system, which has adversely
affected Catholicism, but the key to eradicate this is a return to the fundamental Doctrine of Special
Creation found in the Scriptures.
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