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Fr. Michael Chaberek's carefully researched and argued book Catholicism and Evolution examines how the magisterium of the Catholic Church has dealt with Darwin and the subsequent theories of evolution
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Detail from "The Creation of Adam" [1508-12] by Michelangelo, Sistine Chapel [Wikipedia]
"Can he who made the ear, not hear? Can he who made the eye, not see?” -Psalm 94.
"Unfortunately, a significant number of the most influential theologians treat the issue as if evolution were already an established ‘dogma’. Meanwhile, the evidence of Tradition, as well as contemporary science, again poses the question regarding the formation of the world. Did God create matter and energy, with laws pursuant to which, under God’s Providence, everything incessantly evolves, heading towards the ‘Omega Point’, towards ultimate self-realization? Or rather, did God create the world, and then during six days decorate it (St. Ambrose), that is, add the bounty of new natures...? And after He completed this act of formation on the seventh day He took his rest, and this is when the history of salvation started, a history in which God also acts, albeit in a different manner.” -Michael Chaberek, O.P., Catholicism and Evolution, 2015.

"The truth is that the Church was actually the first thing that ever tried to combine reason and religion. There had never before been any such union of the priests and the philosophers.” — G. K. Chesterton, Everlasting Man, 1925.

I.
Fr. Michael Chaberek's carefully researched and argued book Catholicism and Evolution examines how the magisterium of the Catholic Church has dealt with Darwin and the subsequent theories of evolution since about one hundred and fifty years ago. Adam and Eve have, of course, been with us for a long time and, indeed, they are still with us in this book. 
But was there one Adam or many? Where did Adam’s body, if not his soul or whole being, come from? What about Eve? Did she, to provide for future generations, just settle among us by chance or by a special creation? And what about the cosmos itself? Is it still worth reading Genesis and its account of “the Beginning”? Or, if we insist on accepting the chance version of cosmic and human origins, what does this theory do to Christian revelation? Did the Church just “rubber stamp” the latest scientific “theories”, “hypotheses? or speculations no matter how much they contradicted Scripture? Is there a reason to take a “second” look at what the Church Fathers had been saying all along?




Chaberek is a Polish Dominican priest and theologian whose book has two basic purposes: 1) To examine the record of papal, Episcopal, and other documents from Catholic theological and philosophical sources on the question of evolution and how to understand the “authority” of these various statements, and 2) to propose that science itself requires a new way to look at what is called evolution, one that makes the central tradition of the Church on cosmic and human origins much more sensible than many theologians had recognized. Basically, this book proposes that the “intrinsic design” evidence that comes out of research in biology and genetics in particular no longer allows, on scientific—not religious—grounds, an easy relation between those forms of evolution based on chance and random selectivity with what really happened with the appearance of the world and man in reality.
The first two chapters of the book present the understanding of Darwin and evolution in the century and half from when Darwin’s works first appeared. The remaining eight chapters of the book, with the Appendix (“Two Views on the Origin of the Human Body”), proceed chronologically through the various discussions in Catholic circles of the import and meaning of evolution for the faith. This very detailed and wide-ranging reading of these positions from Pius IX to Pope Francis contains a rich mine of useful and interesting information. Naturally, the centre of attention in the Church was whether Darwin’s famous proposals were compatible with divine revelation and, secondarily, whether they were even reasonable in themselves.
Chaberek is careful to acknowledge the differing theories of evolution and the corresponding degrees with which theologians agreed or disagreed with it and on what grounds. If Chaberek has a “thesis”, it is that many Catholic prelates and theologians have been too hasty in accepting the presumed scientific grounds of evolution. Hence, they have been less careful to see the relevance of revelation to the scientific question itself. Perhaps, like the presumed “scientific” basis of “earth warming”, we have a “Galileo-in-reverse” situation. That is, Church officials, instead of imposing theological ideas on science, are too quick to accept scientific proposals as a basis for theological reflection that are themselves dubious or unproved.
The book is also a good examination of just what we mean by “infallible” and who exercises infallibility—how, when, and with what authority. The reason why Chaberek takes so much care with the exact “authority” of each papal, Episcopal, or theological document is that, in his view, Catholic thinkers, sometimes at the highest level, seem to have been much too uncritical in accepting the implications of evolution as if it were “proved”. This caution means that the book is often a study in the binding or non-binding force of apparently official documents. It seems somewhat ironical but the import of this book is to suggest that the Church tradition has been mostly right all along. But many thinkers were tempted to deviate because they were too sure that a form of evolutionary science had said the last word on a subject that was itself open to much questioning on its own grounds.

II.
That being said, this book is not antiquarian or by any means “fundamentalist”. It accepts forms of evolution as a fact in making accidental, though usually not permanent, changes in individuals of a species. If anything, Catholicism and Evolution is a plea to be more up-to-date than the modernist and liberal mind that bases its views uncritically on a popularized version of evolution as “scientific”. This book requires a very careful reading; it is tightly argued and carefully researched. If I were to suggest anything to read along with this book, it would be Fr. Robert Spitzer’s New Cosmological Proofs for the Existence of God, Cardinal Josef Ratzinger’s In the Beginning…”, and Fr. Robert Sokolowski’s The God of Faith and Reason.
The researches and approach of the Discovery Institute in Seattle are present in this book. That is, there is a much controverted argument within science itself that something very wrong is found in those evolutionary theories that assume, in its various versions that something by chance came from nothing. This position will mean, of course, that the validity of the argument of this book will itself depend largely not on theology but on science and its self-understanding. In other words, the Psalmist’s query “Can he who made the ear, not hear?” suggests a universe of intelligence and order. What intelligent designs adds is that there is no mathematical or scientific probability that such a relation could occur by chance or random selection. In itself, this position has nothing directly to do with revelation, though it does have much to do with reason.
This book then is not an “anti-scientific” book. It is just the opposite. Nor is it an “anti-theological” book. Rather it suggests that many Catholic prelates and theologians did not take a careful enough look at the facts of revelation because of a too facile acceptance of those Darwinian schools that were based on the notion that the world just happened by itself with no real guiding origin or following order. The famous Big Bang thesis, no doubt, has already caused considerable hesitation here, though one of the current scientific “missions” seems to be to save this version of science so that it does not have to admit a beginning from a nothing that seems to presuppose a very detailed and specific order in that universe, one that alone could have made it possible for actual finite human beings to live someplace in this universe.
It is important to note that the scientific thesis of intrinsic design has room for evolutionary elements within the manifestations of order. In fact, chance is a definite factor in the universe and in every existing human life, but it is a chance that occurs when two purposeful actions cross each other. It is not just “chance” in the midst of nothingness. Thus, if it could be shown that the manifestations of intrinsic design that do exist in the universe and in the micro cosmos that is man were products of chance, this book’s thesis would fall apart. But the evidence seems to show rather that order does exist. In this context, the real “liberals”—the ones really willing to accept “change”—are not the dogmatic evolutionists and their theological followers who show themselves as “conservative” if not “reactionary”, but those who are willing to face the implications of the evidence that order is manifest in the universe.

III.
The final point worth making about this book has to do with revelation and reason. It is quite true that under the impact of evolutionary theory, as well as that of biblical criticism, we have a much more nuanced understanding of Scripture in the light of what we know about the universe, its age, the age of man, the conditions for life, and the distinction of living species. What is interesting, as noted in the citation that I placed at the beginning, is that Chaberek understands that a “history of salvation” began when God rested from creation. The world does not exist to reach some inner-worldly “Omega Point”, a view that Chaberet deals with in his chapter on Teilhard, but to connect the Word that began creation with the Word that came to redeem it. The awareness of this point may well be the most important part of this book.
Thus, Chaberet goes back to read Scripture, the early Fathers of the Church, as well as Aquinas and the later theologians and pontiffs who wrote before Darwin. Along with the 19th and early 20th century decisions, they defended the importance of the essential elements in the creation and redemption narratives—creation from nothing, different elements within creation, existence of a mind within the cosmos, evidence of mind in existing things. Under the pressure of the prestige of evolutionary theory based on chance and random selection, many accommodations were made, even to the extent of simply accepting this view as “scientific” with no questions asked.
But what actually has happened, as both Chaberek and Spitzer have argued, is that many things in science today look very much like the essentials of revelation. No one wants to force this development to prove more than can be proved. But the situation is very different. I have often cited the following passage from E. F. Schumacher’s 1977 book, A Guide for the Perplexed:
Evolution, as within the descriptive science of biological change, can…be taken as established beyond any doubt whatsoever. Evolutionist Doctrine, however, is a very different matter. Not content to confine itself to a systematic description of biological change, it purports to prove and explain it in much the same manner as proof and explanation are offered in the instructional sciences. This is a philosophical error with the most disastrous consequences.
Darwin’, we are told, ‘did two things: he showed that evolution was in fact contradicting scriptural legends of creation and that its cause, natural selection, was automatic with no room for divine guidance or design.’ It should be obvious to anyone capable of philosophical thought that scientific observation as such can never do these ‘two things’. ‘Creation’, ‘divine guidance’, and ‘divine design’ are completely outside the possibility of scientific observation.”
Yet, if we examine with more care what revelation teaches us, in the precise light of what we now know of the physical and biological universe, we can see that the teachings found in Scripture, in their essence, do shed light on what we have come to know. We cannot argue from reason to revelation, but we can make sense of reason in the light of guidance in revelation. At bottom, I think, this is what this book is about.

In conclusion, Michael Chaberek has given us much to think about. One sometimes wonders whether scholarship is “worth” anything these days. But as it often turns out, someone working away at such evidently dull topics as what did the Catholic Church have to say about evolution in modern times will suddenly open up a whole new take on essential issues of our kind—its origins and order being among the most important. Chaberek is very measured and careful in his judgments. He seeks fairness and objective evidence. But he also is willing to tell us when things do not fit together. Uncritical Catholic acceptance of forms of evolutionism has often prevented us from seeing the real “logos” that we find in things and in their origins.
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The controversy surrounding evolution touches on our most central beliefs about ourselves and the world. Evolutionary theories have been used to answer questions about the origins of the universe, life, and man. These may be referred to as cosmological evolution, biological evolution, and human evolution. One’s opinion concerning one of these areas does not dictate what one believes concerning others. 
People usually take three basic positions on the origins of the cosmos, life, and man: (1) special or instantaneous creation, (2) developmental creation or theistic evolution, (3) and atheistic evolution. 
The first holds that a given thing did not develop, but was instantaneously and directly created by God. The second position holds that a given thing did develop from a previous state or form, but that this process was under God’s guidance. The third position claims that a thing developed due to random forces alone. 
Related to the question of how the universe, life, and man arose is the question of when they arose. Those who attribute the origin of all three to special creation often hold that they arose at about the same time, perhaps six thousand to ten thousand years ago. Those who attribute all three to atheistic evolution have a much longer time scale. They generally hold the universe to be ten billion to twenty billion years old, life on earth to be about four billion years old, and modern man (the subspecies homo sapiens) to be about thirty thousand years old. Those who believe in varieties of developmental creation hold dates used by either or both of the other two positions.   

The Catholic Position
What is the Catholic position concerning belief or unbelief in evolution? The question may never be finally settled, but there are definite parameters to what is acceptable Catholic belief. 
Concerning cosmological evolution, the Church has infallibly defined that the universe was specially created out of nothing. Vatican I solemnly defined that everyone must "confess the world and all things which are contained in it, both spiritual and material, as regards their whole substance, have been produced by God from nothing" (Canons on God the Creator of All Things, canon 5). 
The Church does not have an official position on whether the stars, nebulae, and planets we see today were created at that time or whether they developed over time (for example, in the aftermath of the Big Bang that modern cosmologists discuss). However, the Church would maintain that, if the stars and planets did develop over time, this still ultimately must be attributed to God and his plan, for Scripture records: "By the word of the Lord the heavens were made, and all their host [stars, nebulae, planets] by the breath of his mouth" (Ps. 33:6). 
Concerning biological evolution, the Church does not have an official position on whether various life forms developed over the course of time. However, it says that, if they did develop, then they did so under the impetus and guidance of God, and their ultimate creation must be ascribed to him. 
Concerning human evolution, the Church has a more definite teaching. It allows for the possibility that man’s body developed from previous biological forms, under God’s guidance, but it insists on the special creation of his soul. Pope Pius XII declared that "the teaching authority of the Church does not forbid that, in conformity with the present state of human sciences and sacred theology, research and discussions . . . take place with regard to the doctrine of evolution, in as far as it inquires into the origin of the human body as coming from pre-existent and living matter—[but] the Catholic faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created by God" (Pius XII, Humani Generis 36). 
So whether the human body was specially created or developed, we are required to hold as a matter of Catholic faith that the human soul is specially created; it did not evolve, and it is not inherited from our parents, as our bodies are. 
While the Church permits belief in either special creation or developmental creation on certain questions, it in no circumstances permits belief in atheistic evolution.   

The Time Question
Much less has been defined as to when the universe, life, and man appeared. The Church has infallibly determined that the universe is of finite age—that it has not existed from all eternity—but it has not infallibly defined whether the world was created only a few thousand years ago or whether it was created several billion years ago. 
Catholics should weigh the evidence for the universe’s age by examining biblical and scientific evidence. "Though faith is above reason, there can never be any real discrepancy between faith and reason. Since the same God who reveals mysteries and infuses faith has bestowed the light of reason on the human mind, God cannot deny himself, nor can truth ever contradict truth" (Catechism of the Catholic Church 159). 
The contribution made by the physical sciences to examining these questions is stressed by the Catechism, which states, "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. These discoveries invite us to even greater admiration for the greatness of the Creator, prompting us to give him thanks for all his works and for the understanding and wisdom he gives to scholars and researchers" (CCC 283). 
It is outside the scope of this tract to look at the scientific evidence, but a few words need to be said about the interpretation of Genesis and its six days of creation. While there are many interpretations of these six days, they can be grouped into two basic methods of reading the account—a chronological reading and a topical reading. 

Chronological Reading

According to the chronological reading, the six days of creation should be understood to have followed each other in strict chronological order. This view is often coupled with the claim that the six days were standard 24-hour days. 
Some have denied that they were standard days on the basis that the Hebrew word used in this passage for day (yom) can sometimes mean a longer-than-24-hour period (as it does in Genesis 2:4). However, it seems clear that Genesis 1 presents the days to us as standard days. At the end of each one is a formula like, "And there was evening and there was morning, one day" (Gen. 1:5). Evening and morning are, of course, the transition points between day and night (this is the meaning of the Hebrew terms here), but periods of time longer than 24 hours are not composed of a day and a night. Genesis is presenting these days to us as 24-hour, solar days. If we are not meant to understand them as 24-hour days, it would most likely be because Genesis 1 is not meant to be understood as a literal chronological account. 
That is a possibility. Pope Pius XII warned us, "What is the literal sense of a passage is not always as obvious in the speeches and writings of the ancient authors of the East, as it is in the works of our own time. For what they wished to express is not to be determined by the rules of grammar and philology alone, nor solely by the context; the interpreter must, as it were, go back wholly in spirit to those remote centuries of the East and with the aid of history, archaeology, ethnology, and other sciences, accurately determine what modes of writing, so to speak, the authors of that ancient period would be likely to use, and in fact did use. For the ancient peoples of the East, in order to express their ideas, did not always employ those forms or kinds of speech which we use today; but rather those used by the men of their times and countries. What those exactly were the commentator cannot determine as it were in advance, but only after a careful examination of the ancient literature of the East" (Divino Afflante Spiritu 35–36). 

The Topical Reading
This leads us to the possibility that Genesis 1 is to be given a non-chronological, topical reading. Advocates of this view point out that, in ancient literature, it was common to sequence historical material by topic, rather than in strict chronological order. 
The argument for a topical ordering notes that at the time the world was created, it had two problems—it was "formless and empty" (1:2). In the first three days of creation, God solves the formlessness problem by structuring different aspects of the environment. 
On day one he separates day from night; on day two he separates the waters below (oceans) from the waters above (clouds), with the sky in between; and on day three he separates the waters below from each other, creating dry land. Thus the world has been given form. 
But it is still empty, so on the second three days God solves the world’s emptiness problem by giving occupants to each of the three realms he ordered on the previous three days. Thus, having solved the problems of formlessness and emptiness, the task he set for himself, God’s work is complete and he rests on the seventh day. 

Real History
The argument is that all of this is real history, it is simply ordered topically rather than chronologically, and the ancient audience of Genesis, it is argued, would have understood it as such. 
Even if Genesis 1 records God’s work in a topical fashion, it still records God’s work—things God really did. 

The Catechism explains that "Scripture presents the work of the Creator symbolically as a succession of six days of divine ‘work,’ concluded by the ‘rest’ of the seventh day" (CCC 337), but "nothing exists that does not owe its existence to God the Creator. The world began when God’s word drew it out of nothingness; all existent beings, all of nature, and all human history is rooted in this primordial event, the very genesis by which the world was constituted and time begun" (CCC 338). 
It is impossible to dismiss the events of Genesis 1 as a mere legend. They are accounts of real history, even if they are told in a style of historical writing that Westerners do not typically use.
 
Adam and Eve: Real People
It is equally impermissible to dismiss the story of Adam and Eve and the fall (Gen. 2–3) as a fiction. A question often raised in this context is whether the human race descended from an original pair of two human beings (a teaching known as monogenism) or a pool of early human couples (a teaching known as polygenism). 
In this regard, Pope Pius XII stated: "When, however, there is question of another conjectural opinion, namely polygenism, the children of the Church by no means enjoy such liberty. For the faithful 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 parents of all, or that Adam represents a certain number of first parents. Now, it is in no way apparent how such an opinion can be reconciled that which the sources of revealed truth and the documents of the teaching authority of the Church proposed with regard to original sin which proceeds from a sin actually committed by an individual Adam in which through generation is passed onto all and is in everyone as his own" (Humani Generis 37). 
The story of the creation and fall of man is a true one, even if not written entirely according to modern literary techniques. The Catechism states, "The account of the fall in Genesis 3 uses figurative language, but affirms a primeval event, a deed that took place at the beginning of the history of man. Revelation gives us the certainty of faith that the whole of human history is marked by the original fault freely committed by our first parents" (CCC 390). 

Science and Religion
The Catholic Church has always taught that "no real disagreement can exist between the theologian and the scientist provided each keeps within his own limits. . . . If nevertheless there is a disagreement . . . it should be remembered that the sacred writers, or more truly ‘the Spirit of God who spoke through them, did not wish to teach men such truths (as the inner structure of visible objects) which do not help anyone to salvation’; and that, for this reason, rather than trying to provide a scientific exposition of nature, they sometimes describe and treat these matters either in a somewhat figurative language or as the common manner of speech those times required, and indeed still requires nowadays in everyday life, even amongst most learned people" (Leo XIII, Providentissimus Deus 18). 
As the Catechism puts it, "Methodical research in all branches of knowledge, provided it is carried out in a truly scientific manner and does not override moral laws, can never conflict with the faith, because the things of the world and the things the of the faith derive from the same God. The humble and persevering investigator of the secrets of nature is being led, as it were, by the hand of God in spite of himself, for it is God, the conserver of all things, who made them what they are" (CCC 159). The Catholic Church has no fear of science or scientific discovery.

NIHIL OBSTAT: I have concluded that the materials presented in this work are free of doctrinal or moral errors. 
Bernadeane Carr, STL, Censor Librorum, August 10, 2004 
IMPRIMATUR: In accord with 1983 CIC 827 permission to publish this work is hereby granted. 
+Robert H. Brom, Bishop of San Diego, August 10, 2004 
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How Do Adam and Eve Fit With Evolution? 
http://www.ncregister.com/blog/trasancos/how-do-adam-and-eve-fit-with-evolution
By Stacy Strasancos, March 28, 2017
Biological evolution will never fully account for humanity because we are persons, made in the image and likeness of God. It is not unreasonable to assume humanity began with a miracle.

Tell a Catholic kid about evolution—that there was a Big Bang and that in this expanding cosmos our sun is a star in a cluster of 200 billion stars in the arm of a spiral in a galaxy among thousands, and that eventually on our planet there appeared early life forms, single-celled bacteria, trilobites, molluscs, fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, mammals, primates, and that from a common ape-like ancestor the Homo genus emerged, including Homo rudolfensis, Homo habilis, Homo erectus, Homo heidelbergensis, Homo floresiensis, Homo neanderthalensis, and last, Homo sapiens, or “wise man,” the hominin species that is modern human. The very next question that kid will ask is, “So where do Adam and Eve fit in?” (Ask me how I know!) It is a logical question.
Adults have varied reactions. Atheists tend to guffaw at the mention of those names in the same sentence as evolution. Fundamentalists propugn their version of dogma as if they are the sole authorities, disregarding science and any Magisterial documents they deem unacceptable. I remember feeling frustrated because I just wanted to know how to sort the question out without being ridiculed, scolded, or accused of heresy. Fortunately, this is not an either/or question. We do not have to pick between atheistic evolution and Young Earth Creationism. The Church does not teach those extremes at all.

The first thing to get straight is this: We do not know the exact biological details of Adam and Eve, and we never will. Once you understand that, it is easier to navigate the rest. An analogy is useful here.

 

Like Sand on a Beach

Suppose someone asks where two grains of sand “fit into” the history of a beach — not just any two grains, but the first two grains that ever existed on that beach. How do you answer such a question? Do you go get a John Deere excavator and start digging? Hopefully not, because there is no conceivable way a 1-cubic meter bucket could find two lone millimeter-sized particles of silica. Your response might be, “Hold it! Beaches do not form one grain of sand at a time!” And you would be correct. The erosion of rocks over time produces the sand which forms a beach as waves deposit sediment on the shore. Asking a scientific question about how to find the first two grains of sand on a beach is nonsense.

However, the lack of a scientific explanation does not rule out a miracle. God could have created two first grains in a space that would become a beach. The atoms and subatomic particles could even disperse over time. Science, and all its tools, could not find them though because (1) the scientific explanation for beach formation does not involve miracles, and (2) scientific methods cannot decipher the past successive production of individual sand particles.

Just like a beach, evolution occurs in events that can be described at the individual level but not determined as they happened historically. Generation by generation, parents begat offspring, offspring became parents who beget offspring, genetically alike yet genetically unique, and so on. Even so, we cannot know all the historical scientific details. There is a limit to the ability of evolutionary tools to resolve past successive events. Evolution is understood in terms of populations of thousands of organisms giving rise to new species over geological time. No evolutionary model implies a first pair of human individuals because no evolutionary model would. Why? There is no known species that arose by the sudden appearance of the first two parents.

Furthermore, even if the remains of the first man were found—imagine, for instance, Adam’s jawbone—no radiometric dating, genetic dating, nor any other analytical system could ascertain that the fossil came from the first man. Dating techniques rely on comparison. When a new specimen is found, it is compared to other samples that have been dated. Scientists have no way to know if the oldest generation found is the oldest generation ever to be found. The genetic molecular clock uses the rate at which molecular changes accumulate in successive generations to estimate evolutionary timing. These results, too, must be calibrated with the fossil record, and radiometric dating methods can only be resolved to geological timescales of thousands or millions of years for remote pasts. Hence, asking a scientific question about how to find the first parents of the human race is (like looking for grains of sand) nonsense.

 

A Remarkable Fact and a Unique Finding

Note however, Homo sapiens eventually spread throughout the planet and is the only surviving hominin species. That is a fact, and it is stunning when you stop and think about it. Humans filled the earth.

If we follow generations back far enough, conceptually we come to the most recent common ancestor — an individual who is a progenitor of all present-day people. Genealogical computation models suggest this ancestor lived around a few thousand years ago (Rohde, et. al., Nature, 2004). If we continue further back, we come to the first human population, thought to have lived some 50,000 to 200,000 years ago (Noonan, Genome Research, 2010).

A worldwide survey of human mitochondrial DNA using genetic molecular clocks has shown that all mitochondrial DNAs stem from one woman, known as Mitochondrial Eve, who lived about 200,000 years ago in Africa (Cann, et. al., Nature, 1987). Similar genetic studies suggest a Y-chromosome Adam lived roughly the same time (Francalacci, Science, 2013). These results do not conclude that there was only one woman or man living in the same place. They absolutely do not point to a monogenetic pair of parents. They only suggest that there may have been a “genetic bottleneck,” i.e. a time when a relatively small population of around 10,000 early humans lived. Rather than pointing to this conclusion as evidence against the existence of two first parents, I would rather say that this finding is consistent with a unique emergence of human beings. However, I am quick to add that such studies are provisional and ongoing, intended to calibrate and increase the resolution of the human phylogenetic tree. They neither prove nor disprove what we profess in faith.

 

The Limits of Knowledge 

What lies between a population of 10,000 and 2 some 200,000 years ago? It is hidden to us. Some people opine that Adam and Eve did not literally live, that they represent a real story but not a literal one. Some people quote Humani Generis (37) on polygenism and leave it at that, but the document does not answer the question about how to figure Adam and Eve in the context of evolution. The encyclical was written in 1950 before genetics was understood. Pope Pius XII’s statement that it was “in no way apparent” how to reconcile evolution with divine revelation left a crack in a door that remains to be addressed. Will it someday be apparent?

Meanwhile, reason does not compel us to claim that Adam and Eve were figurative. I accept, and teach my children, that Adam and Eve really lived, and I teach them about the fall from grace and original sin. 
As I hope I have sufficiently explained in this essay, if Adam and Eve began to live—literally—as a grown man and woman through a miraculous act of God, science can only shrug and keep on digging. Evolutionary biology has no say here. Do not mistake this for a God of the Gaps argument, but rather take it as honesty that our knowledge has limits. If we cannot rule them out, then we should not.

 

What We Know

What are we sure of? We can say that God created our first parents, as He did all creatures, and that they were highly complex organisms. That description applies whether Adam and Eve began as zygotes with human souls growing in maternal bodies or as naked adults in a garden. As we know, biological evolution will never fully account for humanity because we are persons, corporeal body and rational soul, made in the image and likeness of God. It is not unreasonable to assume humanity began with a miracle. And if this biological mystery of life from inanimate matter and remote human origins from a common ape-like ancestor troubles you, then consider something nearer. Biology tells us that sperm and egg fusion is the beginning of life, but none of us know down to the subatomic event on a femtosecond timescale what exactly happened as our electrons swirled when we began to live. And we never will. At its most precise resolution, all our lives begin mysteriously.

Using reason and revelation, Catholics can both roll up their sleeves to explore what evolutionary science discovers about human origins and, simultaneously, believe that Adam and Eve existed. Besides, we are forward-looking people of faith, hope, and love. Until we have our answers, we can be assured of a truth St. Paul wrote to the Corinthians, “Now I know in part; but then I shall know even as I am known.” I can live with that.

Contribution from Alwyn Fernandes, Mumbai  
August 24, 2015
I have read in an article on the Internet that Pope Francis does not have any problems believing in the Big Bang Theory. But from Internet news, we are never sure that they are presenting the quote in its proper context.
I believe that God, the Father of Jesus Christ, created everything from nothing by his mere Word (which the gospel of John says is Jesus Christ). What was the exact method used by Him to create is not so important. Even if the Big Bang is the method used by God to create the universe, then still it was fully under his control and it was not a random event as many present the Big Bang to be. So the Big Bang theory, which is what it is, a theory, cannot negate the existence of God and what the Bible says that he created the universe. I would rather believe in revelation of God on how he created the universe rather than believe in man's theory however intelligent that man may be. The creator of the pot, knows how the pot was created and how the clay was brought together to create the final product the pot. It is only the creator of the pot who can reveal how he created it, not someone who comes years later and presents a theory in such a way as if the theory is the reality.

Common sense tells us that if there is a building, then there is a builder. If there is a painting, there is a painter.  
If there is creation, then there is a Creator.  

Nobody Made It…
http://www.skywriting.net/inspirational/stories/no_body_made_it.html 
Many years ago Sir Isaac Newton had an exact replica of our solar system made in miniature. At its center was a large golden ball representing the sun, and revolving around it were small spheres attached at the ends of rods of varying lengths. They represented Mercury, Venus, Earth, Mars, and the other planets. These were all geared together by cogs and belts to make them move around the “sun” in perfect harmony.
One day as Newton was studying the model, a friend who did not believe in the biblical account of creation stopped by for a visit. Marveling at the device and watching as the scientist made the heavenly bodies move on their orbits, the man exclaimed, “My, Newton, what an exquisite thing! Who made it for you?” Without looking up, Sir Isaac replied, “Nobody.” 

“Nobody?” his friend asked. “That's right! I said nobody! All of these balls and cogs and belts and gears just happened to come together, and wonder of wonders, by chance they began revolving in their set orbits and with perfect timing.”
The unbeliever got the message! It was foolish to suppose that the model merely happened. But it was even more senseless to accept the theory that the earth and the vast universe came into being by chance. 

How much more logical to believe what the Bible says, “In the beginning, God created the heaven and the earth.” 

The Word also declares, “The fool says in his heart, there is no God”. (Psalms 14:1)
And, Genesis 1:1 “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth.”

Catholic Church Rejects Darwinian Evolution 

https://www.tapatalk.com/groups/theratzingerforum/evolution-t902.html
By Deal W Hudson, The Window, July 9, 2005 

Cardinal Schönborn of Vienna published an op-ed today in the New York Times. Not on morality, not dogma, not church authority, but on science. What led such an eminent Cardinal, the general editor of the Catechism of the Catholic Church, to make the effort to opine on science in an American newspaper?

Schönborn thinks the Catholic teaching on evolution, and the teaching of John Paul II, and Benedict XVI in particular, has been widely misrepresented. Who are the offenders? They are easy to find, but let's take a look at three: 

Newsweek: "The Vatican has said it finds no conflict between Christian faith and evolution" (Jerry Adler, Feb. 7, 2005).

Chicago Sun Times: "The Catholic Church has in recent decades taken a more benign view of science. The Pope [John Paul II] announced that Darwinism and Catholicism are compatible." (Unsigned editorial, March 15, 2005).

New York Times: "The Roman Catholic Church . . . apparently has no problem with the notion of evolution as it is currently studied by biologists [i.e., neo-Darwinism] . . . Popes from Pius XII to John Paul II have reaffirmed that the process of evolution in no way violates the teachings of the church. Pope Benedict XVI, when he was Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, presided over the church's International Theological Commission, which stated that 'since it has been demonstrated that all living organisms on earth are genetically related, it is virtually certain that all living organisms have descended from this first organism' (Laurence M. Krauss, May 17, 2005)."

What's wrong with these quotes? John Paul II, after all, sent a well-publicized letter in 1996 to the Pontifical Academy of Science stating his agreement with Pius XII that evolution could be understood in a way compatible with the Church's teachings about man and creation. But Schönborn insists that John Paul II's view of evolution and the Church's view are frequently misunderstood because of the ambiguity of the term "evolution." As Cardinal Schönborn wrote in his op-ed, "Ever since 1996, when Pope John Paul II stated that evolution (a term he did not define) was 'more than just a hypothesis,' defenders of neo-Darwinian dogma have often invoked the supposed acceptance - or at least acquiescence - of the Roman Catholic Church when they defend their theory as somehow compatible with Christian faith."

The problem is that the term "evolution" can mean merely "descent with modification" (Darwin's phrase), or it can mean something more elaborate like universal common ancestry of all living things. But it is most frequently used as shorthand for the dominant theory or explanation of common ancestry, namely Darwin's theory of random variation and natural selection. It's the latter meaning of "evolution" that the Cardinal finds objectionable.

For Schönborn, an understanding of evolution compatible with Christian faith cannot be squared with "an unguided, unplanned process of random variation and natural selection," that is, neo- Darwinism. Catholic teaching affirms the possibility of an evolutionary process in nature, in the sense of common ancestry, but however they arrived, living things clearly reveal a rational design. Darwin's theory seeks to explain away design in biology as a mere appearance that does not reflect any underlying reality of an intelligent cause.

Schönborn thinks scientists are not dealing objectively with the evidence of design: "Any system of thought that denies or seeks to explain away the overwhelming evidence for design in biology is ideology, not science."

Even Catholic journalists don't seem to know that the Catholic view of evolution is distinctive. Note the following clip from the authoritative news service of the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops:

Catholic News Service: The Church "properly recognizes evolutionary theory as firmly grounded in fact." (Quoting David Byers, executive director of the U.S. Bishops' Committee on Science and Human Values from 1984 to 2003).

What is the importance of the distinction Schönborn is making? Why will many in the scientific community to react strongly to his op-ed?

The Church affirms evolution but not Darwin's version of it. The Church challenges scientists to separate themselves from an ideology that begins with the assumption of the assumption of atheism and meaninglessness of life. Finally, Catholic students need not be indoctrinated in a scientific theory that denies the design and purpose apparent in the natural world. Schönborn underscores capacity of the human mind to find order in creation: "Scientific theories that try to explain away the appearance of design as the result of mere chance and necessity are not scientific at all, but, as John Paul put it, an abdication of human intelligence."

Schönborn also makes clear what the new pope thinks about evolution. He quotes a line from Benedict XVI's very first homily, "We are not some casual and meaningless product of evolution. Each of us is the result of a thought of God. Each of us is willed, each of us is loved, each of us is necessary."

Indeed, as the Catholic poet Hopkins said, "The world is charged with the grandeur of God." The good news that Schönborn announces is that we can recognize the Creator's plan, purpose, and design in nature whether or not evolution is true in some non- Darwinian sense.

If you are wondering, as I am, what the Catholic view of evolution means for the Genesis story of Adam and Eve, I will be addressing that question in a future issue of The Window.

July 7, 2005
Finding Design in Nature
By Cardinal Christoph Schönborn, Archbishop of Vienna
Ever since 1996, when Pope John Paul II said that evolution (a term he did not define) was "more than just a hypothesis," defenders of neo-Darwinian dogma have often invoked the supposed acceptance - or at least acquiescence - of the Roman Catholic Church when they defend their theory as somehow compatible with Christian faith.
But this is not true. The Catholic Church, while leaving to science many details about the history of life on earth, proclaims that by the light of reason the human intellect can readily and clearly discern purpose and design in the natural world, including the world of living things.
Evolution in the sense of common ancestry might be true, but evolution in the neo-Darwinian sense - an unguided, unplanned process of random variation and natural selection - is not. Any system of thought that denies or seeks to explain away the overwhelming evidence for design in biology is ideology, not science.
Consider the real teaching of our beloved John Paul. While his rather vague and unimportant 1996 letter about evolution is always and everywhere cited, we see no one discussing these comments from a 1985 general audience that represents his robust teaching on nature:
"All the observations concerning the development of life lead to a similar conclusion. The evolution of living beings, of which science seeks to determine the stages and to discern the mechanism, presents an internal finality which arouses admiration. This finality which directs beings in a direction for which they are not responsible or in charge, obliges one to suppose a Mind which is its inventor, its creator."
He went on: "To all these indications of the existence of God the Creator, some oppose the power of chance or of the proper mechanisms of matter. To speak of chance for a universe which presents such a complex organization in its elements and such marvelous finality in its life would be equivalent to giving up the search for an explanation of the world as it appears to us. In fact, this would be equivalent to admitting effects without a cause. It would be to abdicate human intelligence, which would thus refuse to think and to seek a solution for its problems."
Note that in this quotation the word "finality" is a philosophical term synonymous with final cause, purpose or design. In comments at another general audience a year later, John Paul concludes, "It is clear that the truth of faith about creation is radically opposed to the theories of materialistic philosophy. These view the cosmos as the result of an evolution of matter reducible to pure chance and necessity."
Naturally, the authoritative Catechism of the Catholic Church agrees: "Human intelligence is surely already capable of finding a response to the question of origins. The existence of God the Creator can be known with certainty through his works, by the light of human reason." It adds: "We believe that God created the world according to his wisdom. It is not the product of any necessity whatever, nor of blind fate or chance."
In an unfortunate new twist on this old controversy, neo-Darwinists recently have sought to portray our new pope, Benedict XVI, as a satisfied evolutionist. They have quoted a sentence about common ancestry from a 2004 document of the International Theological Commission, pointed out that Benedict was at the time head of the commission, and concluded that the Catholic Church has no problem with the notion of "evolution" as used by mainstream biologists - that is, synonymous with neo-Darwinism.
The commission's document, however, reaffirms the perennial teaching of the Catholic Church about the reality of design in nature. Commenting on the widespread abuse of John Paul's 1996 letter on evolution, the commission cautions that "the letter cannot be read as a blanket approbation of all theories of evolution, including those of a neo-Darwinian provenance which explicitly deny to divine providence any truly causal role in the development of life in the universe."
Furthermore, according to the commission, "An unguided evolutionary process - one that falls outside the bounds of divine providence - simply cannot exist."
Indeed, in the homily at his installation just a few weeks ago, Benedict proclaimed: "We are not some casual and meaningless product of evolution. Each of us is the result of a thought of God. Each of us is willed, each of us is loved, each of us is necessary."
Throughout history the church has defended the truths of faith given by Jesus Christ. But in the modern era, the Catholic Church is in the odd position of standing in firm defense of reason as well. In the 19th century, the First Vatican Council taught a world newly enthralled by the "death of God" that by the use of reason alone mankind could come to know the reality of the Uncaused Cause, the First Mover, the God of the philosophers.
Now at the beginning of the 21st century, faced with scientific claims like neo-Darwinism and the multiverse hypothesis in cosmology invented to avoid the overwhelming evidence for purpose and design found in modern science, the Catholic Church will again defend human reason by proclaiming that the immanent design evident in nature is real. Scientific theories that try to explain away the appearance of design as the result of "chance and necessity" are not scientific at all, but, as John Paul put it, an abdication of human intelligence.
Evolution in the Eyes of the Church (Part 1) 

https://zenit.org/articles/evolution-in-the-eyes-of-the-church-part-1/ 
By Father Edward Oakes, Mundelein, Illinois, July 27, 2005)

It isn't often that cardinals from another continent get space in the op-ed pages of the New York Times. Such was the case on July 7 when Cardinal Christoph Schönborn, archbishop of Vienna and principal editor of the Catechism of the Catholic Church, tried on the opinion page of the Times to clarify the Church's teachings in regard to the theories of Charles Darwin. His statements ignited a firestorm of commentary. 
To get insight into the issue, ZENIT turned to Jesuit Father Edward Oakes, a theology professor at the University of St. Mary of the Lake. 


Q: Cardinal Schönborn recently wrote an opinion-page article in the New York Times on evolution. What was the real point he made in that piece? Was it just a new chapter in the evolution-vs.-creationism debate? 
Father Oakes: First of all, let me clear up a problem of interpretation regarding Cardinal Schönborn's essay, due no doubt to the editors of the Times. Two days after his op-ed piece appeared, the Times ran a front-page story on the controversy whose headline read: "Leading Cardinal Redefines Church's View on Evolution." This so-called redefinition is something the cardinal most decidedly did not do. For one thing, the Church has no "doctrine" on evolution, any more than it has a doctrine on tectonic plates or a magisterial teaching on how human consciousness arises from the electrical firings inside the neurology of the brain. These matters are both beyond the competence of the magisterium and are irrelevant to salvation, anyway. 

Secondly, even if the magisterium did have an official teaching on evolution, it does not officially revise its "views" on matters of science by having a cardinal, however "leading," writing an article "in propria persona" -- on his own behalf -- and using an op-ed piece in a secular newspaper to boot. 
That said, I believe that Cardinal Schönborn's essay "Finding Design in Nature" in the July 7 issue of the Times makes a valid point, roughly the reverse side of the coin of what Pope John Paul II said in his now-famous letter to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences in October of 1996. John Paul said at the time that "evolution" -- which, as Cardinal Schönborn rightly notes, the Holy Father left undefined -- can no longer be considered merely a "hypothesis" because so much data have now come in to confirm the theory. The problem is that this very short letter brought some misinterpretations of its own in its wake -- because of the obnoxious way some Darwinians like to hijack the word "evolution" for their own atheistic purposes -- and it is those false conclusions, as I see it, that the cardinal was trying to warn against. But, no, I do not see the cardinal's quite legitimate warning as a "new chapter in the evolution-vs.-creationism debate." 
First of all, if "creationism" means six-day creation as a few Christian fundamentalists still hold, then there is no chance in the world that the Catholic Church will join that cause. But "creationism" can also refer to the total ontological dependence of the universe on God's creative act of will, and nothing in the theory of evolution can threaten that essential doctrine of the Catholic faith. Remember that, according to St. Thomas Aquinas, even if the world happens to be temporally eternal, such an eternity of time would not undermine the created contingency of the world, utterly dependent on God's free decision to create it. 
Q: Non-scientists often think Darwin's theory of evolution is accepted as scientific fact. Is that the case? If not, what is the best science saying right now? 
Father Oakes: As Cardinal Schönborn rightly pointed out, the key is how one defines evolution. 
If evolution simply means "descent with modification," then I would agree that evolution must be regarded as confirmed by scientific "fact" -- meaning by that tendentious word a reality that no one can afford to deny, except at the price of obscurantism. Defined in that way, the theory of evolution claims that all life began about 3.5 billion years ago as a single-celled, self-replicating organism from which we are all descended. Since everyone now reading this sentence once began his or her existence as a single-celled organism, I hardly see how such a theory can be regarded as inherently implausible. Plus, let's not forget that the biological basis of the Church's opposition to abortion is based on the single-celled origin of human life. And once one traces the transmission of life all the way back, using the science of genetics as one's marker, and once one follows the paths of life back to life's remotest beginnings, one sees how the various life-forms are interrelated. Moreover, using genetics, one can roughly spot when each branch of life broke off from its parent-branches. The problem comes from the conflation of Darwinism with evolution strictly defined. Now Darwinism asserts not just the fact of "descent with modification"; it also claims to know the "how" of evolution: Evolution occurred, it claims, by means of something it calls "natural selection." Again, if that term is strictly defined, it simply means that only those organisms that reach reproductive age get to transmit their genes; and if those genes were somehow "responsible" for helping that organism reach reproductive age, then that "helpfulness" will likely contribute to later success as well. As with the doctrine that all life began as a single-celled organism, I hardly see how such an obvious insight can be regarded as controversial. But then again, we have to ask: How much does the concept of natural selection actually explain the "how" of evolution? Certainly, this question is a very controversial point among philosophers of biology. But leaving aside whether natural selection actually does any explanatory work, the importation of that concept into human relations has been nothing but an unmitigated disaster for the 20th century: Karl Marx, John D. Rockefeller and Adolf Hitler were all enthusiastic Darwinians. For that reason, I would say that any application of Darwinian principles outside the restricted sphere of organic evolution is not only not "accepted as scientific fact" but that it has also been massively disconfirmed by history. 
Q: Many Catholic scientists -- including Kenneth Miller, biology professor at Brown University and author of "Finding Darwin's God" -- have requested a clarification from the Holy See on this issue, claiming that from a strictly scientific standpoint, Darwin's description of biological origins is not incompatible with Catholic teaching. Do these scientists have a legitimate point? 
Father Oakes: A statement from the Vatican could be beneficial, but I also see no problem with everyone just taking a deep breath and cooling off for a while. My worry about any more statements from the Church on evolution is the way the world of journalism will inevitably distort the import of both the Church's teaching and the debate such a statement will surely provoke among theologians, believing biologists and kibitzing atheists. But the infernal noise of journalistic debate is a feature of our times anyway, so perhaps a serene and untroubled statement by the Vatican on this topic would be timely. 
Q: What would you like to see the statement say? 
Father Oakes: Well, it's a bit above my pay-scale to be giving Pope Benedict and the cardinals in Rome instructions on how they can best do their jobs, but here's how I approach this issue in my own writings. 
Take the law of gravity. Fortunately the Catholic Church made no official pronouncement on Isaac Newton's "Principia Mathematica," not only because such a pronouncement would have been beyond the competence of the magisterium, but also because Newton's law had to be revised when Albert Einstein was forced to redefine gravity as the warping of space-time by material bodies, and not as some mysterious attractive force inherent in matter, as Newton held. 
But when Newton published his "Principia" -- which completely bowled over the educated public -- many philosophers hijacked Newton's law for their own anti-theological purposes. They declared that Newton's law meant that God was this law's "legislator." Fair enough, it would seem, but then came the next step. Because gravity works on its own, this meant, according to some philosophers, that after God's "enactment" of this law, he could just retire and let the universe run on its own. 

Unfortunately for these self-styled "Enlightened" -- but in fact benighted -- thinkers, there is absolutely nothing in the law of gravity that would justify such a philosophical move; Newton certainly resisted it. And quantum mechanics has in any event completely exploded that old-style determinism. Similarly, what if a geologist were to claim that God either doesn't exist or is unfeeling, with no regard for the sufferings of the human race, simply because tectonic plates cause earthquakes? That, too, would be a philosophical importation introduced adventitiously into the assured deliverances of geology. And if a neurologist were to say that, because consciousness depends on brain activity, there is therefore no such thing as a soul -- that too would be an invalid conclusion. 
In other words, just because evolution is true, that doesn't mean that any of the conclusions that so many boring positivists draw from evolution is true. 
Q: So it's just a matter, then, of pointing out the philosophical errors in the conclusions of some Darwinians? 
Father Oakes: St. Thomas Aquinas, I believe, has given theologians the best way to deal with these illegitimate moves. When he began to meet the challenge of Aristotle's philosophy, he immediately recognized much wisdom and truth in this natural-born Greek genius, but he also knew, as a Christian, that Aristotle had to be wrong in at last some of his conclusions. But Thomas didn't just content himself with recognizing the falseness of the conclusions. He also realized that if Aristotle were to be proved wrong, he had to be proved wrong philosophically. 
Think of someone who tries to teach himself algebra without a tutor, by using one of those textbooks with the right answers in the back. He tries out a problem on his own, and then he looks up the right answer in the back. And if he sees he got the answer wrong, he needs to go back and find out where the error was made according to the standard rules of mathematics. Otherwise he's not really teaching himself algebra, just memorizing answers that, for all he knows, could be quite arbitrary. Now a Church statement on evolution -- especially of the kind that Professor Miller seems to be seeking -- can either content itself with pointing out certain erroneous conclusions from Darwinian theory, or it can also show how and where the false logic operates that brings some benighted Darwinians to their dreary conclusions. It is my view that the Church's magisterial office would work best if it confined itself to the first task, and left it to philosophers and theologians to thrash out the second challenge. 

Evolution in the Eyes of the Church (Part 2) 

https://zenit.org/articles/evolution-in-the-eyes-of-the-church-part-2/ 
By Father Edward Oakes, Mundelein, Illinois, July 28, 2005

Since the time of Pope Pius XII's encyclical "Humani Generis," Catholics have made great efforts to determine what constitutes legitimate opinion on scientific evolution and the question of human origins. However, Father Edward Oakes, who teaches theology at the University of St. Mary of the Lake, notes that simply going back to the method of Thomas Aquinas can always be a fruitful exercise when dealing with questions at the intersection of science and theology. He shared with ZENIT why recent scientific findings, along with help from St. Thomas and the Church fathers, can assist in reconciling Catholic doctrine and scientific fact, as well as why other attempts to reconcile the two, such as the Intelligent Design movement, come up short. 
Q: What are Catholics bound in faith to believe about human origins? Was Adam really our first parent, or could there have been an entire race of original human beings endowed with immortal souls -- an accurate rendering of the Hebrew word "adam"? 
Father Oakes: In my opinion, the debate about "monogenism" -- the doctrine that says that all humans share the same primal parents -- and "polygenism" -- that the races come from independent lines of evolution -- has been misconceived, for both are true depending on where you stop along mankind's family tree. All of us, after all, have one set of parents, but four grandparents, eight great-grandparents and so on, all the way back. But eventually, the number of these putative ancestors will grow absurdly large: in each generation, the number of my direct ancestors must grow exponentially: two, four, eight, 16, 32 and so on. Even more strangely, the number of actual human beings inhabiting the planet will begin to shrink the further back into history we go. This means that, eventually, the further back you go in history, this vast number of ideal "slots" of ancestors will have to be filled by just one person or two; for example, if two of my grandparents were first cousins, I would have only six great-grandparents, not eight. Fascinating studies have been done, using the genealogical records of the Mormons in Utah, to show how most Caucasians now dwelling in the United States can trace their ancestry back to just one couple living in eighth-century Europe; and no doubt Americans of other racial background could do the same with their native lands. For a riveting account of this field of "population genetics" for the general reader, see "The Mountain of Names: A History of the Human Family," by Alex Shoumatoff. 
So does this process ever reach one couple? According to genetics, yes. In fact, according to the theory of evolution, it could hardly be otherwise, the whole point of the theory being to stress common ancestry. Of course, if genetics establishes that there is a primal couple, that couple could then trace its ancestry back to a common set of ancestral parents. So according to genetics, both monogenism and polygenism are true, but at several times and at various points along the evolutionary tree. See "The History and Geography of Human Genes," by Luigi Luca Cavalli-Sforza. 
The theological question then becomes: Do we ever reach the Adam and Eve described in the Bible? Here I think we get to the core of the issue. Often the problems that Christians have with the theory of evolution have centered on questions of the inerrancy of Scripture. But I have often thought that the real problem centers on the doctrine of original sin. 
Speaking personally, I see no conflict between evolution and original sin; and I tried to explain why in an article I wrote in November of 1998 for First Things [magazine] called "Original Sin: A Disputation," where all of these questions are more thoroughly aired. 

Q: What type of evolution is acceptable for Catholic doctrine, and up to what point can a Catholic follow evolution? 
Father Oakes: Well, as I said, if evolution means "descent with modification," then evolution is quite acceptable, since that's just the way things are. Anaxagoras said that "the seed of everything is in everything else," a teaching that dovetails very nicely, in my opinion, not just with evolution but also with the patristic teaching of the "logoi spermatikoi" found in all rational beings -- and, according to St. Augustine, in every identifiable being. My real worry would be rather about the more amateurish attempts to reconcile evolution and the Christian religion -- which, in my opinion, aren't in conflict to begin with. In other words, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it." I am referring above all to the Intelligent Design movement, something at least this Catholic doesn't want to follow! 
Q: What are your objections to the Intelligent Design movement? 
Father Oakes: Primarily that ID advocates seem regularly to confuse finality with design. Now because people only design things for a purpose, the two concepts are too often conflated. But they are different. I think the great medievalist Etienne Gilson got the distinction exactly right in his book "From Aristotle to Darwin and Back Again: A Journey in Final Causality, Species, and Evolution." Here's what he says on pages 9 and 10 of the book: "Aristotle conceives the [designing] artist as a particular case of nature [the realm of finality]. This is why, in his natural philosophy, art imitates nature, rather than nature imitating art. The contrary is imagined because -- every man being more or less an artist, an artisan, and a technician -- we know, more or less confusedly, yet with certitude, the manner in which art operates. 
"But insofar as we are natural beings, we are the products of innumerable biological activities of which we know practically nothing, or very little. The manner in which nature operates escapes us. Her finality is spontaneous, not learned. … 
"In nature the end, the 'telos,' works as every artist would wish to be able to work; in fact, as the greatest among them do work, or even as the others work in moments of grace when, suddenly masters of their media, they work with the rapidity and infallible sureness of nature. "Such is Mozart, composing a quartet in his head while writing down its predecessor. Such is Delacroix, painting in twenty minutes the headpiece and mantle of Jacob on the wall of Saint-Sulpice. 
"A technician, an artist, who worked with the sureness of a spider weaving its web or a bird making its nest would be a more perfect artist than any of those that anyone has ever seen. Such is not the case. 
"The most powerful and the most productive artists only summon from afar the ever-ready forces of nature which fashion the tree and, through the tree, the fruit. That is why Aristotle says that there is more purposefulness [in Aristotle's Greek 'to hou heneka'], more good, and more beauty, in the works of nature than in those of art." I quote this passage at such length not only to show how design piggybacks on nature but also to hint at how design can gum things up. Think of Hamlet, whose tortured conscience led him to do the wrong thing at almost each step of the way after he heard of his father's murder. I also object to the way the ID Movement conflates the Thomistic distinction between primary and secondary causality. The advocates of this movement claim that if it can be proved scientifically that God must intervene on occasion to get various species up and running, then this will throw the atheist Darwinians into a panicked rout. I disagree. My view is that, according to St. Thomas, secondary causality can be allowed full rein without threatening God's providential oversight of the world. 
Q: But aren't you making God recede from the world, just as the deists did with their concept of the clockmaker God? 
Father Oakes: Actually, no. Remember that for Aquinas God's primary causality does not refer to an initial moment of creation, after which secondary causality kicks in and runs things from then on out. 
No, God must sustain the world in each moment of its existence. God keeps the world in being because God is "He Who Is." God is Being itself; and because of God's self-sufficient Being, the universe "is," albeit derivatively. 
Think of primary causality, in other words, less like the ignition of a motor and more like a singer singing a song: the song is sustained only while the singer sings. But that does nothing to abrogate the laws of sound waves, of musical harmony, of the biology of vocal chords and so on. Furthermore, the doctrine of providence as primary, pervasive causality in no way asserts that God directly causes as secondary causality some events in order to bring about the later good that he has foreseen. A believer can well say, "From my mother's womb you called me." But that does not mean that God led this man's mother and father to meet in just the way they did first meet. For example, I once had a student whose father met his mother because the father got into an automobile accident and had to be hospitalized for a lengthy stay, where he met his wife, who happened to be the nurse assigned to attend to him while he was in traction. Let's not say God caused the accident that led to this student's conception, even if the student can see God's hand at work in bringing him to existence! 
Let me just conclude by saying that I hope the Holy See will approach this controversial subject with the same serenity and robust confidence that Pope John Paul II adopted when he took up the topic of evolution. 
Man's Origin a Mystery for Science and Faith - A Bishop of Oviedo Views 
https://zenit.org/articles/man-s-origin-a-mystery-for-science-and-faith/
Oviedo, Spain, August 29, 2005 

Faith and science should be used to understand each other, says a bishop in a book on, of all things, the prehistoric site of Atapuerca in northern Spain. Auxiliary Bishop Raúl Berzosa of Oviedo wrote "A Believer's Reading of Atapuerca: Christian Faith Vis-à-vis Theories of Evolution" (Desclée de Brouwer) which addresses the question of compatibility between Christian beliefs of creation and the latest evolutionary theories. In this interview with ZENIT, Bishop Berzosa speaks of his book, and its focus on the relationship between faith and science. 


Q: What light do the Atapuerca archaeological sites contribute? 
Bishop Berzosa: On one hand, without a doubt, the most important human fossil record, at the world level, of what occurred in the last million years of the history of humanity. To date, remains of hominids have been found of "Homo heildelbergensis," "Homo antessor," "Homo Neanderthal" and "Homo sapiens." Because of this, it has been declared a site of human patrimony. From the paleontological point of view, the discovery of the new species "Homo antessor" seems to ratify the thesis that the cradle of the whole of humanity had its origin in Africa. 
Q: What does a believer's reading of Atapuerca reveal to us? 
Bishop Berzosa: First, that up to now we only know the "script" of an already-written film, which dates back, if theories about the big bang are confirmed, some 15 billion years, of which Atapuerca is almost the penultimate episode. But we cannot just stay with the script, wonderful though it might be, given what has already been written. We must question ourselves about the author or the writing of the script and why it was written that way and not another way. 
In other words, we cannot limit ourselves to the supposed scientific data, including the hypothesis of evolution. We must ask ourselves questions of depth. For example, why does something exist and not a void? Or, why does something that exists, exist in the concrete way that it exists, and not in another way? 
Q: Why are faith and science needed? 
Bishop Berzosa: On one hand, to respond to the questions we asked ourselves in the preceding question. 
Science has a specific field. It must be complemented with philosophy and theology. In reality we see there are levels, and all are necessary to complement one another, and all have their reason for being: the physical, philosophical, social, aesthetic, ethical and religious levels. On the other hand, for science to be truly science it must always be open to questions beyond itself. Science is always the penultimate, as affirmed Laín Entralgo and José Ortega y Gasset. 
But, in turn, to be authentic and not mere fideisms, theology and faith must take into account the data of the sciences, aware of their provisional nature. In sum, science and faith are obliged to understand one another as good fellow travelers, not as strangers or enemies. 
Q: You end the book with a sort of decalogue in which you advocate a finalist view of evolution, opposed to the belief in the universal law of biological chance. Have you had a response from the scientific community? 
Bishop Berzosa: Yes, a very positive response from scientists, not only Christians or believers, who are open to the totality or the mystery of transcendence. I have received very interesting letters and books in this connection from Spanish thinkers. Some scientists have also quoted me in different media. Those who continue to advocate chance or merely natural laws are divided in two blocs: the majority and the silent. When some have addressed the issue, at times in very offensive tones, they haven't addressed me personally, but have done so in conferences and through the mass media. 
Anyway, I usually affirm that, on the topic of Atapuerca -- which, in a word, is the meaning of evolution -- I am neither the best author nor are my works the most complete. It has been my lot to be something of a "hunting bloodhound" that points out the prey and who warns about how far scientists can go who meddle, from the stance of a materialist and biologistic ideology, in the field of philosophy, ethics and religion. 
Q: You wrote this book when you were not yet a bishop. From the perspective of this new pastoral responsibility, would you change anything in your address on the dialogue of faith and science? 
Bishop Berzosa: Nothing of the contents. In the form, I might endeavor, as I must do constantly, to divulge even more and make what I want to communicate more accessible, which is not at all mine but is part of the faith that I have received from the Church. One of my convictions is that only the truth received makes us truly free and helps us to live in fullness. 
Benedict XVI expressed this beautifully when he affirmed, in his first homily, that we are beings who are desired and loved by God in Christ. We are not here by chance or accident. This is our secret, and herein lies our profound greatness and dignity. 
Designer God? Vatican experts debate fine points of evolution 

http://www.therecord.com.au/blog/evolution-makes-sensebut-not-without-god/
By John Thavis Catholic News Service Vatican City, November 11, 2005
The intelligent design debate visited the Vatican in November, provoking some inflated newspaper headlines and a bit of theological fine-tuning by Pope Benedict XVI.
After a cardinal criticized the fundamentalist approach of creationists, the pope weighed in, saying the created world must be understood as an "intelligent project." To some, his phrase echoed "intelligent design," but to others it suggested something quite different. The timing of the Vatican comments was significant.
Debate has been simmering in the United States over intelligent design, which holds that the complexity of the created world cannot simply be the product of random evolution, but implies a divine designer. Some groups want intelligent design taught in schools alongside evolution, an issue that spilled over to local school board elections Nov. 8.
Coincidentally, the Vatican's Pontifical Council for Culture was preparing to host a conference on science and theology Nov. 9-11. Speaking to reporters, French Cardinal Paul Poupard, president of the council, said the origin of the world is one area where scientists and religious believers must recognize the limits of their own discipline.
He said people who support creationism as the only acceptable Christian explanation of the world's origins are "taking something never meant to be a scientific explanation and calling it science."
Msgr. Gianfranco Basti, an organizer of the Vatican conference, went on to quote Pope John Paul II's well-known statement in 1996 that evolution is "more than a hypothesis" and has been widely accepted by scientists.

Their comments led to headlines like "Vatican Embraces Evolution" and "Vatican Rejects Intelligent Design." If the pope reads the newspapers, he may have raised an eyebrow at the media spin. At the end of his general audience Nov. 9, the pope set aside his prepared text and spoke emphatically about the wisdom of recognizing "signs of God's love" in the marvels of creation. He made no scientific claims, but said it would be unscientific to think that "everything is without direction and order." Behind the natural world is "the creative reason, the reason that has created everything, that has created this intelligent project," he said. The pope spoke from the perspective of faith, and he cited a saint, not a scientist, to back him up. St. Basil the Great, he said, understood back in the fourth century that people can be "fooled by atheism" into thinking the world developed only through chance.
Did the pope's words signal a shift toward intelligent design?
"The pope was not alluding in any way to intelligent design as it is understood in the United States," said U.S. Jesuit Father George Coyne, director of the Vatican Observatory and a keen follower of the evolution debates.
"The pope was talking about God's love for his creation. God is in love with his creation, he nurses it along, he accompanies it. But that doesn't make God a 'designer.' That belittles God, it makes him paltry," Father Coyne said.
Robert J. Russell, founder and director of the Center for Theology and the Natural Sciences in Berkeley, Calif., said that "if (the pope) wants to use the term 'intelligent project' it's fine. I think it's a little unfortunate because it's been co-opted by the intelligent design movement." Russell, a participant at the Vatican-sponsored conference, said the pope was simply expressing the theological interpretation of creation, something Christian leaders ought to do.
"As a Christian, you can say God is the maker of heaven and earth: That's a theological statement. Evolution is how God does it: That's a scientific statement," he said. The intelligent design movement, in Russell's view, has deliberately crossed the border between science and faith in an effort to slip God into U.S. classrooms. Gennaro Auletta, who teaches science and philosophy at Rome's Gregorian University, said intelligent design tends to attribute too much to God and not enough to the freedom of his creation. "God is there in the created world, but not as the protagonist of every detail. That would turn God into a great puppeteer," Auletta said.
Some of the church's most extensive comments on the subject came last year in a document on creation issued by the International Theological Commission, which at the time was headed by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, the current pope.
The document walked some fine lines. It accepted as likely the prevailing tenets of evolutionary science. Significantly, it did not argue for a "divine design" in the evolutionary details. It acknowledged that some experts do see a providential design in biological structures, but said such development might also be contingent, or dependent on chance. This contingency, however, cannot be so radical as to exclude a divine cause, it said. In broad terms, the theological commission set the religious parameters of the sense and purpose of creation and left the procedural details to science.
That was also the view expressed by Cardinal Poupard at his conference in Rome. He said the believer naturally sees the world as the expression of "God's loving plan," and science can sometimes help the believer to read this plan.
But that doesn't mean religion should seek scientific proofs for its beliefs.
"The faith does not tell science how to conduct its investigations. The faith is not a manual of biology or cosmology, and every effort to make it a scientific textbook distorts its true nature," Cardinal Poupard said.
Earlier this year, Austrian Cardinal Christoph Schönborn caused a stir when he wrote an article that, while it did not use the term "intelligent design," seemed to defend its principles. Cardinal Schönborn said human intellect can readily and clearly discern purpose and design in the natural world, including the world of living things.
"Any system of thought that denies or seeks to explain away the overwhelming evidence for design in biology is ideology, not science," he said. When the pope made his recent remarks about creation as an "intelligent project," Cardinal Schönborn was sitting near the front of the audience with a pilgrim group. Greeting the pope afterward, the cardinal had a big smile on his face. 
Cardinal Ratzinger's Thoughts on Evolution - An Excerpt from "Truth and Tolerance" 
https://zenit.org/articles/cardinal-ratzinger-s-thoughts-on-evolution/  
Rome, September 1, 2005

Cardinal Christoph Schönborn's July 7 editorial in the New York Times entitled "Finding Design in Nature" provoked a flurry of reactions, both supportive and critical. Requests have begun to arrive in Rome for Benedict XVI to make some sort of clarification on the Church's stand regarding evolution. The following text, delivered in 1999 as part of a lecture at the Sorbonne in Paris by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger (the future Benedict XVI) and subsequently published in the 2004 book "Truth and Tolerance" (Ignatius), can give some clue as to the Holy Father's thoughts on the question. The length of the paragraphs was adapted here slightly for easier reading. 
The separation of physics from metaphysics achieved by Christian thinking is being steadily canceled. Everything is to become "physics" again. The theory of evolution has increasingly emerged as the way to make metaphysics disappear, to make "the hypothesis of God" (Laplace) superfluous, and to formulate a strictly "scientific" explanation of the world. A comprehensive theory of evolution, intended to explain the whole of reality, has become a kind of "first philosophy," which represents, as it were, the true foundation for an enlightened understanding of the world. Any attempt to involve any basic elements other than those worked out within the terms of such a "positive" theory, any attempt at "metaphysics," necessarily appears as a relapse from the standards of enlightenment, as abandoning the universal claims of science. 
Thus the Christian idea of God is necessarily regarded as unscientific. 

There is no longer any "theologia physica" that corresponds to it: in this view, the doctrine of evolution is the only "theologia naturalis," and that knows of no God, either a creator in the Christian (or Jewish or Islamic) sense or a world-soul or moving spirit in the Stoic sense. One could, at any rate, regard this whole world as mere appearance and nothingness as the true reality and, thus, justify some forms of mystical religion, which are at least not in direct competition with enlightenment. 
Has the last word been spoken? Have Christianity and reason permanently parted company? There is at any rate no getting around the dispute about the extent of the claims of the doctrine of evolution as a fundamental philosophy and about the exclusive validity of the positive method as the sole indicator of systematic knowledge and of rationality. This dispute has therefore to be approached objectively and with a willingness to listen, by both sides -- something that has hitherto been undertaken only to a limited extent. No one will be able to cast serious doubt upon the scientific evidence for micro-evolutionary processes. R. Junker and S. Scherer, in their "critical reader" on evolution, have this to say: "Many examples of such developmental steps [microevolutionary processes] are known to us from natural processes of variation and development. The research done on them by evolutionary biologists produced significant knowledge of the adaptive capacity of living systems, which seems marvelous." 
They tell us, accordingly, that one would therefore be quite justified in describing the research of early development as the reigning monarch among biological disciplines. It is not toward that point, therefore, that a believer will direct the questions he puts to modern rationality but rather toward the development of evolutionary theory into a generalized "philosophia universalis," which claims to constitute a universal explanation of reality and is unwilling to allow the continuing existence of any other level of thinking. Within the teaching about evolution itself, the problem emerges at the point of transition from micro to macro-evolution, on which point Szathmary and Maynard Smith, both convinced supporters of an all-embracing theory of evolution, nonetheless declare that: "There is no theoretical basis for believing that evolutionary lines become more complex with time; and there is also no empirical evidence that this happens." 
The question that has now to be put certainly delves deeper: it is whether the theory of evolution can be presented as a universal theory concerning all reality, beyond which further questions about the origin and the nature of things are no longer admissible and indeed no longer necessary, or whether such ultimate questions do not after all go beyond the realm of what can be entirely the object of research and knowledge by natural science. I should like to put the question in still more concrete form. Has everything been said with the kind of answer that we find thus formulated by Popper: "Life as we know it consists of physical 'bodies' (more precisely, structures) which are problem solving. This the various species have 'learned' by natural selection, that is to say by the method of reproduction plus variation, which itself has been learned by the same method. This regress is not necessarily infinite." I do not think so. In the end this concerns a choice that can no longer be made on purely scientific grounds or basically on philosophical grounds. 
The question is whether reason, or rationality, stands at the beginning of all things and is grounded in the basis of all things or not. The question is whether reality originated on the basis of chance and necessity (or, as Popper says, in agreement with Butler, on the basis of luck and cunning) and, thus, from what is irrational; that is, whether reason, being a chance by-product of irrationality and floating in an ocean of irrationality, is ultimately just as meaningless; or whether the principle that represents the fundamental conviction of Christian faith and of its philosophy remains true: "In principio erat Verbum" -- at the beginning of all things stands the creative power of reason. Now as then, Christian faith represents the choice in favor of the priority of reason and of rationality. This ultimate question, as we have already said, can no longer be decided by arguments from natural science, and even philosophical thought reaches its limits here. In that sense, there is no ultimate demonstration that the basic choice involved in Christianity is correct. Yet, can reason really renounce its claim to the priority of what is rational over the irrational, the claim that the Logos is at the ultimate origin of things, without abolishing itself? The explanatory model presented by Popper, which reappears in different variations in the various accounts of the "basic philosophy," shows that reason cannot do other than to think of irrationality according to its own standards, that is, those of reason (solving problems, learning methods!), so that it implicitly reintroduces nonetheless the primacy of reason, which has just been denied. Even today, by reason of its choosing to assert the primacy of reason, Christianity remains "enlightened," and I think that any enlightenment that cancels this choice must, contrary to all appearances, mean, not an evolution, but an involution, a shrinking, of enlightenment. 
We saw before that in the way early Christianity saw things, the concepts of nature, man, God, ethics and religion were indissolubly linked together and that this very interlinking contributed to make Christianity appear the obvious choice in the crisis concerning the gods and in the crisis concerning the enlightenment of the ancient world. The orientation of religion toward a rational view of reality as a whole, ethics as a part of this vision, and its concrete application under the primacy of love became closely associated. The primacy of the Logos and the primacy of love proved to be identical. The Logos was seen to be, not merely a mathematical reason at the basis of all things, but a creative love taken to the point of becoming sympathy, suffering with the creature. The cosmic aspect of religion, which reverences the Creator in the power of being, and its existential aspect, the question of redemption, merged together and became one. 
Every explanation of reality that cannot at the same time provide a meaningful and comprehensible basis for ethics necessarily remains inadequate. Now the theory of evolution, in the cases where people have tried to extend it to a "philosophia universalis," has in fact been used for an attempt at a new ethos based on evolution. Yet this evolutionary ethic that inevitably takes as its key concept the model of selectivity, that is, the struggle for survival, the victory of the fittest, successful adaptation, has little comfort to offer. Even when people try to make it more attractive in various ways, it ultimately remains a bloodthirsty ethic. Here, the attempt to distill rationality out of what is in itself irrational quite visibly fails. All this is of very little use for an ethic of universal peace, of practical love of one's neighbor, and of the necessary overcoming of oneself, which is what we need. 

Cardinal Schönborn on Creation and Evolution - "Borders are neither recognized nor respected" 
https://zenit.org/articles/cardinal-schonborn-on-creation-and-evolution/  
Vienna, Austria, December 12, 2005
Here is a translation of a lecture Cardinal Christoph Schönborn delivered in October in Vienna on creation and evolution. The lecture was meant, in part, to clear up misunderstandings that arose from an article he wrote that appeared July 7 in the New York Times. 

Creation and Evolution: To the Debate as It Stands Cardinal Christoph Schönborn's first catechetical lecture for 2005/2006: Sunday, Oct. 2, 2005, St. Stephan's Cathedral, Vienna 
It is with a measure of heartfelt trepidation that I begin the catechetical lectures for this working year, for the topic with which I have resolved to grapple is creation and evolution. I do not intend to delve into the scientific details; in that domain I would doubtlessly not be qualified. Instead, I shall examine the relationship between belief in creation and scientific access to the world, to reality. Thus, I begin with the first words of the Bible: "In the beginning, God created the heavens and the earth" (Genesis 1). These should be the first words of instruction as well. Belief in God the Creator, belief that he created the heavens and the earth, is the beginning of faith. It launches the credo as its first article. That already implies that here is the basis of all, the foundation on which every other Christian belief rests. To believe in God and, at the same time, not to believe that he is the Creator would mean, as Thomas Aquinas puts it, "to deny utterly that God is." God and Creator are inseparable. Every other Christian conviction depends on this: that Jesus Christ is the Savior, that there is the Holy Spirit, that there is a Church, that there is eternal life: They all presuppose belief in the Creator. 
For that reason, the catechism of the Catholic Church emphasizes the fundamental significance of belief in creation. In Article 282, it tells us that here we are dealing with questions that any human being leading a human life must sooner or later pose: "Where do I come from? Where am I going? What is the goal, what is the origin, what is the meaning of my life?" The belief in creation is also crucially related to the basis of ethics, for implicit in that faith is the assumption that this Creator has something to say to us -- through his creation, through his work -- about the proper use of that work and about the true meaning of our lives. Thus, from the earliest days of the Church, creation catechesis has been the basis of all doctrinal teaching. If you examine the patristic instruction given to the first catechumens, you will see that this teaching stood at the very beginning. During this year, we shall therefore endeavor to ponder the matter. 
If it is true that the question of the origin (whence do we come?) is inseparable from that of life's goal (where do we go?), then the question of creation also concerns that of its purpose or end. Likewise related is the "design" of the plan. God not only is the Maker of all; he is also the maintainer of his creation, directing it to its goal. That too will be a subject of these lessons, for the question is quite an essential part of basic Christian convictions. God is not only a creator who at the beginning set the work in motion, like a watchmaker who has fashioned a timepiece that will tick on forever. Rather, he preserves and guides it towards its goal. The Christian faith further teaches that the creation is not yet complete, that it is in "statu viae," in transit. God as Creator of the world is also its guide. We call this "providence" ("Vorsehung"). We are convinced that all of this -- that there is a Creator and a guide -- can also be perceived and recognized by us. Christian belief decidedly and tenaciously clings to the human capacity to discern both these divine aspects, though certainly neither "in toto" nor in every detail. How do we know about it? A blind faith, one that would simply demand a leap into the utter void of uncertainty, would be no human faith. If belief in the Creator were totally without insight, without any understanding of what such entails, then it would likewise be inhuman. Quite rightly, the Church has always rejected "fideism" -- that very sort of blind faith. Belief without insight, without any possibility of perceiving the Creator, of being able to grasp by means of reason anything of what he has wrought, would be no Christian belief. The biblical Judeo-Christian faith was always convinced that we not only should and may believe in the Creator: There is also much about him that we are capable of understanding through the exercise of human reason. 
Allow me to cite a somewhat lengthy passage from Chapter 13 of the Book of Wisdom, an Old Testament text from sometime at the end of the second or the beginning of the first century B.C.: 
1 "For all men were by nature foolish who were in ignorance of God, and who from the good things seen did not succeed in knowing him who is, and from studying the works did not discern the artisan; 
2 "But either fire, or wind, or the swift air, or the circuit of the stars, or the mighty water, or the luminaries of heaven, the governors of the world, they considered gods. 
3 "Now if out of joy in their beauty they thought them gods, let them know how far more excellent is the Lord than these; for the original source of beauty fashioned them. 
4 "Or if they were struck by their might and energy, let them from these things realize how much more powerful is he who made them. 
5 "For from the greatness and the beauty of created things their original author, by analogy, is seen. 
6 "But yet, for these the blame is less; For they indeed have gone astray perhaps, though they seek God and wish to find him. 
7 "For they search busily among his works, but are distracted by what they see, because the things seen are fair. 
8 "But again, not even these are pardonable. 
9 "For if they so far succeeded in knowledge that they could speculate about the world, how did they not more quickly find its Lord?" (Book of Wisdom, 13:1-9) 

This classic text is one of the bases for the conviction, subsequently made dogma, i.e., affirmed as an explicit principle of faith as taught by the Church, in the First Vatican Council of 1870: that the light of human reason enables us to know that there is a Creator and that this Creator guides the world. ("Dei Filius," Chapter 2; Catechism of the Catholic Church, 36) 
From the text I might first bring to the fore the following: The Bible reproaches the Gentiles, who do not worship the true God, for deifying the world and nature, for seeking mythical, magical power behind nature and natural phenomena. Of stars, from fire, from light and air, they make gods. They allow themselves to be deceived. Their fascination with creation has led them to the apotheosis of creature. In this sense, the Bible is the first messenger of enlightenment. In its own way, it disenchants the world, strips it of its magical, mythical power, "de-mythologizing" and "dis-deifying" it. 
Are we aware that without this dis-deification, modern science would be impossible? That the world has been created and is not divine, that it is finite, that it is, to put in philosophical language, "contingent" and not necessary, that it could also not exist, only this belief has made it possible for that same world to be studied -- what it consists of and who inhabits it -- as an end in itself. There we encounter finite, created realities and not gods or divine beings. In this disenchantment of nature there is, of course, something painful. Behind the tree, behind the well, there are no longer any nymphs or deities, mythical, magical powers, but rather that which the Creator has endowed in them and which human reason can explore. Thus, already in the Old Testament, the Book of Wisdom, in an astoundingly dry and sober manner, that God has created everything according to measure, number and weight. That is the basis of all natural scientific endeavor to understand reality. Behind everything in world stands the transcendent reason of the Creator. All things are made by him and not of themselves. They are willed by him, and that is the great mystery of the creation doctrine. They are, so to speak, set free into their own existence. They are themselves, not of themselves but rather because the Creator in a sovereign exercise of his volition has willed them. In this sense, as we shall see in the next lesson, they have their autonomy, their own laws, their independence, their own being. It is the belief in the doctrine of creation that makes it possible to grasp this. 
Whereas pagan antiquity for the most part "divinized" the world, made it a god, a philosophical movement reacting against this idea, at the time that Christianity arose, was the so-called Gnosis, which denigrated the world. The world, above all matter, was the product of an "accident" ("Unfall") a "downfall" ("Abfall"). It is, in fact, nothing at all good. It is not something that is willed, that ought to be; it is pure negativity. Christianity just as decisively rejected the Gnostic vision as it did the deification of the world. 
It is precisely because the world has been created that early Christendom emphasizes without any hint of ambiguity that matter too has been created, that it is good, that is meaningful and is not simply, as the result of an "accident" within the godhead, "debris" from what was originally a single, monistic divine being, something driven through, so to speak, an "excretion" ("Ausscheidung") into the void. Matter is not something purely meaningless, which should be overcome, put aside. Matter was created. "God saw that it was good" (Genesis 1:10). 
Man in this material world has not fallen into a region of darkness, as the Gnosis teaches, a divine spark that has fallen into filth from which he must extricate himself by returning to his divine origin. Rather, he partakes of creation. He is willed by God, as a material but also spiritual-physical being, as a microcosm, as an image of the macrocosm, as a being on the border between two realms, combining the spiritual and the material. The account of creation in Genesis tells us: "And God saw that it was very good" (Genesis 1:31). Man belongs to creation and yet transcends it. We shall make this a subject of discussion when we come to the question: Is man the crown of creation? 
Both Gnostic and divinizing visions are incompatible with the biblical doctrine of creation. The greatest stumbling block for antiquity was certainly the belief that God creates out of nothing, without prerequisite: "ex nihilo." I think that this question is still today the key question in the entire debate about creation and evolution. What does it mean to say that God creates? The great difficulty that we have, the point -- I am convinced and will also demonstrate -- at which Darwin faltered and failed, is that we have no concept, no vision, no idea of what it means is to say that God is the Creator. 
That is because everything that we know is strictly a matter of changes, alterations. The makers of this cathedral did not construct out of nothing. They shaped stone and wood in marvelous fashion. All extra-biblical creation myths and epics take it for granted that a divine being made the world within a pre-existing framework. "Creatio ex nihilo," the absolutely sovereign act of creation, as the Bible attests, is -- and I believe one can also say this in terms of the history of religion -- something unique. We shall see how fundamentally important this is for the understanding of creation as something that God wills to be independent. That will be our next topic of discussion. 
Today I wish to point out that I am not the only one who is convinced of this. The belief in creation stood like a godfather beside the cradle of modern science. I shall not demonstrate this in detail, but I am convinced of it and for good reasons. Copernicus, Galileo and Newton were certain that the work of science means reading in the book of creation. God has written that book, and he has given men the power of understanding, in order than they may decipher it. God has written it in legible form, as a comprehensible text. It is admittedly not easy to understand, and the writing is not easy to decode, but it is possible. The entire scientific enterprise is the discovery of order, laws, connections and relationships. Let us say, using this book metaphor: It is the discovery of the letters, the grammar, the syntax and ultimately of the text itself that God has put into this book of creation. 
The proposition that the relationship between the Church and science is a bad one, that faith and science, since time immemorial, have been in a state of interminable conflict, belongs to the enduring myths of our time, indeed, I would say, to the acquired prejudices of our time. And, of course, the notion that generally goes along with it, like a musical accompaniment, is the notion that the Church has acted as an enormous inhibitor, with science the courageous liberator. 
Above all, the Galileo incident is usually portrayed in the popular version in such a way that he is seen as a victim of the sinister Inquisition. 
Such belongs to the chapter of "legenda negra," the "black legend," which developed primarily during the Enlightenment but which does not correspond entirely to the historical record. The reality appears somewhat differently. Many historical examples demonstrate how the creation faith served as the rational foundation for scientific research. Of these, Gregor Mendel, the scientist of Bruenn, is but one of a multitude whose endeavors remain indelibly with us today. It is not true that belief in God the Creator in any way hinders the progress of science! Quite the contrary! How could the belief that the universe has a maker stand in the way of science? Why should it be an impediment to science if it understands its research, its discoveries, its construction of theories, its understanding of connections and relationships as a "study of the book of creation"? Indeed, among natural scientists there are numerous witnesses who make no secret of their faith and openly profess it, but who also expressly see no conflict between faith and science. Again, quite the contrary. The fact that conflicts nonetheless have existed and continue to exist is an issue that would require separate treatment. Allow me to quote two short texts that express this fundamental conviction of the Church. First, there is again the First Vatican Council of 1870, where we read: 
"Even though faith is above reason, there can never be any real disagreement between faith and reason, since it is the same God who reveals the mysteries and infuses faith, and who has endowed the human mind with the light of reason. God cannot deny himself, nor can truth ever be in opposition to truth" ("Dei Filius," Chapter 4; Catechism of the Catholic Church, 159). The conclusion to be drawn is that neither the Church nor science should fear the truth, for, as Jesus says, the truth sets us free (cf. John 8:32). The second excerpt comes from the Second Vatican Council. In the conciliar constitution "Gaudium et Spes," there is more particular emphasis on the question of "Natural Science and Faith": 
"Consequently, methodical research in all branches of knowledge, provided it is carried out in a truly scientific manner and does not override moral laws, can never conflict with the faith, because the things of the world and the things of faith derive from the same God. The humble and persevering investigator of the secrets of nature is being led, as it were, by the hand of God in spite of himself, for it is God, the conserver of all things, who made them what they are" ("Gaudium et Spes," 36:2; Catechism of the Catholic Church, 159). 
Why then do we continually find ourselves caught up in conflicts -- or at least, as a consequence of my short article in the New York Times on July 7, 2005, for example, though such can be quite productive and further the discussion -- to vehement polemics? Conflicts can arise from misunderstandings. Perhaps we do not express ourselves with sufficient clarity; perhaps our thoughts and ideas are not clear enough. Such misunderstandings can be resolved. I have just mentioned one of the most frequent, that which concerns the Creator himself. I shall soon touch upon this with reference to Darwin. Today there seems to me no real danger of an attempt on the part of the Church to take a dictatorial or patronizing attitude toward science. Yet again and again the difficulty arises on both sides that borders are neither recognized nor respected. Thus, they must constantly be assessed and enunciated. 
In this regard, the grand achievements of the natural sciences have again and again encouraged the temptation to cross borders. The impression arises that in the face of science's powerful advance, religion is constantly retreating, being forced by the ever greater explanatory capacity of science to yield ever more of its territory. Questions that previously were elucidated in supposedly "primitive supernatural" terms can now be treated in "naturalistic" terms, and that generally means resorting to purely material causes. When Napoleon asked LaPlace where in his theory there was still a place for God, he is said to have replied: "Sire, je n'ai pas eu besoin de cette hypothèse" ("Sire, I have had no need of that hypothesis"). Such is the notion that God is a superfluous hypothesis, a crutch for the infirm, incapable of standing on their own feet. Increasingly, human beings win their freedom from ancient dependencies. They emancipate themselves, no longer needing God as an explanation or perhaps in any way at all. 
When in 1859 Darwin's famous book "The Origin of Species" appeared, the basic message was indeed that he had found a mechanism that portrays a self-acting ("selbsttätig") development, without the need of a creator. As he said himself, his concern was to find a theory which, for the development of the species from lower to higher, did not require increasingly perfective creative acts but rather relied exclusively on coincidental variations and the survival of the fittest. Here was thus the notion that we have found a means for dispensing individual acts of creation. With this, his major work, Darwin undoubtedly scored a brilliant coup, and it remains a great oeuvre in the history of ideas. With an astounding gift for observation, enormous diligence, and mental prowess, he succeeded in producing one of that history's most influential works. He could already see in advance that his research would create many areas of endeavor. Today one can truly say that the "evolution" paradigm has become, so to speak, a "master key," extending itself within many fields of knowledge. 
His success should not be attributed entirely to scientific causes. Darwin himself (but above all his zealous promoters, those who promulgated what is called "Darwinism") imbued his theory with the air of a distinct worldview. Let us leave aside the question of whether such is inevitable. What is certain is that many saw Darwin's "The Origin of Species" as an alternative to what Darwin himself called "the theory of independent acts of creation." To explain the origin of species, one no longer needed such one-by-one creative activity. The famous concluding sentence added to the end of the second edition of the work certainly provides a place for the Creator, but it is substantially reduced. It reads: 
"There is grandeur in this view of life, with its several powers, having been originally breathed by the Creator into a few forms or into one; and that, whilst this planet has gone cycling on according to the fixed law of gravity, from so simple a beginning endless forms most beautiful and most wonderful have been, and are being evolved" (Charles Darwin, "The Origin of Species"). I believe that Darwin sincerely intended this in a spirit of reverence, but it is a conception of creation that in the realm of theology we call "Deism." In the very beginning there is an act of creation: God breathed into a seed, a single form, the germ of all life. 
It developed from this primeval beginning, according to the laws that he, Darwin, had endeavored to discover, describe, and formulate. No more divine interventions are required. I think that we shall have to concern ourselves with this question in particular from the aspect of faith. Does creation mean that God does intervene here and there? What do we mean, after all, by the idea of creation? One thing is certain: The conflict of worldviews about Darwin's theory, about Darwinism, has kept the world intensively busy over the years, now nearly a century and a half. Here I shall offer only three examples of an interpretation that is indisputably imbued with ideology. 
1) In 1959, Sir Julian Huxley gave a speech at the centennial celebration of the publication of the famous work: "In the Evolutionary pattern of thought there is no longer either need or room for the supernatural. The earth was not created, it evolved. So did all animals and plants that inhabit it, including our human selves, mind and soul as well as brain and body. So did religion. Evolutionary man can no longer take refuge from his loneliness in the arms of a divinized father figure." I am convinced that this is not a claim within the realm of the natural sciences but rather the expression of a worldview. It is essentially a "confession of faith" -- that faith being materialism. 
2) Thirty years later, in 1988, the American writer Will Provine wrote in an essay about evolution and ethics: "Modern science directly implies that the world is organized strictly in accordance with deterministic principles or chance. There are no purposive principles whatsoever in nature. There are no gods and no designing forces that are rationally detectable." This too is not a conclusion derived from natural science; it is a philosophical claim. 
3) Four years later, the Oxford chemistry professor Peter Atkins wrote: "Humanity should accept that science has eliminated the justification for believing in cosmic purpose, and that any survival of purpose is inspired solely by sentiment." Again, this is a "confession of faith"; it is not a strictly scientific claim. These and similar statements could be heard this summer and are one reason that I said in my short article in the New York Times concerning this sort of "border-crossings," that they constitute ideology rather than science, a worldview. 
But let us return to the Book of Wisdom, which elsewhere puts the following words into the mouths of those who would deny God: "For we are born of nothing, and after this we shall be as if we had not been: for the breath in our nostrils is smoke: and speech a spark to move our heart" (Book of Wisdom 2:2). One could almost say that this is a materialistic confession of faith that even at the time was not unknown. Even my spirit is only a material product. What prevents man from recognizing the Creator? What prevents us from deducing the Creator from the greatness and beauty of his creatures? Today, 2,000 years later, it ought to be much easier, to do so, for we know incomparably more than we did two millennia ago. Who could have had any inkling of the immeasurability of the cosmos? 
Of course, it says in the Bible: "as the stars of the heaven, and as the sand upon the sea shore" (Genesis 22:17), but could men have known then that the number of stars does in fact correspond to the grains of sands on the shore? There are so many suns in this universe! Could anyone then have known how unbelievably complex, wonderful, incomprehensible the atom is? Could anyone have conceived just how incredibly fascinating can be a single cell and all its functions? Has this wealth of knowledge nonetheless in some way forced us to abandon our belief in the Creator? Has this knowledge driven him out, or has it, on the contrary, rendered it all the more meaningful and reasonable to believe in him -- with much better supporting evidence, through deeper insights into the marvelous world of nature, so that faith in a Creator has really become easier? But perhaps it is simply this notion, one rightly rejected, that some creator intrudes upon this marvelous natural work. Perhaps it is also a matter of our knowledge about the faith not having kept pace with our knowledge about the natural sciences. Perhaps some of us still have, alongside an astoundingly developed scientific knowledge, only a "childish faith." To that extent, I am glad that my short article has sparked such a debate. Perhaps it will also lead to a deeper discussion of the question of "creation and evolution," "faith and natural science." I see no difficulty in joining belief in the Creator with the theory of evolution, but under the prerequisite that the borders of scientific theory are maintained. In the citations given above, it is unequivocally the case that such have been violated. When science adheres to its own method, it cannot come into conflict with faith. But perhaps one finds it difficult to stay within one's territory, for we are, after all, not simply scientists but also human beings, with feelings, who struggle with faith, human beings, who seek the meaning of life. And thus as natural scientists we are constantly and inevitably bringing in questions reflecting worldviews. 
In 1985, a symposium took place in Rome under the title "Christian Faith and the Theory of Evolution." I had the privilege of taking part in it and contributed a paper. Then Cardinal Ratzinger, now Pope Benedict XVI, presided, and, at its conclusion, Pope John Paul II received us in an audience. There he said: "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.'" 
But Pope John Paul then added the thought that for the creation faith and the theory of evolution to be correctly understood, the mediation of reason is necessary, along with, he insisted, philosophy and reflection. Thus, I should like to remind you once more what I have said in various interviews. For me the question that has emerged from this debate is not primarily one of faith vs. knowledge but rather one of reason. The acceptance of purposefulness, of "design" [English in the original], is entirely based on reason, even if the method of the modern natural sciences may require the bracketing of the question of design. Yet my common sense cannot be shut out by the scientific method. Reason tells me that plan and order, meaning and goal exist, that a timepiece does not come into being by accident, even less so the living organism that is a plant, an animal, or, above all, man. I am thankful for the immense work of the natural sciences. Their furthering of our knowledge boggles the mind. They do not restrict faith in the creation; they strengthen me in my belief in the Creator and in how wisely and wonderfully He has made all things. It is in the next catecheses, however, that we may be able to see this story in greater detail. There I shall attempt to address what the act of creation means in light of the Christian faith. 
Cardinal Schönborn on God and Creation - "It Is the Very Dignity of the Creature to Have Received Everything from Him" 
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Here is a provisional translation of a catechetical lecture given by Cardinal Christoph Schönborn, archbishop of Vienna, last month on creation and evolution. 
A translation of his first catechesis in the series appeared last week. See the Dec. 12 service of ZENIT (above). 
"In the Beginning God Created ..." November 13 St. Stephan's Cathedral, Vienna 
I hear that "March of the Penguins" is a wonderful film. Unfortunately I haven't yet seen it. In just a few weeks it has become a worldwide hit. In a fascinating way it portrays how these waddling animals live, care for their young, and survive in extreme climates. And yet we have once again a dispute over evolution. Some Christian commentators in the United States are impressed by the virtues of the penguins; they think that the ability of these animals to withstand extreme temperatures, the ocean, and their natural enemies among the animals, as well as to be exemplary and sacrificial monogamous parents, is evidence against the theory of Darwin and in favor of "intelligent design." It is evidence for a creator and against Darwin, as some have recently said. The director of this film, a French director, emphatically resisted being co-opted like this; he says that he was "raised on the milk of Darwin" and simply wanted to make an animal movie, nothing more. It seems to me that this controversy is typical for the state of affairs today. People get worked up over the issue, they are ready to quarrel about it, to call each other names. The controversy reminds us of something like a "culture-war." Thus Salman Rushdie, writing in the New York Times as well as in Die Zeit, sharply attacks those religions with which no peace can be achieved and no compromise can be reached. He says, "Moslem voices all over the world declare that the theory of evolution is incompatible with Islam." For him the theory of "intelligent design" is "the theory that wants to project into the beauty of creation the antiquated idea of a creator." He even thinks that this theory deserves to be treated with scorn. Just recently in Die Zeit one could read much polemic and aggressiveness against "those who say that they have been created by God." Those who think this way are stamped as fanatics. Maybe some of them really are, or at least act fanatically, but just because people think that they are created by God does not yet justify such a fanatical rejection of their belief. In this article in Die Zeit we read that in Darwin's time "most people accepted crude religious creation myths," whereas this is no longer the case today. Leaving aside all polemics one might respond by asking whether the people who take delight in Haydn's wonderful oratory, "The Creation," accept "crude myths." It seems to me that the rude tone and the aggressive attitude in this debate, especially on the part of those who hold out against any criticism of Darwinism, is not a good sign. But let me add right away that religious fanaticism is also not a good sign. Are all who believe that they were created by God blind fanatics? Or is delight in Haydn's "Creation" just a romantic swelling of feeling? Can rational people still believe in a creator and see the world as created? That is the theme of today's catechesis. I promise to listen without any polemical spirit to all that faith and reason have to say on this subject and to listen to all that is said about it. 
A scientist wrote me in response to my article in the New York Times that he would like to believe in a creator but just cannot believe in an "old man with a long white beard." I answered him saying that no one expects him to believe this. On the contrary, such a childish conception of a creator has nothing to do with what the Bible says about the creator and with the article of the creed that says, "I believe in God, the father almighty, the creator of heaven and earth." 
In my response I wrote him that it would be a good thing if his religious knowledge would not lag so far behind his scientific knowledge and if his vast knowledge as a scientist did not go hand in hand with what is after all childish religious conceptions. For an old man with a long white beard is certainly not what is meant by the creator. I recommended that he simply read what, for example, the Catechism of the Catholic Church says on this subject. Now there is another misunderstanding that is constantly found in the ongoing discussion, and I have to deal with it right here at the beginning. I refer to what is called "creationism." Nowadays the belief in a creator is automatically run together with "creationism." But in fact to believe in a creator is not the same as trying to understand the six days of creation literally, as six chronological days, and as trying to prove scientifically, with whatever means available, that the earth is 6,000 years old. 
These attempts of certain Christians at taking the Bible absolutely literally, as if it made chronological and scientific statements -- I have met defenders of this position who honestly strive to find scientific arguments for it -- is called "fundamentalism." Or more exactly, within American Protestantism this view of the Christian faith originally called itself fundamentalism. Starting from the belief that the Bible is inspired by God, so that every word in it is immediately inspired by him, the six days of creation are taken in a strict literal way. It is understandable that in the United States many people, using not only kinds of polemics but lawsuits as well, vehemently resist the teaching of creationism in the schools. But it is an entirely different matter when certain people would like to see the schools deal with the critical questions that have been raised with regard to Darwinism; they have a reasonable and legitimate concern. The Catholic position on this is clear. St. Thomas says that "one should not try to defend the Christian faith with arguments that are so patently opposed to reason that the faith is made to look ridiculous." It is simply nonsense to say that the world is only 6,000 years old. To try to prove this scientifically is what St. Thomas calls provoking the "irrisio infidelium," the scorn of the unbelievers. It is not right to use such false arguments and to expose the faith to the scorn of unbelievers. This should suffice on the subject of "creationism" and "fundamentalism" for the entire remainder of this catechesis; what we want to say about it should be so clear that we do not have to return to the subject. And now to our main subject: What does the Christian faith say about "God the creator" and about creation? The classical Catholic teaching, as we find it explained in the Catechism of the Catholic Church, or more compactly presented in the Compendium of the Catechism, contains four basic elements. 


1. The doctrine of creation says that there is an absolute beginning -- "in the beginning God created heaven and earth" -- and that this absolute beginning is the free and sovereign act of establishing being out of nothing. This is the main theme of today's catechesis: the absolute beginning. 
2. The doctrine of creation also says that there are various creatures. This is the distinction of creatures, "each according to its kind," of which we read in the first chapter of Genesis. This is the work of the first six days as related on the first page of the Bible. I will speak on this subject in the next catechesis, in which I will ask what it means to say that according to our faith in creation God has willed a multiplicity of creatures. 
3. We come now to a point of fundamental importance for the Christian belief about creation. It is also a point about which we will be speaking later today. We believe not only in an absolute beginning of creation but in the preservation of creation; God holds in being all that he has created. We refer here to his continuing work of creation, which in theology is called the "creatio continua," the ongoing act of creation. 

4. And finally, the doctrine of creation most definitely includes the belief that God directs his creation. He did not just set it in motion once at the beginning and then let it run its course. No, the divine guidance of creation, which we call divine providence, is a part of the doctrine of creation. God leads his work to its final end. There you have the basics of this yearlong catechesis. I will not only be concerned with the doctrines of the faith, but will try with each aspect of my subject to enter into dialogue with the natural sciences, at least as far as my limited scientific knowledge permits. What I am of course especially concerned with is the question of how the belief in creation is related to the theory of evolution. 
Let us begin today with the question of the absolute beginning. The scientific theory of the beginning of the universe that is now generally recognized is the theory of the big bang. Seventy-five years ago the American astronomer, Edwin Hubble, discovered that our universe is expanding at an unimaginable speed, the speed of light. In the meantime it has come to be assumed that the universe is expanding even faster. It must, therefore, have once begun to expand at the big bang from a highly concentrated and compact point of beginning. It began explosively to expand. This theory is supported by observations and especially those concerning the "background radiation" in the universe, which is taken to be a kind of fallout from the big bang. Of course many questions remain wrapped in mystery and probably cannot be answered at all by the theory itself, but they surely remain as questions that invite the rational inquiry of scientists. There is first of all the quite simple question: Where did the universe expand to? Did it expand into space? But there is no space "outside" of the universe, beyond the gigantic dimensions of the cosmos, which is 14 billion light-years in extent, as is generally assumed (light travels 186,000 miles per second). … Our galaxy alone, the Milky Way, is 100,000 light-years across. Who can imagine such a thing? Well, beyond these gigantic dimensions of the cosmos there is no space. I recently read in Spectrum der Wissenschaft that the space in which we live "emerged with the big bang and has been expanding ever since." There is no space outside of the universe. The question of time is no less puzzling. For the big bang means that the universe had one beginning and moves towards an end. We are strongly tempted to ask what there was before the beginning. The answer can only be: just as there is space only because of the expansion of the universe -- there is space wherever it expands -- so it is with time. There is no time before time; it comes about with the big bang, just like space does. There is time only with the cosmos and within the cosmos. In recent decades the natural sciences have tried to approach this origin of the universe. Steven Weinberg, a Nobel Prize laureate in physics, wrote in 1977 a famous book called "The First Three Minutes," which dealt with the first three minutes of the universe. It is fascinating to learn what the science of today says about the decisive first moments after the big bang. Everything that developed later, the galaxies, stars, planets, life on our earth, all of it was decided in the very first moments. Our well-known physicist, Walter Thirring, wrote in a book of his that came out last year and was called "Cosmic Impressions: Traces of God in the Laws of Nature": "Had the big bang been too weak and had everything collapsed, we would not exist. Had it been too powerful, everything would have dissipated too quickly," and again we would not exist. He compares the origin of the world with starting a rocket that is supposed to put a satellite in orbit around the earth. He says, "If the rocket has too little push, it falls back to the earth, but if it has too much, it escapes into space." He then adds that with the big bang the precision needed for bringing about our world was incomparably greater than for launching a satellite into orbit. The precision of this event is "so far beyond man's power to conceive" that Professor Thirring exclaims, "What an absurd idea that this should have happened by chance!" 
Do we have here the point at which we should insert our belief in a creator? Do we introduce him as it were at the limit reached by science? Does the creator begin to act beyond this threshold? Let us be careful! We must not be too quick to assume that God produced the big bang, as if in the smallest fraction of the very first second we come up against the wall behind which we find the creator, or reach the point where only the creator can explain what happened. This idea flits around in many scientific and even in some theological discussions. It is defended vigorously by some and attacked by others. Is God at work at the beginning in the sense that he gave the signal for the great game of the universe to begin? 
I now invite you -- and I promise you that it will not be entirely easy -- to take a look at what the faith really teaches about these things. We will see that the Church's teaching on creation is at once quite simple but also very deep and demanding, and that we have to get beyond many of our ideas and images if we are going to enter into the mystery of creation and to approach it by faith and also by reason. Let us begin again with the first sentence of the Bible: "In the beginning God created heaven and earth" (Genesis 1:1). "Bereschit bara," says the Hebrew text. "Bara" is a word used in the Bible only for God. Only God creates. The Hebrew word is used exclusively for the creative activity of God. The Catechism (290) says that in these first words of Scripture three things are being affirmed: 
1) The eternal God has called into existence all that exists outside of him. He has created everything, heaven and earth. The first sentence of the Bible does not say that God gave a signal or a push in the beginning, but that he called into being everything that in any way exists. 


2) He alone is the creator. "Bara" always has God as its subject. He alone can call into being. 
3) All that exists, heaven and earth, depends on God who gives it being. 
In order to understand these three affirmations we have to clear away three misunderstandings. 
1) The first and most usual misunderstanding is that God is seen as the first cause. He is indeed the first cause of all causes but he is not as it were at the beginning of a long chain of causes, like a pool player who hits a ball which rolls and hits another ball which in turn hits yet another -- as if God were just the first cause in a long series of causes. 
Here is another analogy that has been eagerly used since the Enlightenment: the analogy of a watchmaker, who produces a watch which then runs on its own until it has to be wound up again or occasionally repaired; the little thing runs as soon as it is made. The fact that Richard Dawkins sees no use for such a watchmaker in explaining our world, is not the point that makes him an atheist. Steven Weinberg, whom I cited above, formulates as follows the usual assumption about scientific method: "The only possible scientific procedure consists in assuming that no divine intervention takes place and then in seeing how far science gets on this assumption" (Dreams of a Final Theory). The scientific method, as understood by Weinberg and many others, is thus a conscious rejection of any "divine intervention." They want to see how far we can get with this method without having to posit a watchmaker or a pool player or a starter at the beginning of the game. 
Sometimes the way in which the scientific method excludes any divine intervention is called "methodological atheism." I do not see it that way; this excluding is simply authentic scientific method and has nothing to do with atheism. The scientific method should not assume a watchmaker who intervenes; it searches for the explanation of mechanisms, connections, causal relations, and events. We believe in a creator, not in one cause among others, one which occasionally intervenes when the limits of all other causes have been reached. God does not intervene like a mother who intervenes when her children fight but who otherwise lets them play with each other. Of course there are wonderful interventions of God, as we will see later. God is sovereign in relation to his creation and he can heal a cancer with his sovereign creative power. This is what we call a miracle. But at present we are talking about the act of creating the world, and this is not just the first push in a long chain of causes but is rather the more fundamental thing of sovereignly conferring being. "God spoke and it came to be." All that exists owes its being to this call, to this word, to this creative act of God. He created everything, heaven and earth, and there is nothing that was not created by him. He created everything in heaven and on earth, the visible and the invisible (for we believe that there are also invisible creatures, namely the angels). 
Everything is created reality. This is the first and most important affirmation to be made; later on we will inquire more exactly into how it is to be understood. But before going further, let us raise the following question: Is this affirmation a pure article of faith, or can each human being understand it with his reason? The Catechism answers (286): "Human intelligence is surely already capable of finding a response to the question of origins. The existence of God the Creator can be known with certainty through his works, by the light of human reason, even if this knowledge is often obscured and disfigured by error. This is why faith comes to confirm and enlighten reason in the correct understanding of this truth." 
With our reason we can in principle know that the things of the world are created, even though it is only revelation that fully illumines our mind about creation. What can reason know? It can know that the world and all of reality does not exist through itself. All is dependent. Nothing made itself. I set aside for the moment the much-discussed question about the self-organization of matter. At least this much can be said: Matter does not exist through itself. We have made neither the world nor ourselves. Our very limited powers suffice only to change what already exists, sometimes for the better, but unfortunately sometimes for the worse. But we always work with something that is already given. Given is first of all the fact that this world exists at all and we exist in it. It may pain us to be so dependent and it may offend our pride, but the teaching about creation tells us that there is no humiliation in acknowledging our dependency. It is no humiliation to be dependent on the creator; this rather opens for us undreamed-of possibilities. The other side of this dependency is the very positive fact that the creator holds everything, bears everything, encompasses everything, sheltering us in his hand. 
2. And so I come to the second affirmation about the creator and his act of creating. For a start let me say it like this, surprising and perhaps provocative as it may sound: From the side of God the act of creating involves "no movement." Why? All making and producing and acting that we observe in the world is a moving or changing of something that already exists. A carpenter makes a table out of wood, he changes the wood, he forms it, giving a new shape to some pre-given material. Someone at home takes a bunch of ingredients and makes a wonderful meal out of them, shaping pre-given elements into something new. But it is not something absolutely new, it is not a real creating, it is only a shaping. Things are changed so that they become edible. It is the same way with the artist, with the technician, even with intellectually creative people. Even my best ideas are not absolute novelties. They always presuppose that others have already done some thinking and that I have already done some thinking. My ideas come from the exchange of ideas with others, and when I get some special insight, it is only the forming of what is already at hand and already exists. Perhaps something really new sometimes comes about. This raises a question that we will treat later on in this catechetical cycle: What about the emergence of novelty in the world, especially when new kinds of being emerge in the course of evolution? 
Now we see what is decisively different about the creative act of God: It is without movement. It does not change that which already exists. It does not form some pre-given material. In most of the creation myths that we find in the world religions the gods create by transforming something that already exists. They are demiurges, they form the chaos or some primal matter that is already there, they fashion worlds; but only the God who encounters us in the Bible is really a creator. 
The early Christian writers oppose the many ancient creation myths, or rather the many ancient myths about the emergence of the world. Thus St. Theophilus of Antioch, writing around the year 180, says: "If God had drawn the world out of some pre-existing stuff, what would have been so special about that? 

If you give to a human worker some material, he makes out of it whatever he wants. But the power of God shows itself in the fact that he starts from nothing to make anything he wants." This does not mean that "nothing" is something out of which he produces things, but that God's creative act is a sovereign act of bringing into being. We can also say: It is a pure act of "calling into being." God spoke and it came to be. That is what is so wonderful and so unique about the biblical belief in creation. 
3. We have now to mention a third difficulty. The doctrine of creation says that God did not create in time, at some point on a time line. His creative act is not a temporal act. I know that this is hard to understand. All that we experience is experienced on the time line of yesterday, today, tomorrow (there is the beginning of this catechesis and the end of it). The creative act of God is not the first act in a long stretch of time, it is not once done and then over with, as if God has, as it were, done his job and can now put his hands in his pockets. No, "in the beginning God created ..." This beginning is always in God's eternity. For us creatures it is a temporal beginning. Once I began to be 60 years ago. For God there is no temporal beginning. Once the universe began to be 14 billion years ago, but God's creative act is not in time, he rather creates time. He is eternal. And his act of creating is not accomplished in this or that moment, but he calls the world into being and holds it in being. Creation takes place now, in the now of God. In the Letter to the Hebrews we read: "He upholds all things by the word of his power" (Hebrews 1:3). This is why we have to say that if God would let go of us and of creation even for a second, we would fall back into the nothingness from which we came and from which he called us. I grant you that this is not easy to grasp. It requires us to try to transcend our temporal and spatial ways of thinking. Then we enter into a wonderfully coherent view of the world. In conclusion I want at least to touch on two important points, and this for the sake of completing what has been said, or providing further background for it. 
1. God creates in absolute freedom -- nothing forces him to it, nothing requires it of him. He does not act out of need, as we do. We are always in need of something that we lack, like food or sleep, because want to realize something, to realize ourselves. God does not have to realize himself. By creating he does not complete his being. Creation is not a part of him nor are we a part of him, but we are freely set in being by him, freely created. This means that we are willed by him. 
2. This has immense consequences for our understanding of our world and our ourselves. Since God has created in sovereign freedom, he has given his creatures real independence of being. Creatures are themselves, they really have their own being, their own power of acting, the gift of their autonomy. This reaches all the way to the freedom of human beings, to the fact that God has created freedom, which is the greatest marvel of all in creation. Before we look at the consequences of this, let us distinguish the Christian position from three other interrelated accounts of the relation between God and the world. a) There is the emanationist account according to which the world is an emanation of God, a "piece" of him that is of lesser value, an inferior form of God. b) The pantheistic account sees everything in God and as God. God is in everything but in such a way that everything is God, even the trees and the animals. c) The monistic account says that there is only one substance or being and that is God; all else either does not exist or is God. All three of these accounts, which even today have many defenders in the esoteric literature, commit this one fundamental mistake: They keep God from being God and they keep creatures, which are only "parts" of God, from having any being of their own. These three accounts seem to be very "devout" and so they are always deceiving people. They seem to exalt the creature, raising it to a divine level, but the truth is the very opposite, as we will now try to see. I said that creation has a real being of its own as a result of the fact that God creates in sovereign freedom without having any compulsion or urge to create, that he gives creatures their being and power of acting as a gift. If creatures were an "emanation" of the divine being, then they would not be independent in being, they would not have their own being and reality. It is just because we are created by God in complete freedom that we can really "be ourselves." In the next catechesis I want to explain the far-reaching consequences that this has. We will see that in evolutionism (remember that I distinguish the scientific theory of evolution from the inflation of evolution into the metaphysics of "evolutionism") one has a hard time acknowledging the "being of their own" that creatures have. Everything is blurred in the stream of evolution, nothing has a basis, nothing stands in itself, nothing has its own reality. Everything is just a transitory image in the flow of time. How different is the belief in creation, according to which all creatures have their own being, their own form, their own power of acting, and, in the case of human beings, their own freedom. More about this in the next catechesis. We have to draw the very important and essential conclusion that creatures have their own being because God is utterly free in creating them. They stand in themselves and exist on their own, for they are willed by God. St. Thomas puts it like this: God gives things not only being but also their own power of acting efficaciously. This principle finds its supreme realization in man: We are creatures who have not only received being but have also received spirit, will and freedom. I know of no other teaching that combines in such an intelligible and convincing way the dependency of all creatures on their creator with the independence of these creatures. And the reason is simple: Since God creates in sovereign freedom, he gives his creatures the sovereign freedom to be themselves. Since he has no other reason for creating than his own goodness, he gives his creatures a share in his goodness: "And God saw that it was good." I hope that I have been able to show a little that the Christian belief in a creator is something entirely different from the belief in a deistic watchmaker who only sets things in motion at the beginning with a push from without. To be created means to have received being and existence. It means to be supported by the giver of all being, of all motion, of all life. It means to have received everything from his goodness and to remain encompassed and held fast by his goodness. This faith in a creator takes nothing away from creatures, as many fear. It is a faith that unites both dependency and freedom, paradoxical as that may sound. For to be dependent on God is not to be degraded or to be treated like a child. God is not an arbitrary dictator nor is his action as creator the whim of a tyrant. It is the very dignity of the creature to have received everything from him. 

Belief in the creator is thus the best way of guaranteeing and protecting the dignity of his creatures. If everything is just a product of accident and necessity, then we have to wonder why creatures should merit any special respect or dignity. But is there a dignity proper to creatures at all, "each according to its kind"? This will be the question we ask in the next catechesis: Are there different kinds of creatures, as implied in "each according to its kind," and are they willed by the creator? 

Magisterium on Creation and Evolution - Interview with Father Rafael Pascual 
https://zenit.org/articles/magisterium-on-creation-and-evolution/
Rome, December 14, 2005 (Zenit.org)

Evolution and creation can be compatible, says a philosopher who goes so far as to speak of "evolutionary creation." Legionary Father Rafael Pascual, director of the master's program in Science and Faith at the Regina Apostolorum Pontifical University, puts his comments in context by clarifying that the "Bible has no scientific end." The debate on evolution and faith heated up last summer after Cardinal Christoph Schönborn of Vienna published an article July 7 in the New York Times in which he affirmed: "Scientific theories that try to explain away the appearance of design as the result of 'chance and necessity' are not scientific at all." To understand the issue better, ZENIT interviewed Father Pascual, author of "L'Evoluzione: crocevia di scienza, filosofia e teologia" (Evolution: Crossroads of Science, Philosophy and Theology), recently published in Italy by Studium. 
Q: Yes to evolution and no to evolutionism? 
Father Pascual: Evolution, understood as a scientific theory, based on empirical data, seems to be quite well affirmed, although it is not altogether true that there is no longer anything to add or complete, above all in regard to the mechanisms that regulate it. Instead, I don't think evolutionism is admissible as an ideology that denies purpose and holds that everything is due to chance and to necessity, as Jacques Monod affirms in his book "Chance and Necessity," proposing atheist materialism. This evolutionism cannot be upheld, either as a scientific truth or as a necessary consequence of the scientific theory of evolution, as some hold. 
Q: Yes to creation, no to creationism? 
Father Pascual: Creation is a comprehensible truth for reason, especially for philosophy, but it is also a revealed truth. 
On the other hand, so-called creationism is also, as evolutionism, an ideology based, on many occasions, on an erroneous theology, that is, on a literal interpretation of the passages of the Bible, which, according to their authors, would maintain, in regard to the origin of species, the immediate creation of each species by God, and the immutability of each species with the passing of time. 
Q: Are evolution and creation compatible? 
Father Pascual: Evolution and creation may be compatible in themselves; one can speak -- without falling into a contradiction in terms -- of an "evolutionary creation," while evolutionism and creationism are necessarily incompatible. 
On the other hand, undoubtedly there was an intelligent design but, in my opinion, it is not a question of an alternative scientific theory to the theory of evolution. At the same time, one must point out that evolutionism, understood as a materialist and atheist ideology, is not scientific. 
Q: What does the Church's magisterium say on the matter? 
Father Pascual: In itself, the magisterium of the Church is not opposed to evolution as a scientific theory. On one hand, it allows and asks scientists to do research in what is its specific ambit. But, on the other hand, given the ideologies that lie behind some versions of evolutionism, it makes some fundamental points clear which must be respected: 
-- Divine causality cannot be excluded a priori. Science can neither affirm nor deny it. 
-- The human being has been created in the image and likeness of God. From this fact derives his dignity and eternal destiny. 
-- There is a discontinuity between the human being and other living beings, in virtue of his spiritual soul, which cannot be generated by simple natural reproduction, but is created immediately by God. 
Q: What are the fundamental truths on the origin of the world and the human being which the Church indicates as basic points? 
Father Pascual: Clearly, the magisterium does not enter into scientific questions as such, which she leaves to the research of specialists. But she feels the duty to intervene to explain the consequences of an ethical and religious nature that such questions entail. The first principle underlined is that truth cannot contradict truth; there cannot be a real contrast or conflict between a truth of faith -- or revealed truth -- and a truth of reason -- that is, natural -- because both have God as origin. Second, it is emphasized that the Bible does not have a scientific end but rather a religious end. Therefore, it would not be correct to draw consequences that might implicate science, or respect for the doctrine of the origin of the universe, or about the biological origin of man. A correct exegesis, therefore, must be done of the biblical texts, as the Pontifical Biblical Commission clearly indicates in "The Interpretation of the Bible in the Church." 
Third, for the Church, in principle, there is no incompatibility between the truth of creation and the scientific theory of evolution. God could have created a world in evolution, which in itself does not take anything away from divine causality; on the contrary, it can focus on it better as regards its wealth and potentiality. 
Fourth, on the question of the origin of the human being, an evolutionary process could be admitted in regard to his corporeal nature, but in the case of the soul, because it is spiritual, a direct creative action is required on the part of God, given that what is spiritual cannot be initiated by something that is not spiritual. 
There is discontinuity between matter and spirit. The spirit cannot flow or emerge from matter, as some thinkers have affirmed. Therefore, in man, there is discontinuity in relation to other living beings, an "ontological leap." 
Finally, and here we are before the central point: The fact of being created and loved immediately by God is the only thing that can justify, in the last instance, the dignity of the human being. 
Indeed, man is not the result of simple chance or blind fate, but rather the fruit of a divine plan. The human being has been created in the image and likeness of God; more than that, he is called to a relationship of communion with God. His destiny is eternal, and because of this he is not simply subject to the laws of this passing world. The human being is the only creature that God wanted for its own sake; he [the human] is an end in himself, and cannot be treated as a means to reach any other end, no matter how noble it is or seems to be. 
Q: An appropriate anthropology is needed therefore that takes all this into consideration and that can give an account of the human being in his entirety. 
Father Pascual: On the kind of relationship that the Church promotes with the world of science, John Paul II said the collaboration between religion and science becomes a gain for one another, without violating in any way the respective autonomies. 
Q: What is Benedict XVI's thought on creation and evolution? 
Father Pascual: Obviously we are not faced with an alternative such as "creation or evolution," bur rather with an articulation. In a series of homilies, on the first chapters of Genesis, the then archbishop of Munich, Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, wrote in 1981: "The exact formula is creation and evolution, because both respond to two different questions. The account of the dust of the earth and the breath of God, does not in fact tell us how man originated. It tells us that it is man. It speaks to us of his most profound origin, illustrates the plan that is behind him. Vice versa, the theory of evolution tries to define and describe biological processes. However, it does not succeed in explaining the origin of the 'project' man, to explain his interior provenance and his essence. We are faced therefore with two questions that complement, not exclude each other." Ratzinger speaks of the reasonable character of faith in creation, which continues to be, still today, the best and most plausible of the theories. In fact, Ratzinger's text continues saying, "through the reason of creation, God himself looks at us. Physics, biology, the natural sciences in general, have given us a new, unheard-of account of creation, with grandiose and new images, which enable us to recognize the face of the Creator and make us know again: Yes, in the beginning and deep down in every being is the Creator Spirit. The world is not the product of darkness and the absurd. It comes from an intelligence, from a freedom, from a beauty that is love. To acknowledge this, infuses in us the courage that enables us to live, that makes us capable of confidently facing life's venture." It is significant that, in his homily at the start of his Petrine ministry, Pope Benedict XVI said: "We are not some casual and meaningless product of evolution. Each of us is the result of a thought of God. Each of us is willed, each of us is loved, each of us is necessary." 

Beyond God-vs.-Darwin 
https://zenit.org/articles/the-meaning-behind-st-agnes-a-best-selling-pope/
By Catherine Smibert, catherine@zenit.org, February 2, 2006

An old debate returned in all its glory to Rome last week. Opening the discussion on the world and its creation came an article in L'Osservatore Romano, stating that Catholics should be wary of thinking that "intelligent design" belongs to science. 
These comments of Father Fiorenzo Faccini, a professor of evolutionary biology at the University of Bologna, followed closely those of Cardinal Christoph Schönborn in a column last July in the New York Times. Such commentaries led to a presentation on "Intelligent Design, Evolution and the Church," hosted by the Vatican Forum, a Rome-based lecture and discussion group of Vatican journalists. To start the event, moderator Andrea Kirk Assaf quoted scholar Richard Weaver: "Ideas have consequences and perhaps no idea has more profound consequences for the way we view ourselves, one another and our purpose on earth than that of evolution and other theories of the origin on human life." Indeed, the main speakers for the occasion seemed to agree with that assessment. Mark Ryland, vice president of the Discovery Institute, a Seattle-based think tank, and Legionary Father Rafael Pascual, director of the master's program in Science and Faith at the Regina Apostolorum university in Rome, are two who have intensely studied the questions surrounding creation, science and the Church. The pair set out to present that the Church is not against Darwin, but rather Darwinism; not against evolution but rather evolutionism. 
"No one really doubts that something like evolution happened in some sense," Ryland told me after his presentation. "But primarily the question is the mechanism -- what caused the evolutionary changes that science observes?" 
Ryland insists that the core issue is not that there are problems with evolution theory. Rather, for him the issue is: "Can the Darwinian mechanism explain this complexity that we see in the biological world?" He notes that "a lot of scientists believe the answer is no, while a lot of philosophers think that there are other, better ways of understanding nature as well. So these issues have to be discussed in a civil way." While Father Pascual gave a concise treatise of the Church's teaching on evolution, Ryland went beyond with a spectacular PowerPoint presentation to give a holistic overview of the controversy with a more historical and philosophical approach. Looking at the history of science, Ryland was able to show how the transition from the old science of Aristotle or St. Thomas to the new science of Newton and Boyle helps us see certain features emerge which begin to explain the controversy which we are having today about teleology: the study of purpose and design in nature. 


"Father Faccini set up the problem by saying, 'The way we do modern science is that we don't deal with issues of teleology or purpose, and there's a good argument for that,'" observed Ryland. "However, the problem is the way Darwin's theory is taught as a theory in which purpose is denied," he said. "To say that you can deny purpose, and that's scientific, but affirm it and that's unscientific, is, of course, ludicrous," Ryland added. "So, as Catholics, we have to decide on the boundaries of science and the boundaries of philosophy." 

Creation or Evolution? Here Is the View of the Church of Rome
http://www.chiesa.espressonline.it/dettaglio.jsp?id=77264&eng=y
Creationists versus Darwinists, “intelligent design” versus random selection, the controversy is as heated as ever. The pope is studying the issue with a team of experts. Keep reading to find the truth he wants to reassert. And the confusion he wants to clear up. 
By Sandro Magister s.magister@espressoedit.it, Rome, August 11, 2006 – All those who are expected to attend Benedict XVI’s private seminar with his former theology students at Castel Gandolfo in early September will come with the necessary documents tucked away in their briefcases. 
Among the papers, an article published by “L’Osservatore Romano” on January 16, 2006, stands out. It is signed Fiorenzo Facchini, who is both priest and scientist, and teaches anthropology at the University of Bologna. He has written extensively on the question of evolution. 
The importance of this article – which appears in its entirety below – is confirmed in the latest issue of “La Civiltà Cattolica”, a Jesuit journal published in Rome under the control and with the authorization of Vatican authorities. 
In the August 5-19 issue of “La Civiltà Cattolica”, Jesuit Giuseppe De Rosa reserves ten pages to evolution and its workings, from Lamarck and Darwin up to today. He signs off his piece with a reference to Facchini’s “L’Osservatore Romano” article which he considers the most up-to-date synthesis of the position of the Catholic Church in the matter. 
In his article, Father De Rosa sums up where the scientific controversy now stands point. He writes: 
“A clear distinction must be made between what evolution is and what theories try to say about it. While it is certainly true that phenomenon itself is real, theories about it must be experimentally verified before they can be considered scientifically valid. So far this has not happened. And for this reason, the last word on evolution has not been said. Ahead of us therefore there is much work to do before we can fully understand the mechanisms of the evolutionary process.” 
In Father De Rosa’s opinion, not only do we need to look at the issue from the point of view of science, but we must also face its philosophical and theological implications, and they “must be dealt with separately.” 
Implicitly, Father De Rosa is telling us in his article that blurring these points of view can lead to a great deal of misunderstanding – especially by those who believe in the scientific nature of the anti-Darwinian theory of “intelligent design” in which God is given the title role in creation, a theory that is currently at the center of heated discussions in the United States. 
The archbishop of Vienna, Cardinal Christoph Schönborn, a theologian close to Benedict XVI, seemed to embrace the theory of “intelligent design” in an article published by the “New York Times” on July 7, 2005. 
In actual fact that article (see below) carefully distinguishes that which is scientific from what is philosophic and the theological. Cardinal Schönborn will be one of two speakers who will start off the September 2-3 seminar with the pope in Castel Gandolfo. Benedict XVI himself has addressed the issue of evolution several times. 
He mentioned it for the first time during the homely of his pontificate’s inaugural mass on April 24, 2005. At that time he said: “We are not some casual and meaningless product of evolution. Each of us is the result of a thought of God. Each of us is willed, each of us is loved, each of us is necessary.” 
He spoke about again on April 6 this year when he addressed young people who had come in St. Peter’s Square in anticipation of World Youth Day. Then he stated: 
“Science presupposes the trustworthy, intelligent structure of matter, the ‘design’ of creation.” 
But for a more thorough treatment of the topic, we must turn to Pope John Paul II, the International Theological Commission and the Catechism of the Catholic Church. 
Facchini’s and Schönborn’s “New York Times” article refer to all these interventions. 
Here they are for further reading, followed by links to the other documents mentioned: 

1. Fiorenzo Facchini: “Evolution and Creation”   “L’Osservatore Romano”, January 16, 2006 
The heated debate over the issue of evolution versus creation that arose in the United States in the last several decades has reached Europe in recent years and has inflamed the cultural world. Unfortunately, this debate has been tainted by various political and ideological positions that have prevented a dispassionate discussion. Some statements made by US “creationists” have elicited reactions among scientists that seem inspired by a certain dogmatic defense of neo-Darwinism. And this has led to the re-emergence of scientistic views typical of 19th century culture. 
It seems oftentimes that confusion reigns supreme. The science curriculum saga in Italy’s schools, in which evolution was first excluded then included, is a sign that opinions are a bit confused because of an inadequate understanding of the issue at hand. Last month in Pennsylvania, federal district court judge John E. Jones barred a school district from teaching “intelligent design” (which is an updated version of creation science based on a literal interpretation of the Book of Genesis; on the matter more later) in science classes as an alternative theory to evolution. 

On several occasions, the magisterium of the Church, especially in John Paul II’s pronouncements, has been clear and open on the issue. More recently in 2004, the International Theological Commission released “Communion and Stewardship: Human Persons Created in the Image of God”, a document approved by then cardinal Joseph Ratzinger. 
In the world of science, biological evolution is the key interpretative tool used in understanding the history of life on earth and serves as the cultural framework for modern biology. 
Life on earth is thought to have appeared in a watery environment around 3.5-4 billion years ago in the form of prokaryotes, unicellular organisms without a cell nucleus. Unchanged, they were still found 2 billion years ago when the first eukaryotes, unicellular organisms with a nucleus, appeared in the waters covering the earth. Multicellular organisms showed up much later, around a billion years ago, as evolution continued its slow and haphazard march. Only in the Cambrian period around 540-520 million years ago did the main families of living organisms almost explode onto the scene. 
It is likely that for a long time the earth lacked the conditions that would eventually enable today’s animals and plants to evolve. But the succession in which fish, amphibians, reptiles, mammals and birds appeared and the speed with which they evolved raise questions that still beg for an answer. The evolutionary lineage that led to humankind appeared in the last minutes of the clock of life. Around 6 million years ago the first split is said to have occurred when the lineage that led to anthropomorphic apes broke away from the one that gave rise to the cluster of Hominid species. Eventually, the latter saw the human lineage emerge some 2 million years ago. Before modern humans could develop some 150,000 years ago, other Homo species walked the earth like Homo Erectus and, before him, Homo Habilis, to which Homo Sapiens is related. 
The task of paleoanthropology is to reconstruct the various stages in human evolution. In this it is assisted by modern biomolecular DNA research which can trace genetic similarities back to a common ancestry. 
The debate over what set off evolution and shaped it is still open. Darwin’s inspired intuition, and that of the lesser known Wallace, on the importance of natural selection operating through small random variations within a species (a small number of errors that occur during DNA replication according to the modern view) represents an interpretative model widely-held in the scientific community. According to this view, natural selection applies to all of evolution. However, while accepting that this mechanism applies to microevolution, other scholars consider it inadequate to explain how small variations (or mutations) could in a relatively short period of time generate quite complex structures and evolutionary trends like those found in vertebrates. 
For this reason, we must take into account possible developments within evolutionary biology as they impact the study of the role of regulatory genes in effecting considerable morphological changes. Experiments on the regulatory genes that shape the embryonic development of crustacea might allow for hypotheses on new organizational frameworks underlying single genetic mutations. Research in this direction could open up new horizons, but they would still leave one question unanswered, namely whether mutations are the byproduct of random selection or the outcome of some kind of preferential orientation. 
Close attention should also be paid to the role environmental factors play in shaping evolutionary processes. The environment might in fact slow them down, which is what perhaps happened in the first billion years of life on earth, or give them a boost, which is possibly what occurred in the last 500 million years. Indeed, we might not be here, talking about things that unfolded some 20 million years ago if Mother Nature did not create the Great Rift Valley in Africa with its scattered vales and open spaces that favored the development of humankind and bipedalism. What this all means is that the (hi)story of life suggests that its development required a combination of genetic factors and favorable environmental conditions that unfolded in a series of natural events. 
This raises two questions: Can creation and God’s plan play a role in the greater scheme of things? And does humankind’s appearance constitute a necessary development in nature’s potential? 
In his address to an international symposium on “Christian Faith and Theory of Evolution” in 1985, John Paul II said: “Neither a genuine faith in creation nor a correct teaching of evolution may pose obstacles. [...] Evolution, in fact, presupposes creation. In the light of evolution, creation is an ever-lasting process – a creatio continua.” 
The Catechism of the Catholic Church teaches that “creation [...] did not spring forth complete from the hands of the Creator” (n. 302). God created a world that was not perfect but “‘in a state of journeying’ towards its ultimate perfection. In God's plan this process of becoming involves the appearance of certain beings and the disappearance of others, the existence of the more perfect alongside the less perfect, both constructive and destructive forces of nature” (n. 310). 
When John Paul II spoke to the plenary of the Pontifical Academy of Science in October 1996, he acknowledged that evolution was a scientific theory because of its coherence with the views and discoveries of various scientific disciplines. Yet he also said that the evolutionary process had more than one theoretical explanation; among them theories that believers cannot accept because of their underlying materialist ideology. But in such cases, what is at stake is not science but ideology. In “Communion and Stewardship”, the evolutionary process is taken for granted. What must be reaffirmed in theology (and in any rational argument) is the world’s radical reliance on God, who created things from nothing, even though we know not how. 
From this comes the importance of the current debate on God’s plan for creation. It is known that supporters of intelligent design (ID) do not deny evolution, but they do claim that certain complex structures could not have appeared as a result of random events. For them, such complexity requires God’s special intervention during evolution and therefore it falls within the purview of intelligent design. Apart from the fact that mutations to biological structures cannot by themselves explain everything since environmental changes must also occur, by introducing external or corrective factors with respect to natural phenomena, a greater cause is included to explain what we do not know yet but might know. 
In doing so though, what we are engaged in can no longer be called science but is something that goes beyond it. Despite shortcomings in Darwin’s model, it is a methodological fallacy to look for another model outside the realm of science while pretending to do science. All things considered, the decision by the Pennsylvania judge therefore appears to be the right one. Intelligent design does not belong in science class and it is wrong to teach it alongside Darwin as if it were a scientific theory. All that it does is blur the boundary between what is scientific and what is philosophic and religious, thus sowing confusion in people’s minds. What is more, a religious point of view is not even necessary to admit that the universe is based on an overall design. It is far better to acknowledge that from a scientific point of view the issue is still open. Putting aside the divine economy which operates through secondary causes (and almost shies away from its role as creator), it is not clear why some of nature’s catastrophic events or some of its meaningless evolutionary structures or lineages, or dangerous genetic mutations, were not avoided in the intelligent design. 
Unfortunately, one must in the end also acknowledge that Darwinist scientists have a tendency to view evolution dogmatically, going from theory to ideology, upholding a way of thinking that explains all living phenomena, including human behavior, in terms of natural selection at the expense of other perspectives. It is almost as if evolution ought to make creation redundant so that everything was self-made and reducible to random probabilities. 
In terms of creation, the Bible stresses design and life’s radical reliance on God, but it does not say how all this came about. Empirical observation sees the universe’s harmony, which is based on the laws of nature and the properties of matter, but necessarily must refer to a greater cause, not through scientific proof but on the basis of rational arguments. Denying this amounts to taking an ideological, not a scientific stance. Whatever the causes, be they random or inherent in nature, science with its methods can neither prove nor disprove that a greater design was involved. “Even the outcome of a truly contingent natural process can nonetheless fall within God’s providential plan for creation,” says ‘Communion and Stewardship’. What to us may seem random must have been present in God’s will and mind. God’s plan for creation can unfold through secondary causes as natural phenomena take their course, with necessary reference to miraculous interventions pointing in one or other direction. Or as Teilhard de Chardin put it: “God does not make things, but he makes sure they are made.” Similarly, “God is the first cause who operates in and through secondary causes,” this according to the Catechism of the Catholic Church, (n. 308). 
The other delicate point that we must address is the fact that man cannot consider himself as a necessary and natural outcome of evolution. The spiritual element that defines him cannot spring from matter’s potentiality, but requires an ontological leap, a discontinuity that the Magisterium of the Church has always said was at the basis of humankind’s appearance. This element presupposes that God can exert a positive will. Man’s transcendence, Maritain said, occurs through the soul “thanks to God the Creator’s final intervention which He freely makes and which transcends all of material nature’s possibilities.” The spark of intelligence was lighted in one or more hominids when, where and in the ways God willed it. Nature can potentially receive the spirit according to the will of God the Creator, but cannot produce it itself. After all, this is what happens when human beings are engendered setting them apart from animals. Such an affirmation transcends the boundaries of empirical science, something that scientific methods can neither prove nor disprove. 
As to when humankind appeared, no one can say for certain. But one can see what gives humankind its specificity, as John Paul II said in his aforementioned 1996 address. The signs are in our technology and spatial organization when they reveal an underlying plan and meaning within the context of life. In short, when they are manifestations of culture that show us how to detect humankind’s presence. They exist at an extra-biological level expressing a certain transcendence (as acknowledged by Dobzhansky, Ayala and other evolutionary scientists), a discontinuity, that from a philosophical point of view is ontological in nature. Hence, for this author, waiting to discover Homo Sapiens, burial mounds or when art appeared first is not necessary. Yet, whether the cut off period in man’s evolutionary history goes back to Homo Sapiens 150,000 years ago or to Homo Habilis 2 million years ago remains a matter better left to scientists rather than philosophers or theologians. 
In conclusion, from a perspective that looks beyond the horizons of empiricism, we can say that if we are human we owe it not to random chance or necessity. Indeed, the human story is one of meaning and direction marked by a greater design. 

2. Christoph Schönborn: “Finding Design in Nature” - “The New York Times”, July 7, 2005
Ever since 1996, when Pope John Paul II said that evolution (a term he did not define) was ''more than just a hypothesis,'' defenders of neo-Darwinian dogma have often invoked the supposed acceptance – or at least acquiescence – of the Roman Catholic Church when they defend their theory as somehow compatible with Christian faith.
But this is not true. The Catholic Church, while leaving to science many details about the history of life on earth, proclaims that by the light of reason the human intellect can readily and clearly discern purpose and design in the natural world, including the world of living things. 
Evolution in the sense of common ancestry might be true, but evolution in the neo-Darwinian sense – an unguided, unplanned process of random variation and natural selection – is not. Any system of thought that denies or seeks to explain away the overwhelming evidence for design in biology is ideology, not science. 
Consider the real teaching of our beloved John Paul. While his rather vague and unimportant 1996 letter about evolution is always and everywhere cited, we see no one discussing these comments from a 1985 general audience that represents his robust teaching on nature: 
''All the observations concerning the development of life lead to a similar conclusion. The evolution of living beings, of which science seeks to determine the stages and to discern the mechanism, presents an internal finality which arouses admiration. This finality which directs beings in a direction for which they are not responsible or in charge, obliges one to suppose a Mind which is its inventor, its creator.'' 
He went on: ''To all these indications of the existence of God the Creator, some oppose the power of chance or of the proper mechanisms of matter. To speak of chance for a universe which presents such a complex organization in its elements and such marvelous finality in its life would be equivalent to giving up the search for an explanation of the world as it appears to us. In fact, this would be equivalent to admitting effects without a cause. It would be to abdicate human intelligence, which would thus refuse to think and to seek a solution for its problems.'' 
Note that in this quotation the word ''finality'' is a philosophical term synonymous with final cause, purpose or design. In comments at another general audience a year later, John Paul concludes, ''It is clear that the truth of faith about creation is radically opposed to the theories of materialistic philosophy. These view the cosmos as the result of an evolution of matter reducible to pure chance and necessity.'' 
Naturally, the authoritative Catechism of the Catholic Church agrees: “Human intelligence is surely already capable of finding a response to the question of origins. The existence of God the Creator can be known with certainty through his works, by the light of human reason.” It adds: “We believe that God created the world according to his wisdom. It is not the product of any necessity whatever, nor of blind fate or chance.” 
In an unfortunate new twist on this old controversy, neo-Darwinists recently have sought to portray our new Pope, Benedict XVI, as a satisfied evolutionist. They have quoted a sentence about common ancestry from a 2004 document of the International Theological Commission, pointed out that Benedict was at the time head of the commission, and concluded that the Catholic Church has no problem with the notion of “evolution” as used by mainstream biologists – that is, synonymous with neo-Darwinism. 
The commission's document, however, reaffirms the perennial teaching of the Catholic Church about the reality of design in nature. Commenting on the widespread abuse of John Paul's 1996 letter on evolution, the commission cautions that ''the letter cannot be read as a blanket approbation of all theories of evolution, including those of a neo-Darwinian provenance which explicitly deny to divine providence any truly causal role in the development of life in the universe.''
Furthermore, according to the commission, ''An unguided evolutionary process – one that falls outside the bounds of divine providence – simply cannot exist.'' 
Indeed, in the homily at his installation just a few weeks ago, Benedict proclaimed: ''We are not some casual and meaningless product of evolution. Each of us is the result of a thought of God. Each of us is willed, each of us is loved, each of us is necessary.'' 
Throughout history the Church has defended the truths of faith given by Jesus Christ. But in the modern era, the Catholic Church is in the odd position of standing in firm defense of reason as well. In the 19th century, the First Vatican Council taught a world newly enthralled by the ''death of God'' that by the use of reason alone mankind could come to know the reality of the Uncaused Cause, the First Mover, the God of the philosophers. 
Now at the beginning of the 21st century, faced with scientific claims like neo-Darwinism and the multiverse hypothesis in cosmology invented to avoid the overwhelming evidence for purpose and design found in modern science, the Catholic Church will again defend human reason by proclaiming that the immanent design evident in nature is real. Scientific theories that try to explain away the appearance of design as the result of ''chance and necessity'' are not scientific at all, but, as John Paul put it, an abdication of human intelligence. 

3. The Church’s Doctrine on Evolution: Basic References 
The speech on evolution that John Paul II delivered on October 22, 1996, to the members of the Pontifical Academy of Science is often cited. It is not available on the Vatican website but can be accessed by visiting that of the Pontifical Gregorian University (only in Italian): 
Alla Pontificia Accademia delle Scienze, 22 ottobre 1996 
For Cardinal Schönborn, the pope’s aforementioned speech on the issue of evolution was “rather vague and unimportant.” Instead, his more “robust” teaching can be found in the speech he gave to the International Symposium on Christian Faith and Theory of Evolution on April 26, 1985, in Rome, an event that cardinal Ratzinger also attended. It is available on the Vatican website (in Italian and German). Robert Spaemann, who will take part in the upcoming Ratzinger-Schülerkreis seminar in September, was one of its speakers: 
“Fede cristiana e teoria dell’evoluzione”, 6 aprile 1985 
Later that year and after, John Paul II talked about evolution again in two general audiences that focused on the creation of the world. The transcripts of both are available on the Vatican website (In Italian and Spanish): 
Udienza generale, 10 luglio 1985 
Udienza generale, 5 marzo 1986 
The International Theological Commission also intervened on behalf of the Vatican’s Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith headed by cardinal Ratzinger. The document, dated July 23, 2004, can be consulted on the Vatican website (in Italian and English): 
Communion and Stewardship. Human Persons Created in the Image of God” 
Finally, the 1992 Catechism of the Catholic Church tackles the issue of evolution in its chapter on God the Creator. Cardinal Schönborn was one its main co-authors: 
Catechism of the Catholic Church. The Creator 
Take also a look at our site for more information about the study seminar that will see Benedict XVI and his former theology students meet on September 2-3, 2006: 
Professor Ratzinger goes back to school. After Islam last year, Darwin topic this year (2.8.2006) 


Jesuits staff Arizona mountain observatory

http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/nationworld/chi-0608070204aug07,1,5722273.story?coll=chi-newsnationworld-hed&ctrack=1&cset=true
By Kirsten Scharnberg, Chicago Tribune, ATOP MOUNT GRAHAM, Arizona, August 7, 2006

It was starting to seem that the goal of the church outing was to literally ascend to the heavens. 

Mile after slow, winding mile, a line of vans steadily advanced up the side of the rugged mountain. When the bumpy, rudimentary road dead-ended at a closed gate, a priest jumped out of the lead vehicle, unlocked it and waved the caravan through. There, more than 10,000 feet above the vast Arizona desert, appeared an unlikely sight: one of the most advanced telescopes on Earth, a piece of equipment containing a mirror so fragile that some had joked it would require divine intervention to haul the mirror to the peak of Mount Graham without damaging it. 

Even more unlikely was the small plaque indicating the telescope's primary owner - the Vatican, an institution known for its focus on an ancient religion, not cutting-edge science. 

Though few Americans know it, the Vatican for more than 100 years has funded and staffed world-class observatories, first in Italy and, since the early 1980s, in Arizona, where the height of Mount Graham and the dark desert nights are ideal for telescope use. 

Assigned to the observatories - technically as the pope's personal astronomers - are men who not only hold advanced astronomy and mathematics degrees but also are Jesuit priests. Their scientific findings are formally presented to church officials in Rome once a year. 

"Our work is to be good scientists as well as good Catholics," said the Rev. Christopher Corbally, the vice director of the Vatican Observatory Research Group, who was giving a Catholic church group a tour of the Vatican Advanced Technology Telescope one morning earlier this summer. 

The Vatican, which still fights its image as the institution that tried Galileo during the Inquisition for endorsing the idea that Earth was not the center of the universe, has said the observatory's mission is to serve as a bridge between religion and science. 

"Many see the disciplines of science and theology as mutually exclusive," said the Rev. Bill Stoeger, one of the Vatican astronomers. 

In fact, the claims of the pope's astronomers have been the sort that may make Christians who advocate a literal interpretation of the Bible squirm. One Vatican astronomer announced several years ago that the star of Bethlehem probably never existed. And virtually all of the pope's astronomers have come to the conclusion that God could not have created the universe in just six days about 10,000 years ago, as some literal interpreters of the Bible believe. 

"People often ask me: 'Do you believe in the Big Bang or in creation by God?'" Stoeger said, "and my answer is, 'Yes.'" 

Stoeger's position is illustrative of the complex relationship between faith and science. Though Catholics are not typically fundamentalists in their reading of the Bible, the hot-button issue of evolution has recently touched off the kind of debate inside the Vatican that has been going on inside Protestant denominations for years. 

If there is a ground zero in the intersection of faith and science for the Roman Catholic Church, it is at the peak of Mount Graham, which is about 150 miles northeast of Tucson. 

Corbally, the priest-astronomer leading the recent tour, was not the slightest bit daunted or stuffy as he explained how the complicated telescope works and why the church cares about his work and how science can deepen religious faith and understanding. He even made a few pope jokes, pointing to a balcony that allows astronomers access to the outside of the telescope and saying, "Hey, when you're in a business where the pope might drop by, you've got to have a balcony." 

The people taking the tour - members of a local church group for which Corbally acts as the spiritual leader - listened transfixed as he explained the history of the Vatican Observatory. The church, he said, in the late 1500s ordered Jesuit scientists to reform the Julian calendar, which was too long and thus threw off the dates of religious holidays. With new astronomical data, the Gregorian calendar, still used today, was born. 

"That's why the church chose this science, not something like medicine, originally," Corbally said. "But the commitment to it over the years has endured because of a desire to create a bridge between good science and good religion." 

The Vatican's initial observatories were in Rome and then in the Italian countryside, but both were essentially rendered obsolete when the bright lights of Italy's largest city made night observing virtually impossible. 

In 1993, the Vatican Observatory, in collaboration with the University of Arizona's Steward Observatory, completed the telescope on Mount Graham. (The arrangement gives the Vatican 75 percent ownership and responsibility for the telescope, and the university 25 percent.) 

Corbally spoke to the tour group as an expert with a doctorate in astronomy. At other times he spoke as a committed clergyman, saying that the more he unravels the complexities of the universe, the more he sees the brilliance of its creator. 

"Our knowledge only increases our understanding of God," said Corbally's colleague Stoeger, who has made it one of his missions to explain how the spiritually minded also can be scientifically minded. He went on to explain that many Catholic theologians view the creation account found in Genesis as a story that reveals not a literal historical fact but the essential truth that God created everything, including all the mechanisms that allow for evolution. 

Opinion polls indicate Americans might not be predisposed to consolidate the scientific view of evolution with their own church-influenced views. According to a November 2004 Gallup Poll, almost half of the U.S. population believes that human beings did not evolve but were created by God, as stated in the Bible, essentially in their current form about 10,000 years ago. That dovetails with a 2005 Pew Research poll indicating that 42 percent of Americans believe "life on Earth has existed in its present form since the beginning of time." 
Such viewpoints are causing the evolution debate to play out not just inside churches but in schools, where creationism advocates are demanding that alternative theories of origin be taught. 

"The truth is that a lot of our findings don't translate that well to people on the street," Stoeger said. 

But religious and scientific scholars such as Stoeger say the Catholic Church has long included believers who remain deeply religious even while breaking new scientific ground. 

Angelo Secchi, a Jesuit priest, essentially started the discipline of astrophysics in the 19th century, and Georges Lemaitre, another priest, proposed the Big Bang theory in 1933. 

"I think we bridge the gap between science and religion simply by doing good science while at the same time being deeply devoted to the church and to Christ," Stoeger said. "Through that we can bear witness to the fact that there is no contradiction between the two, that good theology and good science actually reinforce and enrich each other." 

At the Mount Graham observatory, as Corbally discussed the origins of the universe, one of his parishioners was asked whether it troubled her that her spiritual adviser did not believe that God created the universe in six days and then rested on the seventh, as told in poetic detail in the Bible. 

"I have to believe that none of it is contradictory. It's just that we aren't entirely capable of understanding it," said Carol Habra. "After all, who's to say that one day to God isn't 2 billion years to us? I'm going to ask him about that when I get there." 

As the church group members wrapped up their tour, they filed past the small plaque dedicating the powerful telescope. Its words inadvertently framed the current argument over whether life's biggest questions are best pursued through science or through the divine: "May whoever searches here day and night the far reaches of space do it joyfully with the help of God." 

High on Mount Graham, with a stunning vista of Arizona desert spread out below, the evolution debate couldn't have seemed farther away. In fact, it all seemed quite simple: The parishioners touring the observatory looked to their priest for answers and insight. He looked toward the heavens for his.
Cardinal Schönborn Proposes Evolution Debate - Calls for More Science, Less Ideology 
https://zenit.org/articles/cardinal-schonborn-proposes-evolution-debate/  
Rimini, Italy, August 25, 2006

Cardinal Christoph Schönborn is proposing an ideology-free debate on the theory of evolution, and wants to clarify the Church's position on the topic. The archbishop of Vienna presented his proposal Thursday to a packed auditorium at the Meeting of Friendship Among Peoples, organized by the Communion and Liberation Movement in Rimini, Italy. At a press conference Wednesday, the cardinal, explained that the Church does not hold the position of "creationist" theories on the origin of life and man, which draw scientific consequences from biblical texts.
In fact, he added, there is "no conflict between science and religion," but, rather, a debate "between a materialist interpretation of the results of science and a metaphysical philosophical interpretation." Cardinal Schönborn, who sparked a worldwide debate in 2005 with an article in the New York Times on the subject, called for clarification of the difference between the "theory of evolution" and "evolutionism," the latter understood as an ideology, based on scientific theory.
By way of example, the cardinal mentioned Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, who saw in the publication of Charles Darwin's "The Origin of Species," "the scientific foundation for their Marxist materialist theory. This is evolutionism, not theory of evolution." The archbishop of Vienna warned against the application of this evolutionist ideology in fields such as economic neo-liberalism, or bioethical issues, where there is the risk of creating new eugenic theories.
More than a theory Journalists asked the cardinal what Pope John Paul II meant in his address to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, in Oct. 1996, when he spoke of evolution as "something more than a theory." Cardinal Schönborn explained that the phrase meant that "the theory, as scientific theory, has been expanded with new scientific data, but of course that phrase cannot be interpreted as an 'Amen' of the Catholic Church to ideological evolutionism." The archbishop of Vienna noted a document published by the International Theological Commission in 2004, with the approval of Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, entitled "Communion and Service: The Human Person Created in the Image of God." He said the paper clarifies the distinction between ideology and science, and "gives an answer to those who wished to interpret John Paul II's phrase in an ideological sense." "What I desire intensely is that, also in school programs, questions be explained, at the scientific level, opened by the theory of evolution, such as the famous question of the missing rings," Cardinal Schönborn said.
The cardinal said that 150 years after Darwin's theory, "there is no evidence in the geological strata of intermediate species that should exist, according to Darwin's theory." He continued: "He himself said in his book that this is a hole in his theory and asked that they be found." This should be discussed in a serene manner. If a theory is scientific and not ideological, then it can be discussed freely." 

Evolution and Creation Are Not Foes, Says Priest - Comments on Current Debate 
https://zenit.org/article-16862?l=english
Castel Gandolfo, Italy, September 1, 2006 (Zenit.org)

As Benedict XVI begins a three-day symposium with his former students on creation and evolution, a philosophy professor in Rome says that the two theories are compatible.


The Pope's meeting, Sept. 1-3, is an annual one that the Holy Father has had with his doctoral candidates and former students for some 25 years, addressing various topics. This is the second one held at Castel Gandolfo.
Father Rafael Pascual, dean of philosophy at the Regina Apostolorum university, told ZENIT that "creation and evolution integrate one another, and do not exclude each other." Father Pascual, who is also the director of the masters on science and faith, is the author of "L' evoluzione: Crocevia di Scienza, Filosofia e Teologia" (The Crossroads Evolution of Science, Philosophy and Theology) published in Italian by Studium publishers.
The volume is a collection of the minutes of an international congress on the topic held in Rome in 2002.
Father Pascual said that "the debate on evolution is open. A distinction must be made between the different levels: scientific-philosophical-theological, without confusing them or separating them completely." In regard to the debate on intelligent design, Father Pascual pointed out that "it isn't a scientific question, but rather a philosophical one." 
"But neither is the negation of finality, or recourse to pure chance and to necessity, scientific," that is why "it seems to be a mistake to present intelligent design as an alternative scientific theory to the theory of evolution," he said.
A theory Asked if the theory of evolution should be taught in schools, Father Pascual replied "yes, but as scientific theory, with the arguments in favor but also recognizing the limits and still unresolved problems, and not as an ideology, as a kind of absolute, definitive and indisputable dogma." He continued, "Whereas creationism and evolutionism are incompatible in themselves, this is not so of creation and evolution, which are, instead, on two different levels, and are compatible."
The dean of philosophy cited the book "Creation and Sin," written by Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, now Benedict XVI, which states: "We cannot say: creation or evolution. The exact formula is creation and evolution, because both respond to two different questions. "The story of the dust of the earth and the breath of God does not tell us how man originated. It tells us what he is. "It talks about his most profound origin, it illustrates the plan that is behind him. Vice versa, the theory of evolution attempts to specify and describe biological processes.
"It does not succeed in explaining, however, the origin of the 'project' man, his interior derivation and his essence. Therefore, we are before two questions that integrate one another but do not exclude each other." Father Pascual said that "we must distinguish between theory -- or theories -- of evolution and Darwinism, and then, within Darwinism itself, between the elements of a scientific character and those of a philosophical or ideological nature." 
Evolutionism and the limits of Science - Interview with Professor Mariano Artigas
http://www.zenit.org/article-11149?l=english
Pamplona, Spain, September 29, 2004 
Science marks a key achievement in human history, says a philosopher who nevertheless warns of an "imperialism" that tries to judge everything through the sciences.
Mariano Artigas, a member of Brussels' International Academy of the Philosophy of Sciences and of the Vatican's St. Thomas Pontifical Academy, has just published a book on evolutionism and its relationship with philosophy and religion.
Entitled "The Frontiers of Evolutionism" and published by Eunsa, the book states that there are questions that science cannot resolve.
Artigas, a professor of philosophy of nature and of sciences at the University of Navarre, spoke with ZENIT.
Q: The title "The Frontiers of Evolutionism" indicates that there are questions that fall outside the competence of science, yes?
Artigas: I will respond with the words of Stephen Jay Gould, one of the most important evolutionists of the 20th century. He was a professor of Harvard University for most of his life.
Together with Niles Eldredge, he was the author of the theory of "punctuated equilibrium," which appears in all treatises on evolution. He [Gould] died of cancer in 2002 at 60. He was an agnostic.
In his last years he published two books on the relations between science, the humanities and religion, and upheld that science and religion are "two disciplines that are not superimposed," because science studies the composition and functioning of the natural world, while religion addresses spiritual and moral questions.
Gould said that it made no sense to seek answers to the questions on the meaning of life in natural science.
Another well-known evolutionist, Richard Dawkins, a professor at Oxford University, is an atheist and attacks religion, but acknowledges that the study of evolution cannot give an answer to moral problems.
Q: Your view on evolution and creation is interesting: "Evolution can only take place if there is something capable of evolving: Evolution from nothing is a contradiction. This is why evolutionist theories cannot be used to affirm or deny creation." Can you elucidate this affirmation further?
Artigas: The Christian idea of creation states that everything that exists depends on God for its being. Instead, evolution defines beings through mutation and natural selection. They are two different planes.
This was already recognized by not a few Christians in the 20th century, and it has been generally accepted by almost all Christians for some time, except for some fundamentalist Protestant groups, which are in the minority in the United States but very noisy.
The problem is that it is difficult to imagine God's action, because we do not have other similar examples.
Q: You don't try to criticize the scientific theories of evolution, but there are some Christians who do. What is your opinion about them?
Artigas: They have a right. Anyone can criticize scientific theories, which are formulated publicly and are based on known arguments.

But for those criticism to be serious, they must be based on well-founded reasons. The North American "scientific creationists" have used quite unconvincing arguments, and have used the Bible as if it were a scientific treatise, extracting from it doctrines that go beyond the meaning of the sacred books.
Q: What, however, should we do about the Book of Genesis?
Artigas: Extract the religious doctrines it contains, which are very important and are the ones that have been emphasized by the Church throughout the centuries. For example, that God is the creator of everything that exists; that he has a special providence with the human being; that at the beginning the human being separated himself from God; that God has plans of salvation for the human race and has developed them through history.
Centuries ago, in the West, the Church was concerned with almost the whole of culture. The development of modern science has helped to identify the realm of religious truths and to distinguish those truths from the metaphors in which they have been presented.
Q: There should be no problem to combine evolution and God; however, there is conflict. How is it resolved?
Artigas: By studying and avoiding prejudices -- thinking what it means that God is the first cause of the being of everything that exists, and that creatures are second causes which in turn cause, but depend completely on God, although God respects the capacities that he himself has given them.
Seeing that science is one of the most important achievements of human history, but avoiding scientific imperialism which attempts to judge everything through science. This is no longer science, but a bad philosophy which is generally called scientism.

No Catholic endorsement for Darwin: Austrian cardinal 
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/12448-no-catholic-endorsement-for-darwin-austrian-cardinal  
February 5, 2007
Vienna Cardinal Christophe Schönborn says that while the Church rejects creationism he wants to correct a misconception that the Church has given a blanket endorsement to Darwinian evolution theories. The International Herald Tribune reports that in a Wednesday lecture Cardinal Schönborn said that restricting debate about Darwin's theory of evolution amounts to censorship in schools and in the broader public. He said he found it "amazing" that a US federal court ruled in 2005 that a Pennsylvania public school district could not teach the concept of "intelligent design" as part of its science class. 
The judge had said that the theory, which says an intelligent supernatural force explains the emergence of complex life forms, was creationism in disguise. The Cardinal said the ruling meant that schoolchildren would only be taught a materialistic, atheistic view of the origin of universe, without considering the idea that God played a role. "A truly liberal society would at least allow students to hear of the debate," he said. He added that he wants to correct what he calls a widespread misconception that the Catholic Church has given a blanket endorsement to Darwin's theories.
The "intelligent design" concept has been promoted most prominently by the Discovery Institute, a think tank in Seattle. Asked after the speech if he was endorsing the institute's beliefs, Schönborn would say only "listen to my arguments," cautioning that his views should not be put "in a box." "I don't belong to any kind of boxes," he said.
Schönborn affirmed that the Catholic Church rejects creationism, saying "the first page of the Bible is not a cosmological treatise about the coming to be of the world in six days." He also said that "the Catholic faith can accept" the possibility that God uses evolution as a tool. But he said science alone could not explain the origins of the universe.
Source: Catholic cardinal says scientists, US schools stifling debate on faith and evolution (International Herald Tribune) 
Archive:

No shift in Church's position on evolution, Jesuit says (CathNews, 7/9/06) 
Vatican astronomer says creationism is superstition (CathNews, 23/5/0) 
New Washington Archbishop favours Intelligent Design in schools (CathNews 19/5/06)
Vatican Observatory head clashes with cardinal on evolution (CathNews 8/8/05)
Cardinal redefines Church's view on evolution (CathNews, 11/7/05) 
Vatican Observatory sponsors conference on evolution (CathNews 22/6/04)
Benedict's backs "theistic evolution" 
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/12699-benedicts-backs-quottheistic-evolution-quot 
April 9, 2007 
In remarks published in a new book yesterday, Pope Benedict refused to endorse "intelligent design" theories, instead backing "theistic evolution" which considers that God created life through evolution with no clash between religion and science.
The Sydney Morning Herald reports that Pope Benedict says science has narrowed the way life's origins are understood and Christians should take a broader approach to the question.
The Pope also says the Darwinist theory of evolution is not completely provable because mutations over hundreds of thousands of years cannot be reproduced in a laboratory.
But Benedict, whose remarks were published yesterday in Germany in the book Schoepfung und Evolution (Creation and Evolution), praised scientific progress and did not endorse creationist or "intelligent design" views about life's origins, the Herald says.
"Science has opened up large dimensions of reason ... and thus brought us new insights," Benedict, a former theology professor, said at the closed-door seminar with his former doctoral students last September that the book documents. "But in the joy at the extent of its discoveries, it tends to take away from us dimensions of reason that we still need. Its results lead to questions that go beyond its methodical canon and cannot be answered within it," he said. "The issue is reclaiming a dimension of reason we have lost," he said, adding that the evolution debate was actually about "the great fundamental questions of philosophy - where man and the world came from and where they are going". "Both popular and scientific texts about evolution often say that nature or evolution has done this or that," Benedict said in the book, which included lectures from theologian Schönborn, two philosophers and a chemistry professor.
"Just who is this nature or evolution as (an active) subject? It doesn't exist at all!" the Pope said. Benedict argued that evolution had a rationality that the theory of purely random selection could not explain.
"The process itself is rational despite the mistakes and confusion as it goes through a narrow corridor choosing a few positive mutations and using low probability," he said.
"This ... inevitably leads to a question that goes beyond science ... where did this rationality come from?" he asked. Answering his own question, he said it came from the "creative reason" of God.
Speculation about Benedict's views on evolution have been rife ever since a former student and close adviser, Vienna Cardinal Christoph Schönborn, published an article in 2005 that seemed to align the Church with the intelligent design view.
Source: Evolution not completely provable: Pope (Sydney Morning Herald, 12/4/07) 
             Pope says science too narrow to explain creation (Scotsman, 11/4/07) 

All against All: The Postconciliar Period Recounted by Ratzinger, Theologian and Pope
The period following Vatican II reminds Benedict XVI of the "total chaos" after the Council of Nicaea, the first in history. But from that stormy Council emerged the "Credo." And today?

Here is the pope’s response to the priests of Belluno, Feltre, and Treviso by Sandro Magister

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/dettaglio.jsp?id=158061&eng=y - AN EXTRACT
Rome, July 27, 2007

Like two summers ago in Aosta, again this year Benedict XVI, during his vacation in the Alps, wanted to meet with the local priests and respond to their questions. He did so on the morning of Tuesday, July 24, in Auronzo di Cadore, in the church of Santa Giustina Martire, against the backdrop of the Dolomite mountains. 
The pope responded spontaneously to ten questions on a wide variety of issues…
On the clash between creationism and evolutionism, “as if these were mutually exclusive alternatives,” he explained that “this contrast is absurd, because on the one hand there is much scientific evidence in support of evolution,” but on the other hand “the doctrine of evolution does not respond to the great question: From where does everything come?” And he recommended a rereading of his lecture in Regensburg, so that “reason might be opened further.”

Science, religion and the battle for the human soul

https://www.nytimes.com/2007/06/26/health/26iht-snsoul.1.6336892.html  
By Cornelia Dean, June 26, 2007

In 1950, in a letter to bishops, Pope Pius XII took up the issue of evolution. The Roman Catholic Church does not necessarily object to the study of evolution as far as it relates to physical traits, he wrote in the encyclical, "Humani Generis." But he added, "Catholic faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created by God."

Pope John Paul II made much the same point in 1996, in a message to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, an advisory group to the Vatican. Although he noted that in the intervening years, evolution had become "more than a hypothesis," he added that considering the mind as emerging merely from physical phenomena was "incompatible with the truth about man." But as evolutionary biologists and cognitive neuroscientists peer ever deeper into the brain, they are discovering more and more genes, brain structures and other physical correlates to feelings like empathy, disgust and joy. That is, they are discovering physical bases for the feelings from which moral sense emerges - not just in people but in other animals as well. The result is perhaps the strongest scientific challenge yet to the worldview summed up by Descartes, the 17th-century French philosopher who divided the creatures of the world between humanity and everything else. As biologists turn up evidence that animals can exhibit emotions and patterns of cognition once thought of as strictly human, Descartes's dictum, "I think, therefore I am," loses its force.

For many scientists, the evidence that moral reasoning is a result of physical traits that evolve along with everything else is just more evidence against the existence of the soul, or of a God to imbue humans with souls. For many believers, particularly in the United States, the findings show the error, even wickedness, of viewing the world in strictly material terms. And they provide for theologians a growing impetus to reconcile the existence of the soul with the growing evidence that humans are not, physically or even mentally, in a class by themselves. The idea that human minds are the product of evolution is "unassailable fact," the journal Nature said this month in an editorial on new findings on the physical basis of moral thought. A headline on the editorial drove the point home: "With all deference to the sensibilities of religious people, the idea that man was created in the image of God can surely be put aside."

Or, as V. S. Ramachandran, a brain scientist at the University of California, San Diego, put it in an interview, there may be soul in the sense of "the universal spirit of the cosmos," but the soul as it is usually spoken of, "an immaterial spirit that occupies individual brains and that only evolved in humans - all that is complete nonsense." Belief in that kind of soul "is basically superstition," he said.

For people like the evolutionary biologist Richard Dawkins, talk of the soul is of a piece with the rest of the palaver of religious faith, which he has likened to a disease. And among evolutionary psychologists, religious faith is nothing but an evolutionary artifact, a predilection that evolved because shared belief increased group solidarity and other traits that contribute to survival and reproduction.

Nevertheless, the idea of a divinely inspired soul will not be put aside. To cite just one example, when 10 Republican U.S. presidential candidates were asked at a recent debate if there was anyone among them who did not believe in evolution, three raised their hands. One of them, Senator Sam Brownback of Kansas, explained later in an opinion piece published in The New York Times and the International Herald Tribune that he did not reject all evolutionary theory. But he added, "Man was not an accident and reflects an image and likeness unique in the created order."

That is the nub of the issue, according to Nancey Murphy, a philosopher at Fuller Theological Seminary who has written widely on science, religion and the soul. Challenges to the uniqueness of humanity in creation are just as alarming as the Copernican assertion that Earth is not the center of the universe, she writes in her book "Bodies and Souls or Spirited Bodies?" Just as Copernicus knocked Earth off its celestial pedestal, she said, the new findings on cognition have displaced people from their "strategic location" in creation. (A century before her, Freud, in his "Introductory Lectures to Psychoanalysis," listed the findings of Copernicus and Darwin as two of the three "wounding blows" to man's narcissism. The third "blow" was his own "discovery," psychoanalysis.)

Another theologian who has written widely on the issue, John Haught of Georgetown University, said in an interview that "for many Americans the only way to preserve the discontinuity that's implied in the notion of a soul, a distinct soul, is to deny evolution," which he said was "unfortunate."

There is no credible scientific challenge to the theory of evolution as an explanation for the diversity and complexity of life on earth.

For Murphy and Haught, though, people make a mistake when they assume that people can be "ensouled" only if other creatures are soulless.

"Evolutionary biology shows the transition from animal to human to be too gradual to make sense of the idea that we humans have souls while animals do not," wrote Murphy, an ordained minister in the Church of the Brethren. "All the human capacities once attributed to the mind or soul are now being fruitfully studied as brain processes - or, more accurately, I should say, processes involving the brain, the rest of the nervous system and other bodily systems, all interacting with the socio-cultural world."

Therefore, she writes, it is "faulty" reasoning to want to distinguish people from the rest of creation. She and Haught cite the ideas of Thomas Aquinas, the 13th-century philosopher and theologian who, Haught said, "spoke of a vegetative and animal soul along with the human soul."

Haught, who testified for the American Civil Liberties Union when it successfully challenged the teaching of intelligent design, an ideological cousin of creationism, in the science classrooms of Dover, Pennsylvania, said, "The way I look at it, instead of eliminating the notion of a human soul in order to make us humans fit seamlessly into the rest of nature, it's wiser to recognize that there is something analogous to soul in all living beings."

Does this mean, say, that Australopithecus afarensis, the proto-human famously exemplified by the fossil skeleton known as Lucy, had a soul? He paused and then said: "I think so, yes. I think all of our hominid ancestors were ensouled in some way, but that does not rule out the possibility that as evolution continues, the shape of the soul can vary just as it does from individual to individual."

For scientists who are people of faith, like Kenneth Miller, a biologist at Brown University who is a Roman Catholic, asking about the science of the soul is pointless, in a way, because it is not a subject science can address. Miller said he spoke often at college campuses and elsewhere and was regularly asked, "'What do you say as a scientist about the soul?" His answer, he said, is always the same: "As a scientist, I have nothing to say about the soul. It's not a scientific idea."

Pontiff: Evolution Does Not Exclude a Creator - Says Acknowledging God Will Help Youth Find Meaning
https://zenit.org/articles/pontiff-evolution-does-not-exclude-a-creator
Auronzo Di Cadore, Italy, July 27, 2007 

Benedict XVI says youth will find meaning in their lives if they acknowledge the existence of their Creator. And, he affirms, the theory of evolution does not require denying God.
The Pope said this Tuesday during a question-and-answer session with 400 priests of the dioceses of Belluno-Feltre and Treviso, in the Church of St. Justina Martyr in Auronzo di Cadore, near Lorenzago di Cadore, where he spent his vacation, which ends today.
The Holy Father spoke about young people's search for meaning, acknowledging that many youth act as if they do not need God, "even thinking that without God, we would be freer and the world would be broader. But after a while, in our new generations, we see what happens when God disappears."


He explained: "The major problem is that if God is not there and the Creator of my life is not there, in reality life is a simple part of evolution, nothing more, it does not have meaning in itself. But I must try to give meaning to this life."
The Pontiff said that today in Germany, and also in the United States, there is a "fervent debate between so-called creationism and evolutionism, presented as if one of these alternatives excluded the other: Whoever believes in the Creator cannot think about evolution and whoever affirms evolution must exclude God."
However, Benedict XVI called this apparent conflict an absurdity.
"Because on one hand," he explained, "there is a great deal of scientific proof in favor of evolution, which appears as a reality that we must see and that enriches our knowledge of life and of being as such. But the doctrine of evolution does not answer everything and does not answer the great philosophical question: Where does everything come from? And how does everything take a path that ultimately leads to the person?
"It seems to me that it is very important that reason opens up even more, that it sees this information, but that it also sees that this information is not enough to explain all of reality. It is not enough."
The Pope urged a broader understanding of reason and the recognition of its vastness: "Our reason is not something irrational at heart, a product of irrationality. And reason precedes everything, creative reason, and we are truly the reflection of this reason.
"We are planned and wanted and, therefore, there is an idea that precedes me, a meaning that precedes me, which I must discover, follow and which, in the end, gives meaning to my life." 
This vision, the Holy Father continued, is necessary to understand the meaning of suffering as well.
"I would say that it is important to help youth discover God," he concluded, "discover true love that becomes great through renunciation, and therefore to help them discover the interior goodness of suffering, that renders me freer and greater."

Evolution Doesn't Contradict Bible, Cardinal Affirms - Also Falls Short of Solving Great Philosophical Question
https://zenit.org/articles/evolution-doesn-t-contradict-bible-cardinal-affirms/  
Rome, November 3, 2008 
There is no incompatibility between the scientific theory of evolution and the Christian understanding of creation, says the archbishop of Vienna. Cardinal Christoph Schönborn affirmed this Friday at the plenary assembly of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, which ends tomorrow. The academy is considering "Scientific Insight Into the Evolution of the Universe and of Life."
The prelate explained that there is no contradiction between evolution and a belief in creation, but rather a "conflict between two diverse concepts of man and his rationality, between the Christian vision and a rationalism that pretends to reduce man to the biological dimension."
Citing various addresses from Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, before and after his election as Pope, the Austrian cardinal explained that "there are many proofs in favor of evolution." Nevertheless, he stressed, "though this theory enriches our knowledge of life, it doesn't respond to the great philosophical question: Where does everything come from and how did this everything take a path until coming to be man?"
Therefore, Cardinal Schönborn contended, the key is discovering "that a preceding idea exists, that man is not the fruit of chaos, but that he 'has been thought of,' 'wanted' and 'loved'" by the Creator.
In the same vein, Bishop Marcelo Sánchez Sorondo, chancellor of the Pontifical Academy of the Sciences, explained to Vatican Radio that the theory of evolution is even closer to the biblical account of creation than many other theories.
"Considering the fact that the Bible presents us with a God who created the world in seven days, the idea of a progressive creation is introduced," he explained. "In this sense, it is closer than, for example, the theories of the ancient Greeks, who thought of an eternal and cyclical world."
The difficulty arises, the bishop went on, not with the evolution theory in itself, but with "philosophies that are based on evolutionism and that are materialist, which say that only material exists. But this is not science, rather it is philosophy."
"Scientific theories are used to make philosophical interpretations, or if you prefer, atheist [interpretations], affirming that everything is chaos," Bishop Sánchez Sorondo continued. "But I repeat, this is a philosophical opinion, which, in truth, is not held by the great scientists, who are almost all believers."
According to the pontifical academy official, the Church "is open to what science says. What's more, it's very interested in science, because it speaks of nature. The Church has always believed that nature was created by God and that man forms part of nature."

Creation vs. Evolution!  

By Flavia Fernandes*, Mumbai [contributed by email]

*Much of the article is adapted from www.tanbooks.com/doct 
Charles Robert Darwin (12 February, 1809 – 19 April, 1882) was an English naturalist, eminent in the eyes of the world as a collector and geologist.  He belonged to the Church of England, though his family background was Unitarian.  He turned agnostic after 1851.  He introduced to the world his theory of evolution that all species of life have evolved over time from common ancestors through the process he called natural selection. 

Darwin’s theory of evolution became widely accepted and propagated by the scientific world many of who disbelieved, and even opposed, Biblical Christianity. Among other things, they taught the General Theory of Evolution that the universe is a result of some atomic explosion and shaped by chance and that mankind is a part of the vast evolutionary process; and that apelike animals turned into men, but not into one splendid first man and one superb first woman; that evolution would have produced many first humans, groups of them, populations of brutish first humans who were little better than their animal parents. Adam was considered to be a myth or a symbol for a population of first humans. That is polygenism -many Adams, many first men. 

Christians were ill prepared to counter the evolution theory on scientific grounds.  In time, the minority of scientists who disagreed chose to remain silent rather than arouse futile argument. The propaganda in favour of evolution was so strong that belief in evolution increased.  It became the base of the errors which afflict Christians today. As belief in evolution became stronger, the Christian beliefs weakened. Christians began adapting doctrines and re-interpreting Biblical Creation to fit the new ‘scientific’ theory which taught that beasts changed into men over millions of years. The “Christians” who lost their faith would not quit the fold. This movement was Liberal Protestantism. It influenced many Catholics, and, around the turn of the century, it gave rise to Modernism in the Catholic Church—Modernism which Pope St. Pius X called “the synthesis of all heresies.” (omnium haeresum conlectum). Modernism re-interprets Catholic dogmas and re-casts the whole Catholic system to conform to popular science and the modern outlook. Modern man is taught to view the awesome universe as patterns of matter shaped by chance – an atomic blast or the Big Bang. God is nowhere in the picture. 

In the 20th Century, with the growth of evolution ideas, Pope Pius XII made clear the Church’s position. In 1941, in an Address to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, the Pope said that Genesis attested these certainties, with no possible allegorical interpretation: 

(1) Man’s essential superiority to other animals because of his spiritual soul. 

(2) In some way the first woman was derived from the first man. 

(3) The first man could not have been generated literally by a brute beast in the proper sense of the term, without divine intervention. 

In 1950 Pope Pius XII issued the encyclical Humani Generis, which dealt with various modern errors. He pointed out how evolutionism can lead to serious error: Humani Generis expressly states that, in encyclicals, a Pope is teaching as Vicar of Christ, clarifying what the Church already teaches, and this removes the subject from free debate among theologians. Pius XII reinforced Humani Generis with the encyclical “Mystici Corporis” (1953). 

However, in recent years the mass media and the educational system are forcing evolutionism and naturalism into the minds of a whole generation, not just a clerical clique. This has contributed to the resurgence of Modernism on an unprecedented scale. 

His Holiness Pope Benedict VI affirmed on August 6, 2008 that he thinks the "indissoluble bond" between creation and redemption "should be given new prominence." "In recent decades the doctrine of creation had almost disappeared from theology; it was almost imperceptible," he contended. "We are now aware of the damage that this has caused. […] If we do not proclaim God in his full grandeur -- as Creator and as Redeemer -- we also diminish the value of the redemption." 

Darwin’s theory of Evolution has come down to us in our present day through Science and History.  In India, Catholic Schools have unwittingly become victims of teaching an agnostic Theory of Evolution as the syllabus in schools is decided by unbelievers. Children are led to believe that man not only evolved from the lower animals, but the explanation for his social behavior is to be found mainly in his cultural environment.  But, these are not the values which should underlie our school system. It is imperative that Catholic schools ensure that the vital dogma of Original Sin is imparted in all its rigor vis-à-vis the theory of evolution. 

The origin of the universe, the origin of Adam and Eve, and the origin of every human person at conception is a wonderful, “miraculous,” historic event, carefully planned and stupendously executed by the Creator (and in the case of Adam’s children, with the procreator parents).  The Holy Bible, in Genesis, tells us in a very simple manner how this came to be. It tells us that before God created man, He created everything that was necessary for man to live – all material creation, birds, plants, animals, air, sun, rain, and the like.  The Book of Genesis also describes how God miraculously formed the body of the first man (Adam) from the “virgin earth”, making him in His own image and likeness.  The Bible also tells us of how the first woman (Eve) was created: “God made the man fall into a deep sleep.  And, while he was asleep, he took one of his ribs and closed the flesh up again.  And God fashioned a woman from the rib He had taken from the man.  And the man called her woman”. 

“The attempt, undertaken by many, to explain the Gospel in a purely human manner, to ignore its historical and supernatural content, to reduce to natural interpretation that which is contained in it of a divine or miraculous nature, has brought about the weakening of its message and the enfeebling of the efficacy of its proclamation” (No.215: The Power of the Gospel from To the Priests, Our Lady’s Beloved Sons). Thus, even though the Bible is clear on how man came into being, some believe otherwise. The problem however remains for the simple reason that too many scholars don't believe in the narrative of the Bible. 

It is ridiculous to conclude that man evolved from the apes or monkeys.  It is natural that there would be similarities with the animals for they were created to exist in the same environment.  Similarity does not mean the same. Thousands of years have passed and we have not seen the apes evolving to be man.  It has not happened and it will not happen because God in His truth did not design it that way. Genesis also tells us that God brought all the animals and birds to the man for naming – surely the apes and monkeys were there! But there was not found among them a helper for the man. It was only after God created Eve that the man found his mate. God even forbade man to mate with animals: ‘Cursed be he who lies with any kind of beast’ (Deut.27:21).  
This also proves that man in no way descended from apes nor any other animal. 

The Book of Genesis tells us very simply about the miraculous way in which the world was created by God.. For those who would argue that the Bible says that God created the universe and everything in it in six days but that science shows that it existed for billions of years, it would be beneficial to point out to them that with the Lord one day is as a thousand years, and a thousand years as one day (2 Peter 3:8). So we can conclude that God created the world not in six human calendar days, but in 6 epochs, each of which was for God one day! 

“Every attack on the Christian faith made today has, as its basis, the doctrine of evolution.” (Newman Watts, author of ‘Britain Without God’).  It is Lucifer the leader of the fallen angels, (now called the Prince of Darkness or Satan) the principal attacker of the Christian faith, who incites men to believe otherwise.  His strategy has been to lead men, through their belief in evolution, to disbelieve in God, Heaven, Hell, grace, the Cross, miracles, the special creation of the soul, angels, devils and in short, all Catholic doctrines and Dogmas. Original Sin is the central dogma on which other dogmas like the dogma of the Immaculate Conception lie on. 

Pope Paul VI (in 1966) reproved some modern authors whose explanations of Original Sin seem “irreconcilable with true Catholic doctrine.” He affirmed Church teaching “according to which the sin of the first man is transmitted to all his descendants, not through imitation but through propagation” (i.e., through human descent). 

It’s a wonder how the Catholics who believe that man has evolved from the monkey do not reflect on their Profession of Faith.   The Creed or the ‘I Believe’ is a shorter form of the Nicene Creed which is a summary of the entire Catholic faith.  It is also the Profession of Faith made at Baptism. The ‘I Believe’ is prayed in every Rosary, Divine Mercy Chaplet, at every Sunday Mass and on certain Feast Days. In the Creed we say we believe in the Triune God who created Heaven and Earth, that Jesus Christ was born of the Virgin Mary, etc.   The Church, directs men to render obedience chiefly and above all to God the sovereign Lord.  We are also commanded to be obedient to the Magisterium which teaches us that Grace was lost by the co-operation of the First Adam & Eve. It has been restored by the co-operation of the New Adam and Eve, i.e. Christ & Mary. Obviously, Christ the First, Mary as Associated Co-Redeemer.  We cannot believe in one thing in our prayers and in Church and in something else at other times. 

The General Theory of Evolution, is essentially anti-God.  God is nowhere in the picture in creation of the universe and mankind. Adam & Eve are made only symbolic. With the result Original Sin, the Immaculate Conception, the Incarnation and Redemption – in fact the entire Bible has been relegated to the status of “myth”. Baptism loses its traditional meaning of washing this sin away. The Sacrament of Confession is hardly made use of.  Heedless of any Creator God, man acknowledges no Commandments from a Creator. Man has made himself his own “god.”  The concept of rendering a final account to an almighty God has gone.  It is small wonder that all authority is breaking down.  The likes of Dan Brown have no fear of the consequences of writing The Da Vinci Code which casts aspersions on the sublime purity of Jesus & Mary. People are more interested in the Da Vinci trash than the more miraculous formation of the body of the second Adam, Christ, from the Virgin Mother, viz., through a virginal conception and virginal birth.  Christmas is made a secular celebration. The New Community Bible brought out for India has got questionable references to other faiths. 

We see Lucifer’s consummate strategy.  Satan knows the result of people’s believing in Evolution.  People do not believe in Hell and thus have no fear of doing wrong.  It happened to Darwin who turned agnostic – do you want it to happen to you? God gives you the freedom to choose but He advises – CHOOSE LIFE.  Reject agnostic Darwin, choose Christ.

Men and Their Cousins, the Chimpanzees - Interview with Father Marc Leclerc by Carmen Elena Villa
https://zenit.org/articles/men-and-their-cousins-the-chimpanzees/  
Rome, February 17, 2009
Darwin intended to create a scientific theory, not an ideology of life in order to interpret reality, says a philosophy professor marking the anniversary of the scientist's birth.
Last Thursday was the 200th anniversary of Charles Darwin's birth, the English scientist and observer, author of the work "The Origin of Species" and of the second theory of evolution.
ZENIT talked with Jesuit Father Marc Leclerc, professor of philosophy of nature at the Pontifical Gregorian University and organizer of a congress on "Biological Evolution: Facts and Theories," which will be held March 2-7 in Rome.
Q: Let's talk first about Darwin's life. Did his formation as a theologian in the Anglican Church influence his evolutionary theories?
Father Leclerc: Darwin was essentially a great biologist. He was neither a philosopher nor a theologian. It is true that initially he had a more theological formation in the Anglican Church, but he distanced himself from the church for personal reasons, primarily the death of his daughter, which seemed to him a great injustice, contributing to his estrangement from the faith.
However, it can be said that he was always respectful; moreover, his wife was very much a believer.
He underwent an evolution. In the end he established himself, as he himself said, in an attitude of open agnosticism, which has nothing to do with the position of an atheist who uses this against the faith. Unfortunately, some of his followers did so, but he did not directly.
He didn't include anything of faith in his theory and did not intervene in one sense or the other. His is a scientific theory as such; it has nothing to do with the existence or nonexistence of God, because [in this] we are on a totally different plane.
Q: What danger is there that Darwin's theory of evolution will become an ideology?
Father Leclerc: This has happened, as I said, because many of his followers have not had his prudence and at times have confused the two levels -- scientific and theological. In particular, they have converted two elements into an ideology: the aleatory character of variation, which later was called mutation, and the mechanism of natural selection, which are two elements of a scientific theory. One cannot make the latter into the key to the interpretation of reality. This is to pass, perhaps, to an ideological level without even taking the scientific level into account. Thus science falls into a false philosophy, or a false theology, which is directly against the explanation of reality. This is a serious abuse of science, at times committed by scientists, who go completely beyond the scientific realm. The enemies of Darwinism should not fall into the same trap; the scientific theory merits all our respect, but must be discussed only at the scientific level.
Q: How can one have a correct view of evolution and creation?
Father Leclerc: I am convinced that here the mediation of philosophy is indispensable to avoid confusion between the different levels: a radical separation or a confused mixture, where nothing is understood.
It is necessary to rationally articulate levels that are different, hence the need for philosophical mediation.
Q: Is it right from a Christian point of view to say that man is the result of the monkey's evolution? If so, at what moment was the human soul created?
Father Leclerc: We are different from chimpanzees.
They are our cousins, not our forefathers. The point is that biologically we have common forefathers, that is why they are cousins on the biological plane. However, they have had a different history to ours.
Some might say that the birth of the soul began with Homo Sapiens, others that it began much earlier, with Homo Erectus, still others that it began with Homo Habilis. We have several vestiges, but no formal proof.
The vestiges we might have correspond to the symbolic character of thought, to the articulated and symbolic language universally open to the possibility to relate to another freely and to God, in elements such as the advent of art and the religious element.
I cannot say when the human soul appeared; what we know is that humanity is today a unique species of modern man [Homo] Sapiens. In it, each one of us has a soul created by God, each one has a singular soul.
When did it begin? We have one important fact among others: It seems that biological evolution really culminated with Homo Sapiens. However, the cultural revolution, proper to man, began already before the appearance of Homo Sapiens.
Q: Should Genesis be regarded as a theory of the creation of the world or as a theological theory to explain the creation of man and his freedom?
Father Leclerc: I recall what Galileo said: "The Bible doesn't teach us how heaven functions but how to get to heaven." Genesis tells us how man has been created in God's thought, how he can go to God and how he has been estranged from God. It does not tell us scientifically why.
From this conception it tells us what plan God has for man and how man must adapt himself to this plan.
Q: Is man lord of creation or a more evolved animal species?
Father Leclerc: At the simply phenomenological level man is the only one who can interact with his environment, changing the environment according to his wishes, and is not obliged to adapt himself to the external changes of the environment.
An example: Man produced the book on the origin of species 150 years ago. No animal has ever been seen to reflect on the origin of living beings. 
Synod: Interview with Cardinal George Pell 

http://ncronline.org/node/12175 EXTRACT
October 10, 2008

So the challenge is to present the Bible as fundamental without being fundamentalists?

I’d agree with that. We are committed to fundamentals, but we’re not fundamentalists. 
One of the easier areas to delineate is the scientific competence of the Bible, such as evolution … whether, and to what extent, the Bible is talking in a scientific language in any sense at all.

So we can affirm the creation accounts in the Bible as ‘true’ without ending up in creationism?

It depends on what you mean by ‘creationism,’ but yes, basically, that’s right. We’re not obliged to believe that the world was created in seven days. Obviously, we’re not compelled to accept the cosmology of the Book of Genesis...
Synod: Interview with Cardinal Daniel DiNardo 
http://ncronline.org/node/12186 

By John L. Allen, Jr. October 12, 2008 

When someone in the Bible Belt asks you what the Catholic Church thinks about creationism, what do you say?

I actually don’t know that anyone’s ever asked me, but if someone did, what I would say is that the Bible tells us the ‘why’ of things. The importance of the Book of Genesis is on the ordered character of God’s creation. For the rest, the Catholic Church is receptive to the role of reason, and reason tells us ‘how’ things go. To us, the ‘why’ is more important, and that’s what religion answers. 
Of course, there are some people, whether in the state of Texas or outside, who want to use the creationism question to attack the notion that God has any role or any agency in the world at all. That’s not true with all people who argue for evolution, but it’s true of some of them. You have to realize that in Texas, those would be fighting words among the politicians.

There are some Catholics in the United States who are very attracted to the idea of ‘intelligent design.’ What do you make of that?

If ‘intelligent design’ is used as a philosophical argument to talk about the foundations of how we understand science, I have no problem with it. Some people are using it as a scientific explanation per se, but it’s really not. It’s a philosophical explanation trying to show the presuppositions by which we can talk about divine purpose or providence in the world. I think that’s great, that’s very important.

The problem I see on both sides –both with some of those who are pushing the evolution agenda and with intelligent design – is that they’re really arguing philosophy, they’re not arguing science. 

Of course, the intelligent design people understand themselves to be making a scientific argument. They contend that you can’t explain the transition from simple to complex species in terms of a linear progression driven by random mutation and natural selection, that there’s an ‘irreducible complexity’ to life that requires the hypothesis of a designer.

Some of that is probably true, though I don’t know that it necessarily leads to intelligent design. Of course, you can take an alternative explanation [to evolution]. You could use Aristotle’s notion of substantial forms that are just always around, for example, and explain the results that way, which wouldn’t necessarily give you a theory of design.

I think we have to be careful in our public schools that when people are teaching evolution, they’re not teaching metaphysical evolution, but rather methodological evolution, which is okay.

Is the bottom line that when we teach Genesis we should focus on the theological content, and leave the mechanics of the science alone?

As I recall when I took my exam here on the Pentateuch, a professor asked me if I’d ever read Bertolt Brecht’s play ‘Galileo.’ I had read it in high school. In the Book of Genesis, at its time, what would be known as any kind of cosmology and science is at home in theology. That is to say, the Book of Genesis is trying to indicate to us that there is order in creation. Science obviously becomes more sophisticated about the manner of the order of creation, and how we would discover it. The notion of order is an important issue, which to my mind isn’t purely theological.

So you would say there’s a kind of natural theology implicit in Genesis?

There is, but today we’re fighting certain aspects of science we really shouldn’t be fighting. Let the scientists fight out some of the methodological battles they have over some of these things. In the state of Texas, this whole thing is also played out on the political level.

The broader issue the debate over creationism raises is what it means to call scripture ‘inerrant.’ Cardinal George has suggested that perhaps the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith might want to put out some kind of document on inerrancy. What do you think of that?

The way [inerrancy] is phrased in the English translation of our Instrumentum Laboris makes the issue, to my mind, a little more clear-cut than it is. Inerrancy affects every word of scripture. We have to ask, what’s the inerrancy for? Of course, it’s for our salvation. But that itself is a bigger issue than purely conceptual terms about how we are saved.

The Second Vatican Council phrased Dei Verbum carefully, and left the question partially difficult. Should the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith issue something? It could be helpful. Do we need further theological analysis before they even speak on it? Maybe. I’d be one willing to wait, though there are people who think we should make something much clearer right now. I remember before coming to the synod I got a lot of letters, and many of them dealt with this point. It has not emerged in the synod, however, as a major issue.

Co-Discoverer of Natural Selection Believed in "Overruling Intelligence" Guiding Evolution: New Book

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/co-discoverer-of-natural-selection-believed-in-overruling-intelligence-guid 
By Hilary White, June 30, 2009
The life work of Alfred Russel Wallace, a contemporary of Charles Darwin and the unsung scientist who "co-discovered" evolution, suggests that there is no necessary conflict between the theory and religious belief in a divine intelligence, a new book has said. In fact, the book proposes, it was Wallace's lifetime of objective investigations that led him in the end to a belief in an "overruling intelligence" guiding the development of life, a belief similar to that of contemporary supporters of Intelligent Design theory.

Michael A. Flannery, author of the book "Alfred Russel Wallace's Theory of Intelligent Evolution: How Wallace's World of Life Challenged Darwinism," points to the history of the evolutionary theory to demonstrate that Darwin's materialistic ideas excluding the possibility of a divine intelligence, were already well entrenched in his mind long before the publication of his book "On the Origin of Species."

Flannery said that his book is an effort to "recast" the current dispute between materialist Darwinians and Intelligent Design proponents by examining the history of evolutionary theory. He holds that the "science" versus "creationism" conflict are "popular caricatures" that are "unhistorical and inaccurate."

He points to Wallace, a naturalist, anthropologist and biologist, who had independently developed a theory of natural selection when Darwin published his book. The two parted company in a dispute over the role of natural selection in the development of human intelligence. 
After years of research into this question, Wallace came to the conclusion that the processes of natural selection were guided by a higher intelligence, whereas Darwin held to the concept of "randomness" in evolution. The difference, Flannery says, is one of metaphysics, which, for Darwin, was already a settled question. 

Writing in Forbes magazine, Flannery explained, "Darwin's own theory could hardly be called objectively scientific. Early influences on Darwin's youth established his predisposition to materialism and a dogmatic methodological naturalism long before his voyage on the Beagle." 

"In short, Darwin's metaphysic compelled his science. Wallace, on the other hand, was a tireless investigator who increasingly discerned design in nature. Unlike Darwin, Wallace's science compelled his metaphysics." 

To buy "Alfred Russel Wallace's Theory of Intelligent Evolution" go here.
California Science Museum Faces Lawsuit for Refusing IMAX Theatre for Intelligent Design Documentary

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/california-science-museum-faces-lawsuit-for-refusing-imax-theatre-for-intel
Los Angeles, November 24, 2009 
American Freedom Alliance (AFA), a non-profit group, has filed a lawsuit in Los Angeles against a popular science museum for cancelling an event exploring the topic of Intelligent Design. The group says its free speech rights were violated when the California Science Center (CSC) abruptly reversed a decision to allow the showing of a pro-Intelligent Design documentary at the museum's IMAX Theater. The program was also scheduled to screen a pro-evolution film, but, the lawsuit alleges, museum officials were fearful of having Intelligent Design discussed in any context. 

The lawsuit is believed to be the first since the 2005 case of Kitzmiller v. Dover to consider the public's right to learn about Intelligent Design. While that case focused on whether a public school violated the First Amendment "No Establishment Clause" by instructing students about the theory, AFA's lawsuit alleges that the museum violated its First Amendment rights by caving in to demands within the scientific and academic communities to deny Intelligent Design a public forum for discussion. 

"The Center is a public institution and our event was planned as a debate with both sides of the controversy represented," said Avi Davis, AFA's president. "It is Orwellian when a public institution tries to suppress particular ideas it deems unsavory. It can be likened to a public library removing certain books from its shelves because the librarian disagrees with the viewpoints expressed in them." 

The museum was selected for the event because one of the two films scheduled to be shown required a 3D IMAX projection system. The pro-evolution film, "We Are Born of the Stars," was meant to provide balance to a discussion about life's origin. The other film, "Darwin's Dilemma: The Mystery of the Cambrian Fossil Record," argues against evolution by questioning the absence of any fossil record predating the Cambrian period. When the screening was cancelled, the AFA scrambled to find an alternative venue and was forced to cancel the screening of "We are Born of Stars" in the 3D IMAX format. 

The lawsuit alleges that CSC officials conspired to drop the event because they did not want the museum to be viewed as legitimizing Intelligent Design as a scientific theory. It alleges that the museum's CEO/President, Jeffrey Rudolph, was pressured to cancel the event by colleagues at the Smithsonian Institution, the University of Southern California, the Huntington Library and elsewhere. The complaint further alleges that because the CSC is a state agency, it violated AFA's First Amendment right of free speech by attempting to suppress legitimate discussion of the controversial topic. 

"Certain museum officials and their cronies in academia and throughout the scientific community are part of a subtle but effective movement to marginalize a scientific theory that challenges their world view," said AFA's attorney, William J. Becker, Jr., of The Becker Law Firm in Los Angeles. "The public should be allowed to make up its own mind whether Intelligent Design has any merit. Any time public officials stand in the way of legitimate debate, they reveal their hostility toward intellectual freedom, which the Constitution is designed to safeguard." 

The screening was scheduled to kick-off "The Darwin Debates: A Forum for Dialogue," a series of non-partisan events in Los Angeles sponsored by AFA exploring the competing theories for life's origin, Darwinian evolutionary theory and Intelligent Design theory. The series includes a debate scheduled for November 30 at the Saban Theater in Beverly Hills and continues AFA's goal of providing education and advocacy on topics touching freedom of speech and the defense of Western Values through conferences, film screenings and discussion events. 

This year marks the 150th Anniversary of the publication of Charles Darwin's "On the Origin of the Species," which argues that man has evolved from lower animal forms. Intelligent Design is controversial, because it rejects "Darwinism" and proposes certain features of the universe and of living things are best explained by an intelligent cause, not an undirected process such as natural selection. 

The Big Bang, Religion and Science 

http://www.heraldmalaysia.com/news/storydetails.php/The-Big-Bang,-Religion-and-Science/3252-9-1 

By Anil Netto, November 12, 2009
One of the biggest debates in the United States is the rift between those who believe the world was created in seven days and those who believe it was created over billions of years.
This tension between religion and science is not something new. It has been ongoing for centuries.
In a sense, both religion and science share some common ground. Both are concerned about seeking the truth. Science asks how it happened or how it works while religion asks why it happened.
The strongest tension between religion and science occurred when scientists and astronomers showed that the earth was not the centre of the universe and the planets actually revolve around the sun. Some felt that this challenged the notion of earth and human beings being the centre of God’s Creation.
I watched a fascinating documentary last weekend about the origins of the universe and the scientific quest to understand how it took place. It showed how this quest took place over centuries from the time of Aristotle and Ptolemy. What was fascinating was that although the Church was uneasy with some of the challenging scientific work, Catholics were among those in the forefront of pioneering a deeper understanding of the origins of the universe.
Among the illustrious astronomers and physicists who developed the scientific knowledge were Catholics such as Nicolaus Copernicus (1473-1543), Galileo Galilei (1564-1642) and Monsignor Georges Lemaître (1894-1966).
Copernicus, a mathematician, physician and Catholic canon among other things, was the first astronomer to formulate a cosmology which displaced the earth from the centre of the universe. His book, On the Revolutions of the Celestial Orbs, published just before his death is regarded as the starting point of modern astronomy and ushered in the scientific revolution. His heliocentric model put the sun at the centre of the universe.
Galileo, a devout Catholic, championed Copernicus’ theory of a sun-centred universe at a time when many of his contemporaries still held that the earth was the centre of the universe. For that, he had to pay a heavy price for his beliefs though some assert that his problems with the church arose when he entered into the realm of theology and scriptural interpretation. He was condemned by the Holy Office as “violently suspected of heresy”.
Having improved the telescope and studied the planets and sunspots, Galileo is regarded as the father of modern observational astronomy, the father of modern physics and even the father of modern science.
In issuing an apology for the church’s condemnation of Galileo in 1992, Pope John Paul II was trying to heal the split between religion and science. The pope made it clear that Galileo’s freedom of scientific inquiry was violated by the church authorities of his time.
Other geniuses such as Isaac Newton and Einstein made great strides in discovering the laws of the universe. But despite Einstein’s brilliance in formulating the theory of relativity, he believed in a static, eternal and unchanging universe. It was left to the lesser known Catholic priest, Lemaitre, a Belgian professor of physics and astronomer at the Catholic University of Leuven, to develop “the hypothesis of the primeval atom”, better known as the Big Bang theory of the origin of the universe.
Today, the Big Bang theory, as it is now understood, holds that the Universe was created from a single primeval atom containing a fusion of pure energy from gravity, electromagnetics, strong nuclear forces and weak nuclear forces. The atom exploded creating the universe, gravity was separated from the other three forces, and until today, the universe is still expanding and growing.
I spoke to a Buddhist friend about this and I was told that Buddhism holds that everything is in a state of flux.
It took centuries for science to figure out the origins and laws of the universe, and how it works, with each astronomer or mathematician uncovering one or more layers of the truth, until a bigger and bigger picture was revealed.
Although the universe developed over different phases lasting billions of years, resulting in the creation of the planets and life on earth, this does not mean it is incompatible with the story of Genesis.
Scripture uses everyday language to communicate larger truths about the world and why we are here.
What about the seven-day version of Creation in Genesis? This should be read in the context of 2 Peter Chapter 3:8 “But there is one thing, my dear friends, that you must never forget: that with the Lord, a day is like a thousand years, and a thousand years are like a day.”
It was St Augustine who wrote: “One does not read in the Gospel that the Lord said: I will send you the Paraclete who will teach you about the course of the sun and moon. For He willed to make them Christians, not mathematicians.”
All the same, it is interesting to note that in 1215, the Fourth Lateran Council taught that the universe had a beginning in time, something that even Einstein could not acknowledge.
What the Big Bang theory from a single atom should tell us is that even though the earth may not be the centre of the universe, the universe itself had an origin from a single primeval atom. And in that sense, we are all interconnected, just as St Francis had sung, not only with one another but also with all that is in the universe, the sun, the moon, and the stars. We should be in awe that we are interconnected — we have the same origins — as everything else in the universe. And the earth and its creatures and human beings, so far as we can tell, is still a very special place, even unique in our known universe.
How exactly was this first atom created and where did the energy within it come from?
That is perhaps a matter for both faith and science to continue to contemplate.
"No creationism in science" worries Christian schools 
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/6802-quotno-creationism-in-science-quot-worries-christian-schools 

March 1, 2010
Christian schools are concerned that a South Australian board decision to stop the teaching of creationism as part of science lessons will trigger similar action nationwide. 
The chief executive of Christian Schools Australia, Stephen O'Doherty, said a statement by the South Australian Non-Government Schools Registration Board was too strident, removing the right to teach "biblical perspectives" as part of science, the Sydney Morning Herald reports. 

He said the policy set a precedent which might be taken up in other states, including NSW, where the issue had been the subject of intense debate two years ago 

Under policies published in December, the board said it required "teaching of science as an empirical discipline, focusing on inquiry, hypothesis, investigation, experimentation, observation and evidential analysis". 

The board said it "does not accept as satisfactory a science curriculum in a non-government school which is based on, espouses or reflects the literal interpretation of a religious text in its treatment of either creationism or intelligent design". 

The NSW Board of Studies has said science teaching which was not scientifically or evidence-based would not be part of assessment for the School Certificate or Higher School Certificate, the Herald reports. 

Mr. O'Doherty said the South Australian policy indicated it was banning teaching of the subject altogether. It was the only such subject singled out, he said. Taken literally, "it means you cannot mention the Bible in science classes", he is cited saying. 

A spokesman for the South Australian Non-Government Schools Registration Board is quoted saying there is no ban on teaching creationism: "It can be taught in religious studies". 

Full story: Christian schools angry over ban on teaching creationism (Sydney Morning Herald) 
SA independent schools seek legal advice on creationism ban 

http://cathnews.com/archives/cath-news-archive/6687-sa-independent-schools-seek-legal-advice-on-creationism-ban
March 15, 2010
South Australia's Association of Independent Schools is seeking legal advice on the banning of creationism or intelligent design in the science curriculum, saying it has concerns over government intrusion. 

"There was very strong support for concerns about the excessive intrusion of government regulatory bodies into matters relating to the underpinning faith or educational philosophy of schools," says State association executive director Gary Le Duff, according to the Adelaide Advertiser. 

Mr. Le Duff said an incident where a poster on creationism had been removed at a South Australian school had "galvanised schools across the spectrum because it was seen as intrusive". 

He said he was seeking legal advice about the board's power to restrict schools. 

We saw the actions around the poster as being excessive, we now question the authority of the registration board to prevent schools from incorporating particular aspects of their faith or educational belief." 

Full story: Creationism ban a test of faith for religious schools (Adelaide Advertiser) 

Religion prize for geneticist who was former priest 

http://cathnews.com/archives/cath-news-archive/6514-religion-prize-for-geneticist-who-was-former-priest  
By Francisco J. Ayala, April 12, 2010

An evolutionary geneticist, molecular biologist and former Dominican priest Francisco J. Ayala, who has written about evolution and refuted creationism, has won the 2010 Templeton Prize, one of the world's top religion prizes.

According to the Templeton Prize website, the award "honours a living person who has made an exceptional contribution to affirming life's spiritual dimension".

"I see religion and science as two of the pillars on which American society rests," Ayala told The Associated Press, saying the United States is one of the world's most religious countries. "We have these two pillars not talking, not seeing they can reinforce each other."

The former Dominican priest is adamant that science and religion do not contradict each other.

"If they are properly understood, they cannot be in contradiction because science and religion concern different matters, and each is essential to human understanding," he said in remarks prepared for the acceptance ceremony.

Ayala is a top professor of biological sciences at the University of California, Irvine. His pioneering genetic research led to revelations that could help develop cures for malaria and other diseases.

Ayala has long worked to foster dialogue between religion and science and said tension between the fields has subsided over time, the report added. He has said efforts to block religious intrusion into science equate with "the survival of rationality in this country." In 1981, he was an expert witness in a trial that helped overturn an Arkansas law mandating the teaching of creationism alongside evolution.

Full story: US geneticist wins $1.5 million religion prize 

Columban ecologist urges Creation Synod 

http://cathnews.com/archives/cath-news-archive/6550-columban-ecologist-urges-creation-synod
April 12, 2010
Outspoken Irish Columban ecologist Fr. Sean McDonagh has told a Sydney audience that a Synod on Creation is necessary if Church teaching on ecology is to grow out of its infancy. 
Father McDonagh was speaking last Saturday to a multi-faith audience at Santa Sabina College, Strathfield.

Columban E-News reports that he alluded to Pope Benedict XVI's 2010 New Year Message "If you want to cultivate peace, protect creation."
Father McDonagh welcomed the Pope's insistence that affluent lifestyles have an enormous negative impact on the planet. He also noted that the Pope has called for both intergenerational solidarity and for new relationships between developing and highly industrialized countries which carry a historical responsibility for environments problems. However he criticised church social doctrine that "fails to give any overall sense of the magnitude of the current ecological crisis." 
He suggested that it passes over the destruction of global biodiversity, or, in theological language, the irreversible destruction of God's creation. He lamented that current Church ecological analysis gives no sense of the urgency of this situation in spite of the Vatican delegation lending its support to the robust 40% reduction target at Copenhagen.
He said 'the fault lies in tending to ignore data-focused nature of ecology'. This often stems from Church misgivings about ideas which challenge the "hubris" of believing that humans are the only beings on earth that have intrinsic value.
"It is not clear to me whether the Pope is challenging the Darwinian understanding of evolution through natural selection?' Church coinage of such terms as "human ecology" seems at odds with what we know from various sciences," said Father McDonagh. However one of the three respondents to the lecture, recently appointed Chair of Catholic Earthcare Australia, Bishop Julian Porteous, called for prudence in accepting scientific data on such issues as climate change. 

Full story: Call for catholic synod on creation
Australia Bans Christian Schools from Teaching Creationism 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/australia-bans-christian-schools-from-teaching-creationism
By Thaddeus M. Baklinski, Adelaide, South Australia, March 4, 2010 
The South Australian Non-Government Schools Registration Board has published a new education policy that states it requires the ''teaching of science as an empirical discipline, focusing on inquiry, hypothesis, investigation, experimentation, observation and evidential analysis.'' It then goes on to state that it "does not accept as satisfactory a science curriculum in a non-government school which is based on, espouses or reflects the literal interpretation of a religious text in its treatment of either creationism or intelligent design.''

The policy effectively bans the teaching of creationism in South Australian Christian schools.

A spokesman for the South Australian Non-Government Schools Registration Board is quoted by the Sydney Morning Herald saying there is no ban on teaching creationism. "It can be taught in religious studies," said the spokesman. 

However, Stephen O’Doherty, the chief executive of Christian Schools Australia, said that he believes the intention of the South Australian policy was to ban the teaching of the biblical perspective on the nature of the universe altogether. It was the only such subject singled out, he said.

O'Doherty said the statement by the South Australian Board was too strident, the Herald reports. "Taken literally," he said, "it means you cannot mention the Bible in science classes."

Christian school administrators are concerned that the South Australian board decision to stop the teaching of creationism as part of science lessons will precipitate similar action across the country.

O'Doherty said the policy sets a precedent which might be taken up in other states, including New South Wales, where the issue had been the subject of intense debate two years ago.

The NSW Board of Studies said in a statement last year that science teaching which was not "scientifically or evidence-based" would not be counted as part of the course requirements for a high school graduation diploma: the School Certificate or Higher School Certificate.

New middle ground between creation and evolution 

http://www.cathnews.com/archives/cn-perspectives-archive/3960-new-middle-ground-between-creation-and-evolution 

April 23, 2011

In his recently published book on evolution Vs creationism, Conor Cunningham surveys the vast expanse of research in the field and skillfully argues against the reductive logics of evolutionists Richard Dawkins, Daniel Dennett, and their creationist opponents.

Cunningham's book Darwin's Pious Idea: Why the Ultra-Darwinists and Creationists Both Get it Wrong, takes in everything from evolutionary biology and psychology, to philosophy of mind, naturalism, and intelligent design.

The Co-Director of the Centre of Theology and Philosophy at the University of Nottingham in the UK, he engages with the evolutionists' scientific and philosophical claims, and recasts the science-versus-religion debate as one that only makes sense within a philosophical framework. 
In so doing, Cunningham demonstrates that the debate ultimately requires a theological framework of creation.

In Part I of this interview, Cunningham discussed Dennett's universal acid, naturalism, and the banishment of God. Here, in Part II, Cunningham considers memes, evolution, and the recapitulation of creation in the Sabbath.

Cunningham argues that many religious people balk at evolution or are repulsed by evolution because of the idea of common ancestry.
"In other words, because we share a more recent ancestor with the great apes than we do with other creatures. This, to them, seems a slight. Yet they quite happily go to church and talk about God becoming man. God can become man, but we fear to be related to animals!" - Eric Austin Lee

Full interview Ultra-Darwinism and Creation's Sabbath: An interview with Conor Cunningham, Part II 

Vatican Darwin conference to look at intelligent design
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/9463-vatican-darwin-conference-to-look-at-intelligent-design 
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=11687
February 9, 2009 
The Vatican says that an upcoming conference on evolution to mark the 150th anniversary of Charles Darwin's The Origin of Species will also include discussion on the theory of intelligent design as a cultural phenomenon. 

However, the conference will not deal with intelligent design as a scientific or theological issue, The Star-Tribune reports. 

Organizers of the March 3-7 conference had originally excluded proponents of creationism and intelligent design from the conference, the paper says. 

But at a press conference Tuesday, said they would include discussion of intelligent design, the view that life is too complex to have developed through evolution alone and that a higher power has had a hand in it. 

Vatican Information Service says the congress is being jointly organised by the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome and the University of Notre Dame in Indiana, USA, under the patronage of the Pontifical Council for Culture and as part of the STOQ Project (Science, Theology and the Ontological Quest).
Pontifical Council for Culture President Archbishop Gianfranco Ravasi noted the forthcoming congress responds to the need "to re-establish dialogue between science and faith, because neither of them can fully resolve the mystery of human beings and the universe."
Gregorian University Professor, Fr Marc Leclerc said the congress will be divided into nine sessions, focusing on "the essential facts upon which the theory of evolution rests, facts associated with palaeontology and molecular biology; ... the scientific study of the mechanisms of evolution, ... and what science has to say about the origin of human beings." Attention will also be given to "the great anthropological questions concerning evolution ... and the rational implications of the theory for the epistemological and metaphysical fields and for the philosophy of nature." 

Finally, he said, "there will be two theological sessions to study evolution from the point of view of Christian faith, on the basis of a correct exegesis of the biblical texts that mention the creation, and of the reception of the theory of evolution by the Church." 

Source: Vatican evolution conference to discuss intelligent design, but as cultural issue, not science (Star Tribune) 

             International conference on biological evolution (Vatican Information Service) 

Links: Intelligent design  (Wikipedia) 

          Intelligent design website 
Selected readers’ comments

1. I wonder if the scientists agree with the Archbishop's contention that science alone cannot resolve "...the mystery of human beings and the universe." Scientists, especially Darwinists, are a stubborn breed who do not like the thought of God entering "their patch".
Evolution is their supreme truth, and no one is in argument with them regarding evolution within species (intraspeciel). One just has to look at dog breeding or plant breeding.
However, interspeciel evolution (one species evolving into another) is highly contentious, with the evidence arguable and flawed; and abiogenesis (life evolving from inanimate matter) is no more than a philosophical hypothesis with no evidence whatsoever. 
Intelligent Design is another philosophical hypothesis which should be allowed to stand in competition with Evolution. One thinks of the two hypotheses for the origin of the universe - "Steady State" and "Big Bang". The former was preferred (but ultimately lost) because the latter seemed too close to the Genesis account of creation.
It is very probable that Intelligent Design is being discredited by Darwinists because it, too, points towards the "finger of God" having a part to play, rather than blind chance. -Joe
2. Joe, the vast majority of scientists are "Darwinists" in the sense that they agree with John Paul II that evolution is "much more than a hypothesis" but a compelling theory, which whilst like all scientific theories, remains open to revision, for all practical purposes should be treated as simply true. Only a relative few are "Darwinist" in the sense that they think that evolution proves atheism. (A misnomer since if Darwin himself renounced Christianity, (his writings are contradictory on this) it was for unrelated reasons. And the clear majority of scientists believe that God made the world and everything in it. -Ronk
3. 'Intelligent Design' cannot stand in competition with Evolution'.
Evolution is a matter of natural science. Natural science by very definition does not deal with the metaphysical. As in the existence of a 'God'. 
Intelligent Design is based on values. A value that believes man is too 'special' to have evolved from 'lower' forms.
As science is value free....Intelligent Design has nothing to do with science. 

I notice that the account says Intelligent Design will be discussed as a 'cultural phenomenon '. (Yes, one much supported by fundamentalists).
But not as a scientific or theological issue.
Does this mean they're going to discuss fundamentalism in a social science context?
I'd hope so.
There's not opposition between science & faith. They're two different things. Science deals with the natural world. Faith with metaphysics. They're not in opposition with each other. Except where factual information is denied in religion.
Some of the best acceptance of the different roles of science & religious faith, came from a recent conference which was attended by mainly atheistic scientists to discuss the relationship between the two.
At a previous such conference, it was dominated by Richard Dawkins. But this time, there was clear acceptance, by many speakers, that science does what it does (value freed) & religion does what it does, re the metaphysical & issues of morality.
And Intelligent Design has nothing to do with science. And even less, any 'explanation' of evolution. -Marie H
4. As an engineer I have marvelled most of my life about the unbelievable complexity of life and the support system on this earth. I have been involved in work that causes me to wonder how anything as complex as life could ever have achieved its current state, no matter how much time was available. I once built my children a playhouse. It took some real planning to get it right. I just cannot understand how a rational person could ever believe that trees could somehow convert themselves into finished boards and iron ore from the ground could become nails. Surely Darwin would be offended by someone saying a monkey could have produced his research if given enough time. I would like to follow in detail the conference proceedings. Can someone point me to a source? I'm a first time entrant into this site. -William Pasley
Darwin’s theory of evolution is accepted by many because they see it as a valid excuse to escape from believing in God. However, things are really looking bad when Darwin’s theory of evolution is taken as gospel (pardon the pun) in the Vatican. The integrity of those scientists and others who unquestionably accept Darwin’s hypothesis, is highly suspect, given that inter-species evolution has never been proved scientifically – and never will be. The missing links have never been found. 
What the Darwin believers fail to appreciate is that his theory assumes that life began at random in the form of simple cell structure. Why then should such a random process give rise to orderly development of higher order cell structures and such a wide variety of stable living species? Was so-called natural selection that intelligent? 
If the Darwin believers are so convinced that they are right, why do they go out of their way to stop intelligent design and creationism from being discussed? -Ray
5. This stress on Intelligent Design just shows how poorly science is taught in schools.
Intelligent Design has no marker of science. Science deals with the natural world. And that's where the processes of evolution are. But words like 'random' get taken out of that scientific context to be associated with how 'random' is used in everyday life. And value judgments applied.
Science is value free. Even Richard Dawkins says, rightly, science does not deal with matters of morality. I'd add....& neither with matters of the existence of God or not.
Those matters belong in the realm of metaphysics.
Even an atheist scientist at the conference I referred to previously, commented that his own belief in human rights had no basis in natural science. Which is why a number of such scientists acknowledge that matters of religion & faith & morals are not in their sphere for pontificating on.
Science, in general, & evolution, in particular, do what they do.....in describing the natural world. They do not automatically discount people's belief in a God or in a faith or in a system of morality. 
If science was taught well in schools....at least educated people would know that.
A good read: http://ncronline.org/NCR_Online/archives2/2005c/072905/072905h.php. -Marie H
6. Genesis 1:27, "So God made man in his own image".
Genesis 2:7, "And the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground."
Genesis 2:21-22, "And the Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon Adam …the Lord had taken from man, made he a woman, & brought her unto the man".
From the above verses, it is obvious that God created man/woman directly instead of transforming them from apes. -Jonathan CHM

Evolution and faith complementary: Cardinal Levada
http://cathnews.com/cathnews/9318-evolution-and-faith-complementary-cardinal-levada 

March 2, 2009 
Speaking outside a Vatican conference on Charles Darwin's Origin of Species, CDF head, Cardinal William Levada, has said there is a "wide spectrum of room" for belief in both the scientific basis for evolution and faith in God the creator. 

Newsday reports some of the world's top biologists, paleontologists and molecular geneticists joined theologians and philosophers for the five day seminar at the Pontifical Gregorian University marking the 150th anniversary of Darwin's "The Origin of Species." 

"We believe that however creation has come about and evolved, ultimately God is the creator of all things," he said on the sidelines of the conference. 
But while the Vatican did not exclude any area of science, it did reject as "absurd" the atheist notion of biologist and author Richard Dawkins and others that evolution proves there is no God, he said. 

"Of course we think that's absurd and not at all proven," Cardinal Levada said. "But other than that ... the Vatican has recognised that it doesn't stand in the way of scientific realities." 

ABC News reports the historical debate has been timed to coincide with the 150th anniversary of the publication of Darwin's The Origin of Species. 

Conference participant Jesuit Fr John McDade who is the principal of the University of London's Heythrop College and a lecturer in systematic theology says there are many ways science and religion are compatible. 

"What[ever] someone like Darwin or any other scientist comes up with that shows the complexity and the processes that work in the world, that is perfectly compatible with the Christian belief that the world is sustained by God," he said. 

"When Galileo was condemned in 1770, it was forbidden to teach Galilean theories in the area of astronomy and [the Church] observed that," he said. 

"It went on teaching Galileo's theories in the area of natural philosophy because in the end the evidence spoke for itself and religion was simply wrong in all those areas. 

"For religion to actually recognise the autonomy of science within its particular area is I think for the good of both disciplines." 

Source: Evolution and faith complementary: Cardinal Levada  

             Catholics, Darwinists seek common ground at Vatican 
Give to Darwin What Is Darwin's. But Creation is God's

http://chiesa.espresso.repubblica.it/articolo/1337445?eng=y
A major conference sponsored by the Vatican has assembled scientists, philosophers, and theologians of various tendencies. All of them said yes to evolution. But the intelligent structure of creation also has its defenders. Beginning with the book of Genesis by Sandro Magister
Rome, March 9, 2009 
Two hundred years after the birth of Charles Darwin, and one hundred fifty years since his most famous work, the pontifical council for culture headed by Archbishop Gianfranco Ravasi has sponsored a monumental international conference, entitled "Biological Evolution: Facts and Theories. A critical appraisal 150 years after 'The origin of species'."
The conference was held from March 3-7 in Rome, at the Pontifical Gregorian University. It was organized by this university together with the American University of Notre Dame.
The speakers were leading worldwide specialists in various disciplines, from biology to paleontology, from anthropology to philosophy to theology. A wide variety of positions were discussed. There were Catholic scholars, Protestants, Jews, agnostics, atheists.
Since Darwin, few scientific theories have been debated as bitterly as evolution, or have determined such a paradigm shift in the common interpretation of all of reality, including man.
In both the field of science and the view of the Catholic Church, creation and evolution are not necessarily incompatible. But on both sides, there are tendencies to erect theoretical constructs that are mutually exclusive.
In officially presenting the conference at the Vatican, Jesuit Fr. Marc Leclerc, professor of natural philosophy at the Gregorian, summed up the two opposing ideological tendencies as follows:
"The novelty of this paradigm prompted a number of Darwin's followers to go beyond the limits of science in order to set up some elements of his theory, or of the modern synthesis created during the twentieth century, as a 'Philosophia universalis', in the fitting words of then-cardinal Joseph Ratzinger, as the universal key for interpreting a reality in perpetual change.
"But too often, the adversaries of Darwinism have also followed this same path, confusing the scientific theory of evolution with the all-inclusive ideology that deformed it, in order to reject it entirely as being completely incompatible with a religious view of reality. This situation could explain the contemporary return of 'creationist' conceptions, or that which sometimes presents itself as an alternative theory, so-called 'intelligent design'. At this level, we are far from scientific discussions."
In effect, none of the speakers at the conference defended any of these ideological constructions. All of them were discussed and evaluated critically. The common intention was to employ the individual disciplines – scientific, philosophical, theological – with the specificity and richness of each one, for the benefit of all.
After five extremely intense days, with thirty-five presentations each given by a different specialist, it can be said that the objective seems to have been reached. Peace between creation and evolution now appears more solid.
A shining example of how the two views of the world can coexist and interact can be found in the following essay, published on the eve of the conference by "La Civiltà Cattolica," the journal of the Rome Jesuits published following review by the secretariat of the Vatican secretariat of state.
The author teaches at the Pontifical Gregorian University, which hosted the conference on Darwin. In his essay, he demonstrates how the biblical account of creation not only is not incompatible with modern rationality, but marks "an emancipation of scientific knowledge," by entrusting creation to the responsibility of man.
The following is an extract of the essay, published in issue number 3807 of "La Civiltà Cattolica," February 7, 2009:
"The origin of species." Genesis 1 and man's scientific vocation by Jean-Pierre Sonnet
When speaking about origins, the challenge for Christians in our time is that of living a dual citizenship: an intelligent fidelity to the teaching of Genesis 1, and an attentive openness to the proposals of scientific research. [...] Today, in any case, they must refine this twofold loyalty, at a time in which some enjoy pitting the notions of creation and evolution against each other, under the form of ideologies – creationism and evolutionism – that are mutually exclusive.
For the supporters of evolutionism, referring to the opening poem of Genesis means regressing into a form of obscurantism that is incompatible with the rationality of the modern age. In this essay, we will seek to demonstrate that referring to the first chapters of Genesis does not at all imply a surrender of the intelligence. [...] A brilliant rationality permeates these texts, which are capable of speaking to every reasonable man, and in particular to the contemporary man of science. [...]
***
Genesis 1 could be subtitled "Process and Reality": the act of creation is divided into successive moments, in the sequence of a week. [...] Far from being an explosion of blind power, creation – according to the narrative poem of Genesis 1 – is an action that takes place progressively, in an ordered sequence that reveals a plan.
The progression – as Paul Beauchamp has demonstrated in his essay "Création et séparation" is above all that of successive separations, expressed at first with the verbal root "badal": "And God separated the light from the darkness" (1:4; cf. 1:6, 7, 14, 18). Beginning with the third day, once the macroelements of the cosmos have been put in place, the verb of separation does not appear anymore (except in 1:14, 18, regarding the "great lights"). It is replaced with another expression: "according to its kind." This formula, which is repeated ten times, is applied first to the plant species (1:11-12), and then to the animal species (1:21, 24-25). From the beginning, God drives away formlessness and indeterminateness, gradually constituting a differentiated world.
In their sequence, the days of creation amplify the succession already connected to speech. From the first day the divine acts, as immediate as they are, are manifested in a discursive manner. [...] Succession is without a doubt a law of language, and of narrative discourse in particular, which can only say things one after another. In a reflection of theological "realism," the account of Genesis 1 takes care to refer this succession back to the divine freedom itself. [...]
Following the divine initiatives step by step, the narrator takes pains to accentuate what is fixed and finalized about the divine plan. The act of creation, in its sequence, is not a random process or an extravagant dispersion of energy. The divine act – the narrator asserts – unfolds between "beginning" (1:1) and "completion" (see the verb "finished" in 2:1), and in a series ("first day," "second day," etc.) which appears gradually in its completeness, that of six days plus one. Finally, at the end of the account we discover that God brings to fulfillment precisely that which he had begun to create at the beginning, "the heavens and the earth" (2:1; cf. 1:1). In other words, the process is part of an intelligent plan, which governs each of its phases.
The divine dominion in Genesis 1 paradoxically has its most beautiful demonstration in the pauses that mark the sequence of creation. In fact, God adds to his creative initiatives a moment of pause and admiration: "God saw that the light was good" (1:4). [...] In each of these pauses, God reveals that he is not in any way the slave of his own power; instead, this is ultimately the expression of his freedom, as is shown on the seventh day, when God "rested . . . from all the work that he had done" ("wayysbot," from the root "sabat") and consecrated an entire day to this rest (2:2). Instead of occupying the seventh day of the series with "exhausting" his creative power and filling the entire world, the biblical God puts a limit on his act of creation, "dominating his dominion," to echo the words of Solomon: "But though you are master of might, you judge with clemency" (Wisdom 12:18). In this rest, God establishes his refraining from filling everything, and, at the same time, his desire to make room for autonomy in the universe, in particular for humanity. [...]
Finally, this process, in its arrangement, reveals the finality underlying it: the progressively constituted elements trace out a curve that goes from "good" in verse 4 to "very good" in verse 31. The axis of speech is that which best reveals this curve of created space. If from the beginning of the creation of light God speaks, and if he speaks of all the elements he creates – "Let there be light . . . Let the waters be gathered . . . Let there be lights in the firmament . . ." – he speaks in the second person only to the living, beginning on the fifth day: "Be fertile, multiply, and fill the water of the seas . . ." (v. 22). Until then, the creatures had not been addressed, but at the most had received orders in the third person. From this moment, God speaks of living creatures, capable of understanding him.
But it is on the sixth day, with the creation of man, that the missing grammatical person – the first person – makes its appearance on the lips of God. First, in the plural: "Let us make man" (v. 26) and then in the singular: "I give you every seed-bearing plant all over the earth and every tree that has seed-bearing fruit on it to be your food" (v. 29). And it is with the appearance of the human couple that the divine word is addressed to an explicit interlocutor: "God said to them" (v. 28). God addresses himself – and in the first person – to the being who will also be a being of language, "the being in his image," destined for gentle mastery of the word.
The sequence was therefore, in every one of its parts, ordered to its end. And the narrative form, in particular in its way of representing the variations in the divine word, was the effective vehicle for this purpose.
***
Genesis 1 could also be subtitled "The origin of species," because of the close connection between the divine plan and the diversity of species. Of course, this is not a matter of the evolution of species. If Genesis 1 evokes a process, this is to be sought in the sequence of days, during which God creates the plant species, the animal species of the water, the air, and the dry land. The various life forms are respected (water, firmament, earth), but the divine intervention is not addressed to "classes" of animals, but instead goes directly to particular species: the plants and animals appear all "according to their kinds" (vv. 11-12, 21, 24-25). And these species appear "as they are," meaning as man sees them beginning in verse 28. The flora and fauna consecrated by God in their goodness are the ones that accompany the human family in its destiny. 
[...]
If the species are brought into existence individually by the immediate intervention of God, they are also created in autonomy. The plant species sprout according to their principle of reproduction: "Let the earth bring forth vegetation: every kind of plant that bears seed and every kind of fruit tree on earth that bears fruit with its seed in it" (1:11). As for the representatives of the animal species, these are told to "be fruitful and multiply" (1:22). If heteronomy is present at every moment of the narrative poem of Genesis 1 – because the creatures have their secret in this Other who brings them into being – the autonomy of the species over the passing of time is also demonstrated: God creates living beings and entrusts them to their reproductive autonomy, to that which will make them "the same" from age to age.
There is another text in the Pentateuch, chapter 11 of Leviticus, in which the topic of the "discourse on species" in Genesis 1 becomes fully evident. [...] The treatise on clean and unclean animals in Leviticus 11 constitutes, in fact, a sophisticated implementation of the elements and distinctions introduced in Genesis 1. New light was brought to Leviticus 11 with the work of Mary Douglas, an English anthropologist, who in 1966 published "Purity and Danger." Already in 1962, Claude Lévi-Strauss, in his "La Pensée sauvage," had [...] demonstrated through the analysis of various myths and their structure that the primitive thought called "savage" was instead guided by a rigorous logic of classification. In "Purity and Danger," Douglas demonstrates that Leviticus 11 perfectly illustrates this logic. [...] God has declared the goodness of all creatures, including the sea monsters, consecrating their division according to species (Genesis 1:21-25). Why, then, does Leviticus 11 introduce supplementary distinctions between clean and unclean animals? The differences introduced in Leviticus 11 apply only to the people that has been "distinguished": these are practical in nature, and refer to the dietary regime of the Israelites and to their sacrificial practice; they concern a people called to enter into the sanctity of God – and therefore into his "difference" – by entering into a world more rich in distinctions. One passage from Leviticus sums up this singular vocation: "I, the Lord, your God, have set you apart from the other nations. You, too, must set apart, then, the clean animals from the unclean, and the clean birds from the unclean, so that you may not be contaminated with the uncleanness of any beast or bird or of any swarming creature in the land that I have set apart for you. To me, therefore, you shall be sacred; for I, the Lord, am sacred, I, who have set you apart from the other nations to be my own" (20:24-26). [...] Together with the other distinctions introduced by Leviticus, the distinction of clean and unclean animals is among those that put the children of Israel on the side of [...] a more attentive respect, in others and in themselves, for the first gift from God, which is this life. Once again, the biblical vision does not at all support an irrational religiosity, but reveals itself as connected to an intelligent articulation of the world, respectful of the distinctions within reality and of the finality indicated by these.
***
Genesis 1 could, finally, have the subtitle that Karl Popper gave to his last work: "Questions concerning the understanding of nature." Adam extends the creative work of the separation of species. In doing this, he exercises, in the image of God, the "gentle mastery" of the world that is entrusted to him (1:28).
A text in the book of Kings also asserts that in this he exercises a royal, and, so to speak, a "scientific" function. The praise of Solomon's wisdom ends with these verses: "Solomon surpassed all the Cedemites and all the Egyptians in wisdom. [...] Solomon also uttered three thousand proverbs, and his songs numbered a thousand and five. He discussed plants, from the cedar on Lebanon to the hyssop growing out of the wall, and he spoke about beasts, birds, reptiles, and fishes" (1 Kings 5:10-13). In the garden-state that is Judah and Israel (cf. 1 Kings 5:5), Solomon, full of the wisdom that he has received, extends the work of Adam, who "gave names to all the cattle, all the birds of the air, and all the wild animals" (Genesis 2:20), and also initiates the governance of the world with language.
Following Herder and Heidegger, there has been no lack of interpretations that have seen in the naming of the animals by Adam man's poetic vocation, that of "inhabiting this earth poetically" (Hölderlin). To tell the truth, the cultural background of the twofold scene (in Genesis 2 and in 1 Kings 5) invites looking at Adam and Solomon as representatives of both poets and men of science. Solomon's encyclopedic wisdom in the passage cited from 1 Kings 5:12-13 is close, in fact, to the classification and "science of lists" among the inhabitants of Mesopotamia, from which the inventories of the book of Proverbs and the biblical legal codices are also derived. René Labat writes about this "science of lists" developed between the Tigris and the Euphrates: "Although it was not intended for universal use, in practice it was extended to all areas of knowledge: to the natural sciences in the lists of minerals, plants, and animals; to the technical sciences in the lists of tools, garments, buildings, foods, and drinks; to the science of the universe in the lists of gods, stars, countries or districts, rivers, and mountains; and finally, to the human sciences in the lists of physical features, parts of the body, occupations, and social classes."
This classification of natural phenomena is especially organized on the basis of their names. In the Bible, there is an echo of the creative activity of God who creates things by giving them names. "Solomon's zoological and botanical circle of knowledge is another garden of Adam," writes Paul Beauchamp. Adam and Solomon both attest – one at the beginning and the other in historical "modernity" – to man's vocation of inhabiting "scientifically" the earth that God has entrusted to him.
In his nomenclature, Labat mentions the elaboration of the "lists of the gods." But this is not a task for biblical man, whose one God has revealed himself as irreducible to the phenomena of the world. In fact, it must be stressed how biblical monotheism transformed the relationship of man's "knowledge" with the world around him: in the biblical world, the "science of lists" has a new meaning. The polytheistic religions of the ancient Near East – Egyptian, Mesopotamian, Canaanite – [...] were strictly connected to cosmic elements: the sky, the rain, the constellations, the air, the wind, the rivers. This is no longer thinkable in the biblical context: if God penetrates with his attention and care the world he has created, even in its most inaccessible parts (cf. Job 38-39), he is nonetheless "separate" in his absolute transcendence (cf. Isaiah 40:25; 46:5; 66:1-2).

The religious societies of the ancient Near East are further characterized by a dark undercurrent ruled by demons and malevolent forces. Biblical thought noticeably altered this situation. [...] Liberated from divine and demonic immanences, the earth is given over entirely to biblical man: "The heavens belong to the Lord, but the earth he has given to the sons of men" (Psalm 115:16). It is given to him in its full extension, sky, sea, and land, as Psalm 8 says, with the duty of inquiry that stems from this: "The glory of kings is to search things out" (Proverbs 25:2). This royal task of biblical man receives its most "modern," almost secularized form in the research of Solomon, as presented in the book of Ecclesiastes: "I applied my mind to search and investigate in wisdom all things that are done under the sun" (1:13). This undertaking is certainly far from the modern sciences: in order to become operational, these would have to pass across other thresholds of rationality, beginning with that of Greek philosophy. It is nonetheless true that the biblical idea of the handing over of creation to the knowledge and power of man constitutes one of the conditions of the emancipation of scientific knowledge.
***
Genesis 1 is, therefore, in its own way, a manifesto on the intelligibility of the world. [...] This chapter and the ones that follow in Genesis do not at all assert a form of competition between divine science and that of man. Man's access to the knowledge of language is not a prerogative taken away from the divinity, like a Promethean fire, in spite of the false promises of the serpent in Genesis 3:1-5. Man's "scientific" vocation is, instead, enunciated in the moments of God's presence to man, whether it is a discourse addressed to Adam by God in Genesis 1, or God's closeness to man in the garden in Genesis 2, or the mystical experience in 1 Kings 3, where Solomon asks God for wisdom, which in particular would take the form of his governance of the world through speech. This knowledge is not immune from deviations, but it proceeds above all from "being in the image," like the royal task that God entrusted to Adam. Psalm 8 puts things in the proper perspective when it celebrates the mastery of God by celebrating that of man: "You have made him little less than a god, crowned him with glory and honor. You have given him rule over the works of your hands, put all things under his feet."
The journal in which the essay was published: La Civiltà Cattolica
The website of the conference, in Italian and English: Biological Evolution: Facts and Theories
Benedict XVI dedicated to "creation and evolution" the closed-door seminar that he held with his former students in Castel Gandolfo in September of 2006. On that occasion, www.chiesa published the following article-
Creation or Evolution? Here Is the View of the Church of Rome (11.8.2006) See page 27
The article reprints the famous article that Cardinal Christoph Schönborn dedicated to the topic in "The New York Times" on July 7, 2005, a commentary by Professor Fiorenzo Facchini (one of the speakers at the recent conference on Darwin) and a topical selection of magisterial Church documents on evolution.
Benedict XVI has revisited the topic since then, in particular in the annual speech to the Roman curia on December 22, 2008, in a passage highlighted in this other article from www.chiesa:
Faith By Numbers. When Ratzinger Puts on Galileo's Robes (9.1.2009)
Moreover, a book has been published containing the proceedings from the seminar in Castel Gandolfo in September of 2006, with essays by Christoph Schönborn, Peter Schuster, Robert Spaemann, Paul Erlich, and Sigfried Wiedenhofer. The book, entitled "Creazione ed evoluzione," was published in Italy by Edizioni Dehoniane in Bologna, and in Germany by Sankt Ulrich Verlag, in Augsburg.
Herbalism. Medicine or Mysticism? 

http://logosresourcepages.org/NewAge/herbalism.htm EXTRACT:
By Doug Ecklund R. Ph., Douge93@cs.com
The culmination of desire and effort is realized: “we are waking up to a whole new vision of reality. This awakening could be our next evolutionary step. A new science of humanity is emerging-The Science of Awakening-These newly established scientific paradigms come from the fields of quantum and post-quantum physics, from bio-electromagnetism/bio-physics, and from evolution itself. This scientific approach to the inner world is not simply intellectual. On this journey, in this exploration of consciousness, we are not asked to take on any new beliefs, although some will probably latch on, we may find our old beliefs drop away. We are in a metaphysical sleep, in which, we are dreaming that we are awake. Awakened, we see ourselves as luminous beings, and we simply radiate good vibrations to each other. Our radiance is life-affirmative and creative. The awakening of humans is an essential part of the evolutionary process. At this moment, many people are beginning to awaken. This quantum leap in consciousness is the culmination of three hundred and fifty thousand years of human evolution on the earth. A new humanity is trying to be born” (39). God has one response to all this pseudo-scientific “mumbo-jumbo”, and it is found in 1 Timothy 6:20: “O Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings, and oppositions of science falsely so called.”

… Evolution must be addressed at this juncture. This so-called science has been advanced to include a dangerous spiritual context and significance. The thinking of the individual is propelled from the evolutionary view of animals and man to embrace evolution on a spiritual plane where man realizes his deity. Evolutionary theory is intellectually bankrupt, and spiritually barren. Acceptance of evolution will foster occult thought.

Evolution broached and facilitated the occult atmosphere of Germany, where, according to author D Sklar: “Darwin’s Origin of Species, published in 1859, had widened the chasm between science and religion. H.P.B. (initials of occultist and organizer of The Theosophical Society- Madame Helena Petrovna Blavatsky) leaped across that chasm with a spiritual concept of evolution. 

Men could become divine, she said, by advancing in an evolutionary process, which was part of an elaborate cosmology affecting whole races.”(40) Hitler would carry this theme into his Third Reich: “The New Man, Hitler told Rauschning, would be a mutation, a different biological species. They would be the true aristocracy.”(40) Evolution spawned anti-Semitism in the Germanic culture: “Anti-Semitism, then, was the instinct -ive ‘wisdom’ of the Aryan race, which, as the ‘fittest,’ sought to survive.”(40) Instead of ushering in Hitler as messiah of a 1000-year millennium of utopian glory, what transpired was one of mankind’s darkest travesties: the holocaust.

We did not evolve from fish or apes, nor are we God, but were created in the image of God: “By the word of the LORD were the heavens made; and all the host of them by the breath of his mouth.” (Psalms 33:6) We are not products of evolution, but are created by the Word of God. By taking God at his word, we know that the world did not evolve, but was spoken into existence out of nothing: “so that things which are seen were not made of things which do appear” (Hebrews 11:3).
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Be reasonable when reading the Bible 

http://cathnews.com/archives/cath-news-archive/11294-feature-be-reasonable-when-reading-the-bible  
April 14, 2008

It can be reasonably easy to identify and take issue with the cruder fundamentalist approaches to Biblical text, especially if one is Catholic and less reliant on "the whole text, and nothing but the text", for answers to life’s questions. 
We can happily believe in a 15 billion year old universe and the theory of evolution, side by side with a sophisticated understanding of the Biblical legends of creation and the fall.  We don’t need to be literal: metaphors and myths can still state important truths about the world as it is.  But it is perhaps useful to remind ourselves that it is only in the last sixty years that Catholics have been officially allowed to read the first three chapters of Genesis as non-historical texts written by someone other than Moses.  It was only under John Paul II that Darwin’s theory of evolution received a green (rather than amber) light from a Pope. - Fr John Moffatt, Thinking Faith 

Click here for full article: http://www.thinkingfaith.org/articles/20080416_1.htm
Evolution, empty tomb, apologetics 

http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/EVEMAP.HTM  
By Arnold Lunn. This article was taken from the February 1995 issue of "This Rock".

The most important fact about materialism is its extreme silliness. The most important fact about the education which most Christian schools provide is that it not only fails to convince the pupils that there is an overwhelmingly strong case for Christianity, but fails as well to inculcate a genial and good-humored contempt for the absurd contradictions of materialism. No differences in belief are comparable in importance with those which separate theists from atheists. If the belief in God is rejected, almost surely materialism must be accepted, and, if materialism be true, then man has neither free will nor free reason. 

That great nineteenth-century scientist T. H. Huxley implied inescapably in a famous address that his audience would be foolish to attach any importance to anything he said: "The thoughts to which I am now giving utterance, and your thoughts regarding them, are expressions of molecular changes in the matter of life." So—doesn't it follow?—his thoughts and ours are totally uninfluenced by reason.

The beliefs which men profess have admittedly far less influence on their behavior than might be expected, but they have some influence. It is as irrational for a materialist to condemn Nazis for their inhuman cruelty as to condemn a volcano for erupting lava, and yet avowed materialists, such as Marxists, continue to use (and often try to monopolize) words which their philosophy has rendered meaningless, words like "ought," "liberty," "purpose," and "cruelty."

The decline of Christianity and the rise of materialism, which is now, acknowledged or unacknowledged, the dominant philosophy of our age, has coincided with a tragic decline of moral standards. This was pointed out in the BBC Reith Lectures of 1962, delivered by Dr. G. M. Carstairs, Professor of Psychological Medicine at Edinburgh University, and published under the title of <This Island Now>.

Dr. Carstairs, who describes himself as a Humanist and who is certainly not an orthodox Christian, showed that "there are nearly three times as many men in our prisons today as there were in 1938 . . . in 1961 no less than thirty-one percent of girls who married while in their teens were pregnant at the time of their wedding." His conclusion was that "popular morality is now a wasteland, littered with the debris of broken convictions. Concepts such as honor, or even honesty, have an old-fashioned sound, but nothing has taken their place."

For this collapse of standards Christians are at least partly responsible. "The Christian mind," Mr. Harry Blamires writes in his persuasive study, "has succumbed to the secular drift with a degree of weakness and nervelessness unmatched in Christian history. It is difficult to do justice in words to the complete loss of intellectual morale in the twentieth-century Church." And it is, of course, in our Christian schools that the counter-offensive must be planned.
The basic issue is the existence of God. The main problem is to arouse the pupil's interest. The normal pupil is far more interested in himself than in his Creator, and it is therefore essential to convince him that he is being invited to take an intelligent interest in the problems of his own nature. Is he of any ultimate significance, or is his life destined to end forever in the grave? If God is shown to be the key to this personal problem, it would indeed be unlikely as well as unintelligent for a student to be wholly uninterested in the evidence for God's existence.

The typical Christian educator's approach to the matter of evolution illustrates the problem. It would be rash to assume that even those pupils whose parents are practicing Christians are wholly uninfluenced by the illusion that all the arguments for the existence of a Creator have been undermined and rendered worthless by Darwinism. It is therefore important that no pupil should leave a Christian school as uninformed as ninety-nine atheists out of a hundred are about one of the major controversies in world history.

He must, to begin with, know enough to rebuke anybody ignorant enough to use the term "Darwinism" as an equivalent of "evolution," because the evolutionary theory was promulgated in more plausible forms by Charles Darwin's great predecessors, the Comte de Buffon, Jean Baptiste Lamarck, and Erasmus Darwin, and by many of his followers. A Christian teacher should avoid giving the impression that he is trying to force on his pupils any particular theory of the origin of species and must content himself with suggesting that they should examine for themselves the immense difficulties of any such theory.

In 1940 I was asked by a well-known publisher to act as editor for a debate consisting of an exchange of letters between an evolutionist, H. S. Shelton, and a special creationist, Douglas Dewar. In this book a long succession of famous scientists were quoted in the preface who, in effect, accepted evolution not for scientific reasons but, as it were, for theological reasons. One of them, Professor D. N. S. Watson, later informed a body of scientists at Cape Town that "evolution itself is accepted by zoologists not because it has been observed to occur or can be proven by logically coherent evidence to be true, but because the only alternative, special creation, is clearly incredible."

Supporting the other side, Dewar cited a volume of the authoritative <Encyclopedie Francaise>. To this volume Paul Lemoine, a former Director of the National Museum of Natural History at Paris, contributed a sensational essay entitled, "<Que Valent les Theories de l'Evolution?>"

Lemoine answered, in effect, that they were worth nothing. "The theories of evolution in which our student youth was cradled constitute a dogma which all the world continues to teach, but each in his own specialty, zoologist or botanist, comes to the conclusion that none of the available explanations is adequate.... The result of this summary is that the theory of evolution is impossible.... One must have the courage to say this so that future generations may direct their researches in another direction."

The really important issue, though, is not whether the origin of species can be explained by evolution, as is at least possible, but whether, <if> man has evolved from a primordial cell, the process can be explained by <purely> natural agencies. "Let us assume," the Christian should insist, "that evolution has taken place. Your difficulty, my dear atheist, is to provide any natural explanation for the major changes. How did the process begin? How, pray, did the first cell, accidentally generated, nourish and reproduce itself on a planet devoid, but for itself, of organic matter?

"The survival of the fittest explains neither why the process should have begun, since life has so little survival value compared with inorganic matter, nor the upward trend of evolution. The lower types, after all, are as well adapted to their environment as the higher types. Again, does Darwin's 'natural selection,' or survival of the fittest, begin to explain the origin of the sexual act or the origin of sexual pleasure? And does any theory of materialistic evolution explain the origin of aesthetic sense, our love of art or music or beautiful scenery?"

The fact is that the uncritical acceptance of a purely materialistic evolution provides depressing evidence of the influence of a widespread <will to disbelieve> in the supernatural. Why, one may ask, should the possibility that supernatural agencies have influenced the evolutionary process be so acutely distasteful to conventional scientists?

Why, because in science, as in other matters, only a minority have the courage to defy the tyranny of fashion. Moreover, Christians, no less than scientists, have allowed themselves to be intimidated by the conspiracy to represent anybody who is critical of a purely materialistic evolution as the equivalent of a flat-earther. This alone explains the wholly inadequate attention given to evolution in Christian apologetics.

I shall always be grateful to the University of Notre Dame for appointing me Assistant Professor of Apologetics. I began by setting my pupils, all of whom were alumni of Catholic schools, a short examination paper. The main question was: How would you defend the Resurrection in an argument with a skeptic? With one exception the answers were lamentable. The only member of my class whose answer was excellent said that he had had long discussions about the Resurrection with an Englishman, Mr. Christopher Hollis, who had been on the staff the previous year. "Mr. Hollis made it <interesting.>"

The problem of the empty tomb is, indeed, the most interesting detective story in all literature. It is one that has been studied with intensity by generations of scholars and with positive results which the conclusions of the most modern experts powerfully re-enforce. The environment and the text, the capabilities and the motives—above all the consequences—can be placed before students with increasing clarity and authority.

It is not in the least surprising that Mr. Hollis could make the problem of the empty tomb sound interesting. What is surprising is that any teacher could fail to interest a boy or girl of average intelligence in the attempt to explain how, on the strength of the empty tomb, these Galilean peasants, who were anything but heroic at Gethsemani, could have provoked a schism in their own church and within twenty years have left their mark on every town from Caesarea to Troas and within fifty years have begun to overturn the foundations of the entire Roman Empire.

The literary problems raised by the Gospels, which are probably second in interest only to those of the empty tomb, involve the historical reality of the miraculous. Are we dealing with fact or fiction, romance or reality? The great skeptical Bible scholars of the nineteenth century such as Strauss must be seen and met and conquered, and this work of apologetics is also rich and interesting for aroused students.

Further, if phenomena allegedly due to supernatural agencies had virtually ceased nineteen centuries ago with the Resurrection, the defense of Christianity would be complicated by a not unreasonable prejudice. It is therefore important to familiarize the pupils in a Christian apologetics course with contemporary evidence for paranormal phenomena. In a Catholic school some time should obviously be devoted to the better-attested miracles at Lourdes and elsewhere in the modern world.

In addition, Christians, Catholic and Protestant, have been slow to realize the relevance and importance of the results achieved by psychical research. I was an agnostic when I first began to investigate this subject. Thanks to my friendship with those eminent spiritualists Sir Oliver Lodge and Sir Arthur Conan Doyle, I attended many sittings with leading mediums and, although my experiences at these sittings and my own extensive study of psychical literature did not convert me to spiritualism, my prejudice against miracles was weakened. It is all but impossible for anybody who has made a serious study of the evidence to deny that extra-sensory perception in general, and telepathy in particular, have been proven beyond all reasonable doubt—and that materialism can offer no explanation.

I was glad for another reason to devote two or three hours to psychical research in my own courses of apologetics. I use that word under protest because there should be nothing "apologetic" about the statement of the case for Christianity. Many young people start, as I certainly did, with a certain prejudice against Christianity because they tend to think of it as propaganda for the Christian virtues and in particular for the virtue of chastity. But it is primarily for the priest in the pulpit and in the confessional to encourage the sinner to renew his efforts to practice the Christian code.

I think the teacher of apologetics will find it easier to arouse the real interest of his pupils if he makes it clear that he is solely concerned with the Christian creed and with the contribution which Christianity has made to the solution of the most fascinating of all problems-the real nature of man and his ultimate destiny. If the teacher makes it clear that he is willing to consider evidence from whatever source about these problems, he is in no danger of being regarded as a man briefed to defend a particular thesis. Psychical research may have contributed nothing of real value to the evidence of immortality, but it has at least helped expose the absurdity of materialism.

To become a competent apologist, a sound basis of study and research is essential, but it is as true of Christian apologetics as of boxing that the art cannot be mastered from books. Sooner or later you will have to get into the dialectical ring. I therefore arranged tea parties for my Notre Dame class every Sunday to which I invited not only Christians of other communions but also a Communist. This was some years before Vatican Council ecumenism. The Methodist minister who came to more than one of these parties said, "This is the first time that anybody from Notre Dame has taken the slightest interest in any of us Protestants in South Bend."

We did not convert the Communist, but our efforts were not wholly wasted. Shortly after I left Notre Dame one of my former students met him in a book shop. "You'll be surprised," said the Communist, "to see what I have just bought," and he showed him John Stoddard's book <Rebuilding a Lost Faith>. "You people did not convert me to Christianity, but you put one thing across. I could see it made you feel mighty good to be a Christian. A friend of mine, a Catholic, is losing his faith, and, as I guess he'll be unhappy without it, I've bought this book to help him keep it."

What can a teacher of apologetics reasonably hope to achieve? It is, of course, only the exceptional boy who will, in later life, become a dedicated apologist for Christianity, but the teacher will be unlucky if he cannot fire an occasional student with that ambition. One of my boys helped to convert twenty of his friends within four years of leaving Notre Dame. If one in a hundred of those who have received a Christian education could do as much, the whole position of Christianity in what is left of what were once Christian countries would be revolutionized.

My main ambition was to ensure that my pupils left Notre Dame serenely confident that there is a convincing reply to the strongest criticisms which can be brought against Christianity. It is in the schools that a beginning must be made to counteract the mood of defeatism which is infecting all the churches. In an increasingly secular society the Christian who wants to be "with it" is tempted to regard his religion as a purely private, if not secret, affair and to rationalize his reluctance to influence his non-Christian neighbors overtly by such formulas as, "Nobody is ever converted by argument, but only by example."

A Catholic member of the British Parliament recently informed us that for the educated Catholic, "apologetics and polemics are out." It is apparently a suitably educated thing to canvass for a political party, but uneducated to canvass for Christianity.

The hope of the future is a militant ecumenism, not the kind of pacifist ecumenism which consists in swapping pulpits and compliments in the catacombs, but an effective alliance to defend Christian beliefs and the Christian code against that concerted and so far successful attempt of secularists to impose their code and culture on countries which still retain some traces of Christian influence.

Arnold Lunn (1888-1974), a convert, was a famed apologist and author. This essay appeared in Triumph magazine in 1966 and is reprinted with the kind permission of that magazine's editor, L. Brent Bozell.

The Natural History Museum (and Darwin’s Theory of Evolution)
http://www.ewtn.com/library/ANSWERS/NHM.HTM 
By Catherine Dalzell. This essay first appeared in the Canadian Catholic Review, Oct 1993.
There are monsters above the second story windows of the Natural History Museum in London. I know because I sketched them myself, and I still have the drawings to prove it. There is something like a lion with the head of an eagle, and something that might be a bear or a dog with crests streaming out behind its skull where the ears ought to be. The two species alternate in stone on plinths above the veins of the second story windows. 

One might expect that a museum devoted to science would decorate its facade with strictly factual creatures; one might also expect the building to be of a streamlined and forward looking style. But the NHM is a fine example of Victorian Gothic and it blends fictitious and actual species as carelessly as if both belonged to the same realm. And all of this raises the question of what indeed the museum is trying to tell the visitors.

A museum is, of course, a human artifact, like a painting, a cathedral or a Renaissance town square. We tend to forget this, and it is usually the museum's intention that we should, just as the playwright wants you to forget the props and the theatre. You cross the threshold and find simply a collection; a collection perhaps of ancient pots, or works of art, or in this case, of old bones and stuffed animals. You forget the building, and the fact that a collection was in fact made. Certain things were chosen, others missed out, and the collection itself as displayed is a work of art. But in the case of the museum, the art in question stems from the Victorian idea that it is possible to view things objectively, and that a collection of natural objects can be innocent in the sense of being somehow humanly untouched. We enter the building, and find the truth.

So you can visit the museum in the spirit in which it was intended, and examine the displays as if these things simply happened to be there, and would be just the same if we saw them in the wild. Or you can stand back from the showcases and try to visit the museum itself, as something designed, with a point of view. And according to the second approach, it is no matter of indifference that there are monsters above the second story windows.

I keep returning to the monsters, because they were the first things I noticed during my visit last summer, and they seemed to follow me inside as images that set the mood for the rest. In fact, it was not hard to believe that there were also monsters inside, since the first thing you see as you enter, past the place where you pay, is a high vaulted chamber, like a Romanesque cathedral, and long what would be the nave, the skeleton of a dinosaur. It must be at least thirty feet long, perhaps more. The head is supported by wires and rears over the ticket counter, while the tail stretches almost to the far end of the hall and to the foot of the stars leading to the second floor mezzanine.

Clearly we are in a cathedral of some kind, and one so like the churches I was used to that I assumed I would know where the important things were to be found. For instance the wall above the entrance, the one you must turn around to see once you are inside, would contain a large window depicting the Last Judgement and the end of all things, were this as Medieval as it looks. I walked around the Mezzanine and up a further flight of stairs to find out. It turned out to contain the beginning of all things, or so it seemed. The back wall was covered by the cross section of a giant sequoia, one of the largest and oldest trees still found on Earth. This one was chopped down for the World's Fair in New York. It must have been around fifteen centuries old, as old as English history, and to illustrate this point, someone had applied labels to the rings of the tree signaling important events as they coincided with the life and growth of this one tree. The rings began with the introduction of Christianity by St. Augustine of Canterbury.

I turned from the wall and looked back down on the dinosaur skeleton. I found myself thinking of the world tree Yggdrasil of Norse mythology, whose roots descend to the worlds of the dead, the giants and of men. And I also thought of various myths of the origins, with their tales of monsters coming out of the formless deep, and of the battles between men and giants that subdued the chaos, however briefly. But as far as I know, the Norsemen do not record that Yggdrasil was ever chopped down and put on display. Beneath its roots, the Norns continue to tell the fate of gods and men.

But this must surely be a digression, since the origins of interest to the designers of the museum are of a more enlightened variety. The NHM is in fact largely devoted to Darwin's theory of evolution. There is an entire wing given to Darwin, the Beagle and the genetic theory that explains it all, and the Mezzanine has a special display on the ascent of man, which you must pass while ascending to the giant sequoia. And just as Darwin's theory describes the emergence of man from ape, and of ape from slime, the architect has allowed himself to let monkeys emerge from stone, and they ascend the vaulting of the main hall. They follow each other up the walls at a distance of roughly 10 feet each. I sketched a few of them as well.

But science or no, the origins explain the end, and it is no accident that the museum is designed like a cathedral. In speaking of the origins of life, and man's beginning, one inevitably speaks of the nature of things now, in the present, and of the goals one may hope for. As it happens, the NHM makes very modest claims for man, about as modest as they can get away with. Man is a tool maker, it seems. He succeeds because he can control his environment. This accounts for the fact the Yggdrasil is on display as a felled tree. It is a poignant moment; the tree is older than England. This single living thing grew onward unperturbed through fifteen centuries of violent history. And yet it fell to the lumberjack. One wonders who is really in control.

The origins of life cannot be treated with showcase objectivity. We are talking theology, and the museum knows it, but ducks the blow. At the entrance to the Darwin exhibit stands the following confused statement:

"Before Charles Darwin, most people believed that God created all living things in exactly the form that we see them today. This is the basis of the doctrine of Creation. Darwin's work gave strong support to the view that all living things have developed into the forms we see today by a process of gradual change over very long periods of time. This is what is meant by evolution. Many people find that the theory of evolution does not conflict with their religious beliefs."

This is the only mention of the conflict between Church and Evolution, and it is mentioned as if the conflict existed no more. It sounds like a formula of reassurance, rather in the way that the surgeon general's warning on a packet of cigarettes is a formula of disturbance. Studies show that belief in evolution is unlikely to prove hazardous to your faith.
But in my experience, the theory of evolution seems hazardous to every Christian who has ever thought about it. I am not thinking of the fundamentalists who feel that the authority of Scripture is under attack. Sophisticated Christians have always known that the style of Scripture was not that of an exact science, and should not be read in that way. The trouble comes with the worldview that the theory of evolution seems to bring with it.

The theory of evolution, as expounded by the NHM, claims that man's existence on earth can be explained solely through a process of chance mutation and natural selection. This same process has led to the emergence of complex organisms from the simplest living entities, and living beings themselves are thought to be capable of derivation from the inorganic world. The origins of the inorganic world are left to the physicists, who have apparently solved this problem. Whatever bearing this may have on the theories of actual biologists, this, or something like it, is what inhabits the mind of the typical recipient of public education, and it is the impression created by a visit to the museum. And it is this impression that is troublesome to Christians.

Essentially the theory shuts God out of the process of creation, and it does so in at least three different ways, all of them fatal to the Christian understanding. Firstly the theory purports to show that the universe could have caused itself, so that atheism is a scientifically tenable belief. Against this, the Church has always taught that the existence of God can be known from creation (see Rom. 1:19-20). And for a missionary religion it is disastrous to see atheism as a logically valid option. If the Church were a city at way, this would be equivalent to having the supply lines cut off.

Secondly, the theory claims that the origins of life are due to chance. Since rational beings do not act at random, then if life can be shown to have arisen by chance, then God either does not exist, or does not care. There is no Providence and, among other things, no sense to prayer. The enemy has air superiority.

The final blow, the total destruction of the city down to the last dog house, is the attack on the nature and dignity of man that is implied by reducing his origins to the apes. Nothing less than reason is at stake here, since the river does not flow higher than its source. If man comes solely from the apes, then he is an ape. The doctrine of the fall into sin is also threatened. People find it difficult to believe in a sudden, downward motion when their minds are focused on a gradual ascent.

That I take to be the substance of the danger to Christianity posed by Darwinism. But on closer examination the whole things turns out to be a smoke screen. The difficulties posed by Darwinism are either difficulties that have always existed, or should rather be considered as difficulties for the atheist.

Christianity is so often used against it? Well, it helps if you begin by falsifying the Christian position. Consider again the biologist's warning placed at the entrance to the hall of evolution. "Before Charles Darwin, most people believed that God created all living things in exactly the form that we see them today. This is the basis of the doctrine of Creation ..." In fact, it is nothing of the sort. The basis of the doctrine of Creation is "I believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Creator of Heaven and Earth, and of all things visible and invisible". That is the doctrine of creation, and it talks of things being created, not species. Spot and Fido are created, not generic dogginess. The notion of species, and the view that these remain unchanged comes from the Greeks. They believed this, along with everyone else, because everyday observation suggests it. To the extent that begins, like dogs, belong to species, one can say that God creates the species also, but one is not forced to go from the statement "God creates" to "God creates species that always endure and that cannot be altered".

There were atheists prior to Darwin, but they tended to believe that the world had always existed, and in much the form that it has today. It existed as it was, and under its own power. Against this view, the Christians introduced the belief in a sudden beginning to it all, and a catastrophic finish. But since evolutionary thinking was as alien to the Christian imagination in those days as to everyone else, they introduced as little change in their model as they could while retaining the meaning of Scripture. They let the world flash into existence, as described in Genesis, and promptly settle into its current physical state.

But pressures to evolutionary thinking are difficult to banish entirely from the Christian imagination. Nature can be left in its rut, but salvation history implies some alteration in the spiritual awareness of mankind. Almost a hundred years before Darwin set sail on the Beagle, Hegel began to consider the changes of consciousness in the Antique, Jewish and Christian worlds and was led to a theory of evolution within human history. And whatever one may think of Hegel's orthodoxy, Christianity was an inspiration to his thinking, which proceeded to influence a good deal of 19th century German thought, Christian and otherwise. The main elements of Darwinism are already present: significant and gradual change brought about by conflict between competing groups. The Communist Manifesto was written before The Origin of Species. Without the Christian understanding of history, it is doubtful if Darwin's theory would have been either conceived or accepted.

An eighteenth century atheist, like Voltaire, confronted by the theory of evolution would either have roared with laughter, or suffered a crisis of unbelief. It is not hard to see why. Change does not simply happen. Changes are caused by other things, so something must exist which does not change. The earlier atheist might comfort himself with the idea that what does not change are the species, or the laws of nature. The entire hullabaloo of birthing and dying nature could occur under the guidance of these unchanging forms. But what if even the species change, and the universe itself is altering its dimensions? It can only be that the One who remains fixed—Aristotle's unmoved mover perhaps—is not a part of the natural universe, which makes Him sound a lot like God.

But Aristotle's unmoved mover was not a very interesting person, from the human point of view, since he or it took no interest in the universe he moved. The unbelievers today have their own unmoved movers, usually in the guise of "the laws of nature", or mathematical theory. These abstractions are no God one would care to worship. 
And this brings me to the second difficulty raised by Darwinism, which is the element of chance. If the results are due to chance, then the God who is "out there" does not seem to have much interest or much control over what happened here. Such a God cannot be the God of Christian faith.

This argument turns largely upon what is meant by chance. We say that events occur by chance when we did not expect or intend them, which is not to say they were unintended by God. Chance of this kind exists, and is compatible with divine Providence, but there is another usage of the word, belonging to the mathematical theory of probability. Random or chance events are ones that can be described according to certain mathematical formulae taken from the theory of probability. When biologists talk about the random mutation of genes that causes variation in the species, they are talking about mathematical randomness. Up to a point, the theory of evolution can be described mathematically. One can model the progress of a favourable gene throughout a population, or the disappearance of another under natural selection, under various assumptions about the rate of mutation and so on.

The theory of probability first came about when the French mathematician Blaise Pascal was asked to solve a betting problem posed to him by a gambling friend, and the basic structures of probability theory were derived by considering the outcomes of games of chance. Now the whole point of a roulette wheel or of shuffling a deck of cards, is that you ensure by this mechanism that the outcomes, the card drawn or the number that comes up, is not predictable by the individual. And at the same time, you ensure that you will be able to predict the long-term odds. This is vital if the house wants to know how much to charge for a bet, and how large a return to give on the winnings. Dice and roulette wheels are human machines designed to produce outcomes that individually cannot be predicted, but that on average are very regular. You know that the likeliest outcome on the roll of two dice is a seven; you don't know what will come up next time you roll.

The argument then runs that if you can model evolution this way, then you are implying that God, if He exists, simply gave the world a good shuffle, and now sits back to watch the outcome—an outcome He cannot predict, any more than the croupier can predict the outcome of the roulette wheel. Christians wanting to save the doctrine of Providence then imagine the universe to be a crooked house, where God frequently blows on the wheel to get the result He wants, and that would be outside His control if He did not intervene.

I will leave it to the theologian to deal fully with the large number of anthropomorphic images contained in the previous paragraph. God does not intervene in His creation at some times, while remaining absent and unconcerned at others. I will also leave it to theology to explain how divine Providence is compatible with human free will and what we experience as chance occurrences. These difficulties have always existed in Christian thought, and Darwin adds nothing new. But the biologists are really not raising these problems, but rather are building a smoke screen from their use of mathematical models. And mathematical legerdemain is something I know something about, being a mathematician myself.

The power of mathematics lies in the fact that many practical situations can be modeled by a small number of models. So for instance I can use much the same mathematical structure to describe the outcomes of a pair of dice as I can to describe the different heights in a group of ten-year-old girls. But mathematics is not life, and I cannot assume that because the models are the same, the underlying causes are also the same. Throwing dice is a way of concealing the future, building a system where "anything can happen". But just because the numerical pattern of outcomes is similar to the pattern of heights among the children does not mean that the children are the result of the same sort of gambler's instinct. In fact each girl achieves her own height through quite serious ways: by growing according to her own nature and in response to her own environment. There is nothing chancy about it.

We do not like to think of ourselves as dice because dice do not fall where they do in accordance with their own natures. Left to themselves, they would lie on the table. The gambler arrives, throws them in the air, and the dice have nothing to say in the matter. But that is not the case with the growing children. Their growth is the outcome of their natures. No one, not even God, throws them in the air to see what will happen. Each child's growth comes from heredity and environment, all fine causes lying within the Providence of God. Similarly, even if the entire sweep of evolution could be described using probability theory—and we are a great distance indeed from anything that complete—this would still not make the universe a casino.

Shortly after Pascal discovered probability theory, Newton discovered the calculus, and used a different branch of mathematics to describe the motion of the planets. This very beautiful theory had the effect of making the universe look as rigid and predictable as a clock. God seemed to be shut out of His creation, and people wondered how miracles could occur. How could God violate the laws of nature and work a miracle? Now the biologists have used probability theory to build another theory of the universe, making it look like a vast roulette wheel. And again, one wonders how God can intervene, and whether He can be found in such a world. It seems that God has been expelled both from the deterministic world of the English scientist, and from the indeterminate world of the French gambler. In fact, He was never in either the one world or the other, since each is only a mathematical construct. There is no room for God in worlds of that kind, since these are not the world He has made. Mathematics is our creation, so you will find no evidence of God in it.

In fact God is easier to find by considering the French gamblers than by considering the mathematics they inspired, and that is precisely what Pascal did. He asked himself why men gamble in the first place, and his reply, that they do so because they are bored, led him to the existence of God.

Boredom is an interesting phenomenon. Monkeys do not seem to be bored, nor do they search about to divert themselves, either by gambling or by visiting natural history museums. If there were nothing more to be said about man than that he is descended of apes, we would not be bored. We would not be bored by our existence on Earth, and we would have no interest in any other. We would have no longing to know God, or any longing for anything beyond a determinate range of instinctual drives. Boredom, thought Pascal, is proof of the existence of God, and proof also of our dissimilarity to the beasts.
And this brings me to the third difficulty raised by the theory of evolution as usually understood: by seeming to derive man in a gradual and continuous fashion from the apes, it makes him no different from them, at least not where essentials are concerned. And since animals are clearly creatures of instinct, mired within their natural habitats, so must we be.

The argument seems as strong as a fortress, but it is an enchanted fortress and its walls will crumble as soon as we utter the magic password. The password is—boredom. Or it might be laughter, or anything you want it to be. We know that we are different from the apes, and from every other creature on this planet because our behaviour is different. We get bored; they do not. We crack jokes; they do not. These are facts. We know we are different, and we call that difference by the name of reason.

And yet ... there remains the small difficulty of how human reason could have arrived in the human species if it was not present in our predecessors. Evolution makes everything out to be gradual, and clearly one cannot be partially rational. At some point the first joke must have been told, and the first laugh peeled across the African Savanna.

I cannot imagine the sequence of events leading up to the appearance of man. I would not expect to. Of its nature, it was nothing anybody was there to see, nor did it occur over the spans of time and space we find it illuminating to consider. But then the evolutionists have no accurate picture of it either, so a little restraint might be in order. But I do see the results: we do differ from contemporary animal species. Perhaps they have lost a power of reason that was formerly inherent in all natural things, or we may have acquired it at some point in the past. But clearly we have it now, and any theory that claims otherwise should be returned to the drawing board for further refinement.

The greatest danger of evolutionism is that, under its influence, many people find the obvious hard to see. I once spent fifteen minutes over lunch proving to a university professor that men and beasts are substantially different. He saw only the theory and neglected to open his eyes to the people and animals he lived with.

I am being unfair. Of course he would never have treated a man the same way as an animal. But when he began to think of the origins of things, he would see, not the men he knew, but the man on the evolutionary diagram. We have all seen him. He is at the right of the standard evolutionary poster illustrating the ascent of man. Stark naked and hairy, untouched by humour or ennui, he heads a procession of increasingly upright apish individuals. I have never met this man, and I have often wondered what would happen to the theory of evolution if that poster were terminated by a genuine human being. Suppose the end of it all were a picture of Marlene Dietrich lighting a cigarette, or of myself even, drinking tea in the cafe of the Natural History Museum. The whole thing would collapse leaving only a rustle of fossils and dry bones behind it. Tea drinking after all, belongs to the category of the elegant; something the survival of the fittest knows nothing about.

Teacher Sacked for Bible on Desk Sues School District in Federal Court 

https://www.lifesitenews.com/news/teacher-sacked-for-bible-on-desk-sues-school-district-in-federal-court
By Peter J. Smith, Mount Vernon, Ohio, June 12, 2009 
(LifeSiteNews.com) – A 8th grade public school teacher who says he was fired for refusing to remove his personal Bible from his classroom desk is now taking the school district to federal court, suing them for defamation and breach of contract.

John Freshwater, a teacher with over 24 years of experience, filed a lawsuit Tuesday with the U.S. District Court for the Southern District of Ohio against the Mount Vernon City School District Board of Education, and its officials for terminating his contract. He accuses the district of violating Ohio public policy, and perpetrating religious harassment, retaliation, conspiracy, and defamation against him.

Last June, the Mount Vernon School Board voted unanimously to fire Freshwater from his teaching position based on the report of an independent investigator, which found that Freshwater had "burnt" what they determined to be a cross (and not an "x" as Freshwater claimed) on a student's arm during a routine science experiment, taught religion in the classroom, refused to remove religious articles from the classroom, and prayed at a Federation of Christian Athlete's (FCA) meeting, which is a Christian student-led group Freshwater advises.

However, the event that evidently precipitated the school board’s investigation against Freshwater was his refusal to remove his personal Bible from his classroom desk – the only significant allegation Freshwater has admitted to. 

According to Freshwater’s pastor, Rev. Don Matolyak of the Trinity Assembly of God church, Freshwater’s conflict with the school began after he broached the topic of Intelligent Design in the classroom after teaching the theory of evolution.

"Since then, there have been people who have had it out for John," Matolyak told LifeSiteNews.com in an interview earlier last year. While the Bible may have been the immediate catalyst to Freshwater’s firing, the investigative report done on Freshwater indicates that any expression of Freshwater’s religion in the public school, including bringing other points of view to facilitate discussion on his teaching of biological evolution, were the primary concern of school administrators.

The investigator’s “Freshwater report” revealed that Freshwater would encourage critical analysis and debate on Darwinian evolution, and hand out supplemental materials on Intelligent Design and evolution. Freshwater had also disputed a Time magazine article that claimed scientists had found a “gay gene” and instead emphasized to his students that homosexual behavior was a matter of personal choice and a sin in the Bible.

In responses to a ninth grade questionnaire given to incoming students, a number remarked that evolution was one of their favorite topics in science due to the even-handed approach taught by Freshwater in the 8th grade. One student wrote that evolution was the favorite subject that was covered “because we learned about it and how it can or can’t be true and got both sides of the story.” Another said “Evolution because we always had debates about it.” 
However, because students entering the 9th grade were challenging the positions of the teachers on evolution, the teachers complained that they had to “re-teach” evolution to students as an incontrovertible fact. The report cited one teacher who complained that Freshwater was "mis-teaching science (i.e. that there's some sort of 'difference between facts and hypotheses')" so that she had to start every year “re-teaching students how science ACTUALLY works.”

According to Christian Educators Association International (CEAI), public school staffers in Mount Vernon were ordered this school year by school administrators to “remove all religious materials and displays from their rooms.” 
"I am pleased to see a public school teacher like John Freshwater willing to go outside his comfort zone and fight for the religious freedoms our forefathers guaranteed us through the U. S. Constitution," said Finn Laursen about the case, CEAI’s Executive Director.

"It is imperative that all Christian educators, students, and parents be willing to step forward to insist on their rights, or those rights will slowly be forfeited."

View the “Freshwater report” here.

What the Church really teaches about evolution 
Evolution? Creationism? Intelligent design? Here's a crib sheet to what Catholics believe 
https://www.osv.com/TheChurch/OtherTeachings/Article/TabId/778/ArtMID/13704/ArticleID/4416/What-the-Church-really-teaches-about-evolution.aspx 

By Benjamin Wiker, OSV Newsweekly, 4/8/2009 

When people ask me "What does the Catholic Church think about evolution?" they are rarely prepared for my answer: "Let's sit down for a few months and talk about it." The problem is this. The Catholic Church doesn't just think about evolution. It sees the theory of human evolution in the much larger context of its understanding of human being, human reason, human science, human sin, human morality and the redemption of humanity by God incarnate. The Church can't think about something, without thinking about nearly everything because everything is made by God.

I make this point straight off, because the tendency of our sound-bite culture is to land on some short quote made by a pope in a speech or encyclical, or by a Vatican official, or a Catholic scientist, or a Catholic theologian, and treat it in isolation as if all we needed to know about evolution as Catholics could be written on an index card and carried in our wallet or purse for handy reference.

But that is not how the Catholic Church thinks about evolution, or anything else for that matter. The Church doesn't think in sound bites crafted for the impatient. It thinks like a cathedral where everything is connected, stone placed upon carefully balanced stone, complexly and intimately interdependent, built in centuries to last for even more centuries according to the eternal plan, all harmoniously crafted for worship of God, the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, so that everything human is redeemed, nature transformed by grace as it stretches to heaven.

Perhaps the best place to begin to understand what that might mean in regard to evolution is the Catechism of the Catholic Church. You will find some isolated statements specifically about evolution, but these statements are an integral part of the entire Catechism, the vast cathedral-like presentation of the faith. Like individual stones in a cathedral, you can't snatch out the isolated statements without causing the whole edifice to crumble. More directly, we may say that the Catholic consideration of evolution takes place within the Catholic catechesis on creation and redemption. Within this catechesis there are certain givens -- both natural and supernatural -- that set definite limits to the consideration of evolution.

No blind chance

Let me offer two examples from the Catechism that haven't appeared in the popular press' coverage of the Catholic Church and evolution. "By natural reason man can know God with certainty, on the basis of his works" (No. 50). That is actually a dogmatic assertion based upon the wonderful capacities of natural human reason and the fact that nature itself -- including the biological aspects of nature -- manifests the glory and wisdom of its Creator, each creature reflecting "in its own way a ray of God's infinite wisdom and goodness" (No. 339).

What does that mean for our consideration of evolution? That any view of evolution that assumes on principle that biological nature is entirely governed by chance and blind laws must be in error. On that view of evolution -- championed today by such prominent atheists as Richard Dawkins -- nature reveals the entire absence of wisdom -- that is, the absence of a wise Creator. Against this, the Catechism stoutly maintains: "We believe that God created the world according to his wisdom. It is not the product of any necessity whatever, nor of blind fate and chance" (No. 295).

Aha! That must mean that the Catholic Church rejects evolution! No -- sorry. There are no such quick and easy answers. The Catholic Church doesn't reject evolution, because it doesn't reject -- but, in fact, welcomes -- any legitimate scientific inquiry. Science studies nature, and the truth of creation can never contradict the truth of the Creator. So (quoting from the First Vatican Council's Dei Filius), the Catechism informs us that "methodical research in all branches of knowledge, provided it is carried out in a truly scientific manner and does not override moral laws, can never conflict with the faith, because the things of the world and the things of faith derive from the same God" (No. 159).

So what does that mean for evolution in particular? Well, read on. "Creation has its own goodness and proper perfection, but it did not spring forth complete from the hands of the Creator. The universe was created 'in a state of journeying' (in statu viae) toward an ultimate perfection yet to be attained, to which God has destined it" (No. 310). "In God's plan this process of becoming involves the appearance of certain beings and the disappearance of others, the existence of the more perfect alongside the less perfect, both constructive and destructive forces of nature" (No. 310). On this view, as Cardinal Christoph Schönborn, O.P., has noted, evolution is understood as creation "extended over time."

Justified caution

Aha! That must mean that the Catholic Church accepts evolution! No -- sorry. There are no such quick and easy answers. The Church can't simply accept the theory of evolution, because there isn't some one thing, evolutionary theory, that it can accept. There are, instead different theories, different approaches to evolution. As Pope John Paul II wisely noted, "rather than speaking about the theory of evolution, it is more accurate to speak of the theories of evolution. The use of the plural is required here -- in part because of the diversity of explanations regarding the mechanism of evolution, and in part because of the diversity of philosophies involved." That was from the same famous speech where the late pope inadvertently produced the memorable sound bite about evolution being "more than a hypothesis" -- inadvertent because he never intended the "bite" to be taken out of context.

The media loved the sound bite, but as a consequence, entirely missed the real message. "The Catholic Church Now Believes Evolution!" the headlines trumpeted. The headlines should rather have said, "John Paul II Cautiously Affirms That Enough Evidence Has Been Gathered In The Half-Century Since Pope Pius XII's Encyclical Humani Generis That We May Consider Evolution As Moving Beyond the Condition of Being A Mere Hypothesis, Yet Warns That The Church Cannot Simply Affirm Evolution Because Evolution Is Not One Clearly Defined Theory But A Human Science, And That Means That There Are Actually A Variety Of Competing And Incompatible Accounts of Evolution Out There Now Which Offer Different Explanations of the Way Evolution Takes Place and Which Are Grounded in Different Philosophies, Some of Which Are Entirely Incompatible With Common Sense and Catholic Doctrine." But as you may have guessed, no such headline appeared.

The truth of the matter is this. The Church cannot whole-heartedly affirm evolution because evolution as a science itself isn't wholly firm. We have to distinguish between the thing itself (evolution), and our knowledge of the thing (what scientists at this point in time happen to think they know about evolution).

Evolution, we have every reason to believe, is something that happened, but what actually happened in evolution is something that must be discovered on the long, difficult road of scientific discovery, along which we have only traveled part of the way. That is why the Church is rightfully cautious.

The process by which existing organisms have developed from earlier forms through transformations of characteristics in successive generations. The theory explaining this process was originally advanced by Charles Darwin and Alfred Russell Wallace in 1858. According to this theory, evolution occurs by natural selection in combination with hereditary adaptations.

In the wide meaning, it refers to any belief that the world is created by God. A narrower meaning of creationism has become popular, especially among conservative Protestants, in opposition to the widespread secular assumption that the biological theory of evolution makes God's creative deed meaningless.

The theory of intelligent design holds that certain features of the universe and of living things are best explained by an intelligent cause, not an undirected process such as natural selection. Through the study and analysis of a system's components, a design theorist is able to determine whether various natural structures are the product of chance, natural law, intelligent design or some combination thereof.

Sources: Our Sunday Visitor's Catholic Encyclopedia, Revised Edition; intelligentdesign.org
Pope Benedict and evolution
"It is not the elemental spirits of the universe, the laws of matter, which ultimately govern the world and mankind, but a personal God governs the stars, that is, the universe; it is not the laws of matter and of evolution that have the final say, but reason, will, love -- a Person. And if we know this Person and he knows us, then truly the inexorable power of material elements no longer has the last word; we are not slaves of the universe and of its laws, we are free."

-- Pope Benedict XVI in Spe Salvi ("Saved by Hope").

Benjamin Wiker holds a doctorate in theological ethics and is the author of several books, including "Answering the New Atheism: Dismantling Dawkins' Case Against God" (Emmaus, $12.95).
A Brief Exploration of the Catholic Position on Evolution

https://catholicexchange.com/brief-exploration-catholic-position-evolution 
By Constance T. Hull, September 22, 2016 

There is a great misperception in the culture that Catholicism is anti-science. Many college students confront this error when they encounter reductionism, rationalism, and materialism through their professors. These students do not know how to respond–and far too often–dismiss Catholicism outright because they don’t realize answers to their questions exist within the Church’s 2000-year history. One of greatest causes of confusion is the topic of evolution.

The reason for this confusion is two-fold. First, many Catholics do not realize the Church’s position on evolution and may not even look for answers before accepting the materialist position. Second, the abandonment of philosophy as the joining discipline between science and theology has destroyed much of the dialogue that has taken place between these two fields over the centuries. An example is the bridge created through St. Thomas Aquinas’ first-cause argument. The first-cause argument grounds scientific inquiry in the first-cause, who is God. Without this argument, science quickly devolves into materialism, and ceases to look out beyond itself.

The divorce from philosophy creates an environment where both theology and the natural sciences overstep their bounds. This is most evidenced by the rationalist-materialist declaration that there is no God, while the biblical literalist tells us the world is only 6000 years old, even though God-given reason tells us otherwise, on both accounts. 
Answers to the complexities of life are reduced to either a material level or turned into a faith-based system devoid of reason. The Catholic approach is not an either/or, it is a both/and system. We say yes to scientific discovery, yes to Aquinas and Aristotle, and yes to the Book of Genesis. That’s far more yeses than we are given from either the scientism camp or the creationism camp. I only have the space to provide a brief overview of the Church’s view of evolution, but I will return to the philosophy problem at a later date.

Today I will briefly outline the Church’s historical position on evolution through a series of documents and talks given by Popes in the last 66 years. First, it is important to understand that the Church makes no official pronouncements on matters of science. That is not within her authority. She promulgates teachings of faith as given to us through Sacred Scripture and Sacred Tradition. She cannot overstep her boundaries and make judgments on matters of science. The only time she formally responds to scientific matters is when theological or spiritual issues are involved. Popes and theologians discuss scientific discoveries, but the Church has no official position on any scientific theory. Which leads us to the Church’s first discussion of evolution.

Humani Generis: The Church formally speaks on evolution for the first time.
In 1950 Pope Pius XII issued the encyclical Humani Generis, which deals with various intellectual trends in matters of science, philosophy, and theology. Darwin’s theory of evolution was nearly 100 years old and clearly influencing all disciplines within the natural sciences. Humani Generis demonstrated a position held by the Church throughout those 100 years, but one that had not been formally recognized until its promulgation. Evolution of the body and nature does not contradict Catholic doctrine, so long as it is held that God is the first cause of the universe.

[T]he Teaching Authority of the Church does not forbid that, in conformity with the present state of human sciences and sacred theology, research and discussions, on the part of men experienced in both fields, take place with regard to the doctrine of evolution, in as far as it inquires into the origin of the human body as coming from pre-existent and living matter — for the Catholic faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created by God.  However, this must be done in such a way that the reasons for both opinions, that is, those favorable and those unfavorable to evolution, be weighed and judged with the necessary seriousness, moderation and measure, and provided that all are prepared to submit to the judgment of the Church.

Humani Generis 36.
Humani Generis addresses two issues in this section. First, there can never be evolution of the soul because it is created with God as its first cause. Since the soul is immaterial it cannot evolve as things in the material universe evolve. This means the faculties of the soul—intellect and will—do not evolve as the body evolves. The Church has a clear obligation to clarify this position for the Mystical Body and the world.

Second, the Church wants to make it clear that no one is required to submit to evolutionary theory and that open and reasoned dialogue should take place between persons on this topic. Each member within the Church is permitted to agree or disagree with various aspects of evolutionary theory, but the Church also dismisses outright, an overly literal interpretation of Genesis as a book of science.

Why is the Church open to the possibility of evolution?
The Church does not presume to limit the creative power, will, and scope of God. The Church herself holds that God acts primarily through secondary causes [i.e. an antibiotic curing an infection]. This is why the cause for sainthood is such a rigorous and scientific process. God rarely acts as the first cause in healing a person or through other direct interventions in the natural order. If God is found to be the primary cause, after rigorous scientific inquiry, then a miracle is declared. The Church recognizes the natural order God created including the powers and potentialities that exist within nature.

The use of intermediary [i.e. secondary] causes does not indicate a God who is less intelligent and powerful than one who would make things directly, but one who is more intelligent and powerful. Getting non-intelligent beings to participate in the production of the world is more difficult than doing everything oneself—one has to design the instruments (the elements) themselves in such a way as to allow them to share in this task…making things not only to be, but to be causes shows greater power.

Christopher T. Baglow, Faith, Reason, & Science: Theology on the Cutting Edge, quoting Marie George, 179-180.

Saint John Paul II on evolution.
In 1986, Saint John Paul II returned to Humani Generis while expanding in light of new scientific findings. It has become increasingly clear through the research of multiple disciplines–not just biology–that evolution is proving to be more than a hypothesis in numerous cases. While many in the scientific field may be impatient with the Church’s cautious attitude, scientists need to remember that the Church lives according to the virtue of prudence. For example, the Church took hundreds of years to formally clarify her Christology.  Plus, the Church is never going to make any formal declarations on the validity of evolution. This does not mean the Church is not involved in scientific study and discussions on a wide range of topics. Saint John Paul II continues the discussion on evolution:

There are no difficulties in explaining the origin of man in regard to the body by means of the theory of evolution. According to the hypothesis mentioned it is possible that the human body, following the order impressed by the Creator on the energies of life, could have gradually been prepared in the form of antecedent living beings [i.e. living beings that existed prior to humanity].

John Paul II, “Humans are Spiritual and Corporeal Beings”, April 16, 1986.
In 1996 John Paul II addressed the Pontifical Academy of Sciences on the topic of evolution stating that new scientific findings “lead us toward recognition of evolution as more than a hypothesis.”

The limitations of evolution.
While this may be the case, it by no means leads us to conclude that evolution is the answer to everything, which is the mistaken belief of far too many people today. Pope Benedict XVI stated in 2007:

But the doctrine of evolution does not answer everything and does not answer the great philosophical question: Where does everything come from? And how does everything take a path that ultimately leads to the person? It seems to me that it is very important that reason opens up even more, that it sees this information [about evolution], but that it also sees that this information is not enough to explain all of reality.

“Pontiff: Evolution Does Not Exclude a Creater”, in Zenit: The World Seen from Rome Daily Dispatch, July 27, 2001.

Evolution is a valuable theory in explaining how God uses secondary causes within the universe. Science is a good that should be pursued and God gives us reason so that we can come to know him through the beauty, wonder, intelligibility, and grandeur of his Creation. The natural sciences, however, do not tell us everything we need to know about the natural order of things. Science cannot address matters related to the immaterial, or spiritual, realities of man and God. Science can never penetrate the ontological level of mankind. This is why philosophy and theology are essential. Philosophy and theology help us to understand God, human beings, the universe, and eschatology at the deeper level of faith guided by reason.

The Church walks the middle road. She always walks the middle road, which is why she is derided by both sides during most battles. The Church teaches us that God is the first cause of the universe. He spoke Creation into being through a gratuitous act of charity. God is “to be” itself. Man and woman are material and immaterial, “embodied spirits” per Saint Thomas Aquinas. The body may be a product of God driven evolution, but the soul does not evolve. The soul is created by God as its first cause.

It is important for us to remember that faith and reason must always be ordered to truth. That means no scientific finding can ever contradict the teachings of the Faith. When we understand this reality we can live in freedom, rather than in fear and confusion. It is also important to look for the Church’s answers rather than assuming they do not exist. This type of mentality is a form of intellectual laziness, which needs to be discarded. As Catholics, we have an obligation to seek out answers to questions that arise. Seeking truth goes to the very heart of what it means to be human.

This is a very brief introduction on the topic of evolution and the Church. Hopefully, it will lead people to examine the relationship between Catholicism and science more closely. The Catholic Church is where science, philosophy, and theology all converge as mankind continues on its journey towards truth, who is the Triune God.

Do Catholics believe in evolution?

http://www.uscatholic.org/articles/201508/do-catholics-believe-evolution-30288
By John Switzer - August 2015 issue of U.S. Catholic (Vol. 80, No. 8, page 46). 

Imagine if we were able to see evolution as a sign of the unlimited potential of God’s creation, rather than a threat to our limited point of view. 

For the biblical literalist, the theory of evolution is problematic because it appears to contradict the stories found in the earliest chapters of Genesis. But is literalism the best approach to understanding scripture? The Catechism of the Catholic Church discourages literalism when it encourages believers to recognize the various literary genres found in the Bible.

Another issue is that science and religion are each a distinct tool for the discovery and explanation of truth. The realm of science is concerned with data that can be empirically demonstrated or proven. The realm of religion has to do with the meaning of life and existence in a way that surpasses the physical world. The religious believer and scientist both make the same mistake when they wrongly attempt to use their own tools to judge the other. Theology and science each have their own methodologies, their own instruments, for the discovery of their particular areas of truth. 

For the most part, the church has resolved any tensions between religion and science. In 1950, in his encyclical Humani Generis (On the Human Person), Pope Pius XII expressed concern that the theory of evolution not be embraced uncritically. He called for more research, but did not condemn the theory. In 1996 Pope John Paul II addressed the issue before the Pontifical Academy of Sciences. He sanctioned the acceptance of evolution, but reminded his listeners that spiritual questions like the nature of the soul and its relationship to God are beyond the realm of science. 

Two years later John Paul issued his encyclical Fides et Ratio (On Faith and Reason), reminding the church that while faith is superior to reason, “there can never be a true divergence between faith and reason, since the same God who reveals the mysteries and bestows the gift of faith has also placed in the human spirit the light of reason.” This is reminiscent of St. Augustine of Hippo, who wrote that “truth, wherever it is to be found, belongs to our God.”

As befits the dignity of our species, we humans are forever in a search for truth to help us understand not only the world in which we exist but the meaning of that existence as well. We should use all the tools at our disposal, all the while recognizing the goodness of this distinctively human inquiry.

Pope Francis Says Science and Faith Aren't at Odds

https://www.usnews.com/news/articles/2014/10/28/pope-francis-comments-on-evolution-and-the-catholic-church 

By Teresa Welsh, October 28, 2014
Word that Pope Francis on Monday said that faith and creationism aren’t at odds with one another may have shocked many Americans, but the comments don’t actually reflect any deviation from long-standing church teaching. 

“The Big-Bang, that is placed today at the origin of the world, does not contradict the divine intervention but exacts it,” Francis said, speaking at a ceremony in the Vatican Gardens inaugurating a bronze bust in honor of his successor, Pope Benedict XVI. “The evolution in nature is not opposed to the notion of Creation, because evolution presupposes the creation of beings that evolve.” 

Catholics often “risk imagining that God was a magician, with such a magic wand as to be able to do everything” when they think of the creation story, Francis said. 

“God is not a demiurge or a magician, but the Creator who gives being to all entities,” he said. 

Catholics have long accepted that the creation story as written in the book of Genesis in the Bible can stand along the scientific theory of evolution and that the two are not mutually exclusive. 

“It should be non-news but it’s new especially for American Catholics because in America the debate on faith and science and the question of evolution is still very much a part of our day-by-day intellectual menu,” says Massimo Faggioli, a theology professor at the University of St. Thomas in Minnesota. “This statement will be met with almost total indifference in Europe while in America it’s a completely different story.” 

Rev. Paul Sullins of the Catholic University of America says that the Big Bang Theory was embraced by Catholics and most Protestants when it was first explained. 

“The scientific idea that everything began at a moment of time is very consistent with the idea that there’s a personal creator God who spake the world into existence in a moment of time,” Sullins says. “The mythopoeic account that we read in Genesis is very consistent with the scientific account of the Big Bang.” 

Modern Catholic teaching on evolution stems from the papal encyclical Humani generis of Pope Pius XII in 1950, a letter on Catholic doctrine dictating that evolution and Catholic faith are not necessarily at odds. 

“The teaching authority of the Church does not forbid that, in conformity with the present state of human sciences and sacred theology, research and discussions, on the part of men experienced in both fields, take place with regard to the doctrine of evolution, in as far as it inquires into the origin of the human body as coming from pre-existent and living matter – for the Catholic faith obliges us to hold that souls are immediately created by God,” the document states. 

Creationism and evolution have been considered incompatible in American society, one which reads and interprets the Bible very literally. But Faggioli says the U.S. has a “Biblical culture,” which lends itself to literal interpretations. 

“Americans know the Bible much, much better than Europeans but at the same time there is still in some churches more than others is this tendency to read the Bible literally, that God created the universe in six days,” Faggioli says. “That is not part of European cultural landscape anymore. In America it’s still part of that because [of a] fundamentalist refrain that is very, very visible.” 

The Supreme Court has banned the teaching of creationism in public schools and several states require students to “crucially analyze key aspects of evolutionary theory.” The ability to teach intelligent design theory in public schools was also struck down by the courts. “American public schools are essentially Protestant in character so anyone who went to a public school is going to have some background of being taught in a science class that there was this conflict between creationism and evolution,” Sullins says. 

Maureen Ferguson, a senior policy adviser at the Catholic Association, says Francis’ ability to speak in a way that gets people’s attention leads his comments to make the headlines. 

“Pope Francis has a real knack for expression Catholic teaching in very plain language, in the vernacular, but in very ordinary language,” Ferguson says. “And sometimes people have only heard perhaps the sort of more complex more theological explanations for things and are surprised to learn what that teaching is.” 

The Pope, who took office after the surprise resignation of Pope Benedict, has consistently made news during his year and a half tenure. His comments on economics and social issues like divorce and gays in the church have made him popular worldwide as public opinion on those topics shifts. 
Pope Francis Speaks Out on Evolution (And Why It's No Surprise)

https://www.livescience.com/48524-catholic-church-big-bang-evolution.html 
By Tia Ghose, October 29, 2014
When Pope Francis told a gathering of scientists this week that the Big Bang and evolution were real, he set off a firestorm of media coverage. But is it really surprising news that the Catholic Church supports such scientific theories?

"When we read about Creation in Genesis, we run the risk of imagining God was a magician, with a magic wand able to do everything. But that is not so," Francis said at a meeting of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, according to Reuters. "He created human beings and let them develop according to the internal laws that he gave to each one so they would reach their fulfillment."

The pope added at one point: "Evolution in nature is not inconsistent with the notion of creation, because evolution requires the creation of beings that evolve."
Though the remarks have been framed as big news, they are anything but, said Kenneth Miller, a practicing Catholic, a cell biologist at Brown University and the author of "Only a Theory: Evolution and the Battle for America's Soul," (Penguin Books, 2009). Several popes, going back to the 1950s, have released statements in support of the theories, he said. [Papal Primer: History's 10 Most Intriguing Popes]

"The notion that there is a conflict between evolution and the church's idea of creation is an absurdity," Miller told Live Science.

The church and science

The dust-up between the Catholic Church and Galileo aside, the church has largely been supportive of scientific endeavors, Miller said.

Many of the world's first scientists were inspired by the Christian view that God, who created order out of chaos, made a universe with rational and predictable natural laws, said Stacy Trasancos, a popular blogger on science and Catholicism and the author of "Science Was Born of Christianity" (Amazon Digital Services, 2013).

For instance, Roger Bacon was a Franciscan friar and early proponent of the scientific method, and Gregor Mendel, whose work with pea pods elucidated the genetics of inheritance, was a Catholic monk. Physicist Georges Lemaître, the man who first proposed cosmic expansion and what would become the Big Bang theory, was a Catholic priest, Trasancos said.

"We Catholics embrace the idea of natural laws to explain how nature works — science — precisely because we do not confuse the actions of those laws with the actions of God," said Brother Guy Consolmagno SJ, an astronomer and planetary scientist for the Vatican Observatory. "God is the reason why the universe, including time and space, exists and why it has laws. Science describes how those laws work."

Catholic views

The Catholic Church has never opposed the Big Bang theory, the notion that the universe was created with a boom more than 13 billion years ago. Nor has it truly resisted the idea that humans and all life forms evolved gradually over millennia from simpler creatures.

In fact, at a 1996 address to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, Pope John Paul II strongly supported the notion of evolution.

"New knowledge has led to the recognition of the theory of evolution as more than a hypothesis. It is indeed remarkable that this theory has been progressively accepted by researchers, following a series of discoveries in various fields of knowledge. The convergence, neither sought nor fabricated, of the results of work that was conducted independently is, in itself, a significant argument in favor of the theory," the pope said.

The Catechism of the Catholic Church, which describes official church teaching, says that God gives each human an individual soul and that the soul does not evolve. It also speaks of Adam and Eve, and says humans fell from grace and brought original sin into the world through a primeval event at the beginning of human history, Trasancos told Live Science.

Genetic evidence doesn't support the notion of all humans descending from one man and one woman, but rather from a population of individuals, Miller said.

While that suggests Catholic doctrine would be at odds with evolution, the catechism avoids saying that all humans were descended from just two individuals, he added.  [Creationism vs. Evolution: 6 Big Battles]

And unlike many evangelical Christian sects, Catholic doctrine doesn't hold that the events described in the book of Genesis must be interpreted literally, Consolmagno said.

That means it's possible to interpret the Biblical stories in a way that is consistent with evolution, Miller said.

"Scripture is written in many different genres. There are historical accounts, mythic stories, morality tales, poetry and more. At least from the perspective of the Catholic faith and mainline Protestantism, it's a mistake to try to read every line of scripture as if it were intended by its author to be understood as a literal account of historical events that actually happened," Consolmagno told Live Science. "That’s just not how many parts of scripture were meant to be read."

Evolution: A Catholic perspective
http://www.ewtn.com/library/humanity/evolutn.txt 
By James B. Stenson

Since 1859, when Charles Darwin first published his *Origin of Species*, the scientific question of evolution has aroused intense and often bitter controversy.  Time and again over the years, a supposed conflict between "science" and "religion" has raged in the public forums--in courtrooms, classrooms, and the press.  This past decade has witnessed a new and even more heated debate concerning textbooks and school curricula.

Television has not ignored the dramatic possibilities of these confrontations.  On newscasts and talk shows, partisans from both sides have had their say on camera.  On the one hand, fundamentalist Protestants have insisted on an absolutely literal interpretation of Genesis: a "special creation" of each separate species in only seven days, beginning a few thousand years ago.  Opposing them, some scientists-turned-celebrities have proclaimed with equal fervor the supreme triumph of chance: matter blindly developing from molecules to man, with no intervention by a Deity, and no need for One to explain anything.  Thus the controversy has been reduced, in public perception, to a disquieting choice--"superstition" vs. "atheism."

What is a Catholic to make of this? To anyone who knows even a little theology and science, the choice presented here is clearly false.  In this, as in so many other heated controversies, the first casualty is truth.  The Catholic faith is dedicated to truth, indeed to Truth Himself.  And science, open-mindedly and fairly exercised, is committed to the pursuit of truthful knowledge.  A Catholic should suspect, therefore, even before studying the question closely, that faith and scientific knowledge must complement, not contradict, each other.

This suspicion is confirmed by fact.  The more one studies what the Catholic Church teaches and what science knows for certain, the more clearly he sees that Catholic faith and scientific knowledge are wholly compatible.  The conflicts being aired today are really a pseudo-controversy.  Dogmatic fundamentalists do not reflect Catholic tradition, and dogmatic evolutionists do not fairly represent science.

In the following pages, we want to examine briefly what the Church has clearly taught and what science has clearly learned about evolution, especially in recent years.  By an honest pursuit of the truth, we can avoid entanglement in pointless disputes, like the Sadducees whom Our Lord upbraided so long ago--those who "knew neither the scriptures nor the power of God" (Mt. 22, 29).

What does "evolution" mean?

Any intelligent understanding of a complex problem requires, at the outset, a definition of terms.  In fact, much of the present confusion stems from a vague association of several meanings with the term "evolution." Properly speaking, the word should embrace a biological concept founded on careful scientific study from several interrelated disciplines.  But by extension the term has also been used in other senses--historical, sociological, and philosophical.  We will concern ourselves here with the two principal definitions that impinge upon religious faith: the biological and philosophical.

For a properly scientific definition of the term, we may cite a formula established by fifty internationally known scientists at the Darwin Centennial Celebration, held in 1959: "*Evolution* is definable in general terms as a one-way irreversible process in time, which in its course generates novelty, diversity, and higher levels of organization."

In the field of biology (where revolutionary studies have been most extensive and productive), the term more specifically means: "a process whereby organisms change with the passage of time so that descendants differ from their ancestors."

Note that these definitions deal with a *process*, a succession of observable events measured over time.  Science deals essentially and necessarily with material phenomena, those which can be measured.  It tries to deduce reasonable explanations for the cause-and-effect relationships between events.  Because it limits itself to material facts, its generalizations are necessarily mechanical.  A biologist concerns himself with *how* events occur.  For him, the question *why* lies outside the proper limits of his discipline.

This is important because, in the properly scientific sense, "evolution" as a *how* question poses no problem for Catholic belief. For decades now, scientists have established a chronology of how life forms succeeded one another over eons of time.  It is beyond reasonable doubt that some sort of process has taken place. (As we shall see later, the mechanics of this succession have yet to be fully understood.)  Whatever science determines on this *how* level is compatible with a Catholic principle: that God ordinarily carries out His creative acts in natural ways.

No problems with Christian belief generally arise when "evolution" is loosely used in a broad philosophical sense.  This meaning is substantially different from the scientific one above.  It may be defined as follows: "an ideological frame of mind which sees the entire universe in terms of matter-in-development and which consciously denies the existence of spiritual or supernatural reality; all phenomena--scientific, historical, economic, and social--are explainable in exclusively material terms."

This understanding of "evolution" is not scientific, though it derives much prestige from association with the sciences.  It is not founded on experimental knowledge or rational deduction.  It is rather a preconceived set of attitudes and values, a prejudice that is not merely unscientific, but irrational.  For it is altogether credulous to hold that complex organs like the eye are not indicative of an ordering intelligence, but are instead the result of blind chance which of course cannot know or plan the end (seeing) to which the eye's single parts combine and evolve.  In fact, it is a latter-day form of philosophical materialism which has been with us since the time of the Greeks.

Inasmuch as it is really an outlook on life, it is a kind of religion.   

Properly speaking, therefore, this set of beliefs should not be called "evolution" but rather "evolutionism".  To subscribe to creation (which  is *not* the same as "creationism"), that is, the contingent world's  ultimate dependence on a necessary, creative being, is not, on the  contrary, an act of religion at all.  It is a matter of philosophy, of drawing sure conclusions from incontrovertible premises.

Like the other religion-substitute "isms" of our time, evolutionism has adherents from all walks of life.  Some physicists, astronomers, and geneticists believe in it.  But so do many journalists, economists, teachers, and historians--and cab-drivers and businessmen and poets.   The atheism of a biochemist is really no more significant than that of a file clerk, but it can have more sway on public opinion.

A Catholic can, as we shall see, give qualified assent to evolution in the scientific sense but not to evolutionism.  The fact is that many scientists engaged in evolutionary studies are themselves devout Catholics.   

These people see no contradiction between what the Church teaches and what science, as science, has learned.  Let us examine why this is so.

Catholic teachings

It comes as a surprise to many Catholics to learn how little the church teaches in this area--how few tenets are established as true beyond doubt, and therefore how much latitude is left to Catholics for their personal judgment.  The Church has not been concerned with evolutionary questions as such, but rather with their possible implications for Catholic belief.

The Church has maintained that the first three chapters of Genesis contain historical truth.  Their inspired author used a popular literary form of his day to explain certain historical facts of Creation.  These were named specifically by the Pontifical Biblical Commission, with the approval of Pope Pius X in 1909.  The official document states that the literal historical meaning of the first three chapters of Genesis could not be doubted in regard to:

"the creation of all things by God at the beginning of time; the special creation of man; the formation of the first woman from the first man; the unity of the human race; the original happiness of our first parents in the state of justice, integrity, and immortality; the command given by God to man to test his obedience; the transgression of the divine command at the instigation of the devil under the form of a serpent; the degradation of our first parents from that primeval state of innocence; and the promise of a future redeemer."

Note that the Church says nothing definite about how, in specific detail, God created the world and its various forms of life, or how long any of this took.  The only "special creation" mentioned is that of man, who is unique in having a spiritual immortal soul.  In the Church's eyes, Genesis deals with historical fact, not scientific process--with the *what* of creation, not the *how*.

In 1950, Pope Pius XII addressed the question of man's origins more specifically in his encyclical *Humani Generis*.  With a few terse paragraphs, he set forth the Church's position, which we may summarize as follows:    
1.  The question of the origin of man's *body* from pre-existing and living matter is a legitimate matter of inquiry for natural science.  Catholics are free to form their own opinions, but they should do so cautiously; they should not confuse fact with conjecture, and they should respect the Church's right to define matters touching on Revelation.    
2.  Catholics must believe, however, that the human *soul* was created immediately by God.  Since the soul is a spiritual substance it is not brought into being through transformation of matter, but directly by God, whence the special uniqueness of each person.    
3.  All men have descended from an individual, Adam, who has transmitted original sin to all mankind.  Catholics may not,     therefore, believe in "polygenism," the scientific hypothesis that mankind descended from a group of original humans.

So, from the Catholic point of view, the scientific questions of evolution are largely left open to debate.  Evolutionary hypotheses which attempt to explain the development of living things may be accepted except where they conflict with these few explicit truths.

This position clearly contrasts with that of many fundamentalist Protestant sects.  Lacking belief in the Church's teaching authority, fundamentalists have usually insisted on treating Genesis as a scientifically accurate, as well as historically true, account.  Unfortunately, this stance has often appeared in the media as definitive Christian doctrine.  Its details have contrasted so sharply with established scientific knowledge that "Christian belief" has been held in ridicule.

To give one example: In the 17th century, an Anglican clergyman, Bishop James Ussher, calculated from Biblical genealogies that God created the world on an October morning in 4004 B.C.  Many fundamentalists today would hold this as an article of faith.  For virtually all scientists, the figure is absurd.  From the Catholic point of view, Bishop Ussher spoke only for himself, not for the Church; his feat was one of arithmetic, not theology.

Of course, Catholics *may* share many of these fundamentalist beliefs as their personal opinions.  The point is they are not *required* to.  With the exception of the few matters mentioned above, Catholics may hold whatever scientific positions seem reasonable and intellectually convincing.

This leads to the next consideration.  Just how much does science know with certainty?  What are the strengths and limitations of science in helping us find the truth?

Scientific certitude

Popular accounts of science--in textbooks, magazines, and television features--are often misleading about the certitude of scientific knowledge.  

Writers who explain science to the general public must simplify a host of complex matters to make them understandable and interesting.  But this task frequently leads to oversimplification.  Non-scientists are led to believe that science is essentially a stable body of factual knowledge.  In reality, however, it is a dynamic process, constantly engaged in self-correction and even radical revision.  Interpretation, guesswork, and imagination play a larger role in scientific study than most people are aware.

Consequently, knowledge derived from this inquiry has several distinct but overlapping levels of certitude.  Some scientific matters are known to be factually true; that is, they are beyond doubt.  Others are reasonable conjectures, generally accepted as true by specialists in the field.  Still others are untested hypotheses awaiting verification through further work.

Let us take one case in point: *Australopithecus* was an ape-like creature who lived more than a million years ago in Africa.  It is fact that his brain size averaged about 500 cc. and that his leg-bone had some humanlike features.  It is, however, a conjecture that he walked upright much of the time; this is a reasonable guess but not so certain as the aforementioned facts.  But it is only a hypothesis that his body gave rise to that of man.  These distinct degrees of probable certitude are often blurred in many popular science articles.

The evolutionary sciences are especially susceptible to difficulty in establishing certitude.  Unlike physics or chemistry, which are verifiable through controlled laboratory experimentation, the evolutionary disciplines are essentially historical.  
All the forms of paleontology (including paleoanthropology, the study of ancient man) seek to determine what happened to living things over the course of time.  When researchers advance hypotheses to explain fossil phenomena, they are giving *reasonable interpretations* which are verifiable only through subsequent research.  

Later findings may confirm these explanations, or perhaps render them less plausible, or even prove them *wrong*--that is, very highly unlikely.  Thus what is generally accepted by specialists today may be outmoded only a few years from now.  The field is highly dynamic.

Evolutionary research over the past century, and especially in recent years, has taken many such twists and turns, often leading in unexpected directions.  This unsettled condition stands to reason. The relative scarcity of fossil evidence, the high reliance on imaginative interpretation, the inherent problem of verification--all combine to make this "detective" work subject to ongoing uncertainty.  Unfortunately, textbooks seldom convey the cautious and provisional nature of evolutionary thinking at any given time. Science knows less for certain about evolutionary phenomena than is generally supposed.

The history of science offers many examples of this self-corrective process.  It is worth our while to examine a few of these, even briefly, to see the dynamic at work. (And, parenthetically, it is interesting to see how many outmoded scientific beliefs still survive in popular thinking.)

The cave-man myth: Fossil evidence does not speak for itself; it must be interpreted, and this task requires imagination.  Scientists at the turn of the century took greater liberties in describing ancient man than their counterparts today would.  Their image of paleolithic man has entered popular imagination: a hairy, hunched-over, stupid, and ferocious creature, speaking in grunts and living by violence.  Countless illustrations have shown him this way, and still do today in some popular media.

Today's specialists would disavow this image because it does not fit the facts.  From fossil evidence alone, one cannot say anything about ancient man's hairiness or intelligence or speech or facial expression or supposed ill-manners.  These details were supplied through imagination.  The "survival of the fittest" motif called for ape-like characteristics in early man, and these were dutifully provided.  The bones themselves said nothing.

One set of bones was significant, however.  In 1911, the famous French anatomist, Marcellin Boule, carefully studied a recently discovered Neanderthal skeleton.  This specimen was important for it was the first nearly complete skeleton of an ancient man.  Using it, science could understand the details of a typical Neanderthal's body structure.

Boule's reconstruction of Neanderthal showed a hunched-over, misshapen creature with bent legs and face thrust forward, not unlike the stance of a gorilla.  This depiction was highly influential for decades thereafter; it was reproduced in textbooks, drawings, and museum displays around the world.  But later discoveries of Neanderthal finds cast doubt on Boule's work.  Then in 1957, a team of anatomists re-examined Boule's original skeleton and found a serious source of error: the Neanderthal man had suffered from a case of severe arthritis.  His stance was indeed hunched-over, but it was not genetic in origin and was not typical.  Today, we believe that ancient people walked and stood erect almost exactly as we do.

The image of ferocity was also without factual support.  Over the years, in fact, many archaeological sites have shown evidence of cooperation and even compassion among primitive people.  Numerous fossils came from carefully prepared graves, some as old as 100,000 years.  In several instances, the deceased had been old and crippled (like Boule's specimen) and had received care for years before being laid to rest.  In one grave, a youth had been buried carefully on his side, with one arm tucked under his head, as if he were sleeping; in one hand, he held a beautifully carved quartz knife. In another grave, archaeologists found the body of an elderly Neanderthal who had had his forearm amputated years before in his youth.  (Surgery 60,000 years ago!)  He had been cared for all his life.  And in yet another Neanderthal site, researchers found evidence that the deceased had been buried with flowers.

Care for cripples and burial with flowers give a dimension of humanness to ancient man that earlier scientists would have found astonishing.

Species classification: Several decades ago, scientists habitually classified almost every new hominid (man-like) find into a separate species.  These fossil creatures were thus named "Peking ape-man", "Java ape-man", "Neanderthal man," and so forth.  Drawings of the day used to show an upward development: some primitive ape leading to the ape-man, who in turn led to Neanderthal, who then led to Cro-Magnon (identical to "modern" man in nearly every respect).

Within the last 25 years, these have all been reclassified.  All the "ape-man" types (from 100,000 to 500,000 years ago and more) now belong to one species, *Homo erectus*, the "upright man."  Neanderthal, we now believe, was a racial type of modern man, *Homo sapiens*.  But this distinction needs some clarification.  In what sense were these two forms of man different?  Were they really separate and distinct species?

The true test for species difference is genetic isolability--that is, whether mating of two individuals will produce sterile offspring or not.   

But obviously we have no way to determine this among creatures long dead.

It is important to realize that, when scientists classify ancient fossils into distinct species, they do so exclusively on the basis of anatomical structure.  If a given specimen has bone configurations within the known range of a given species, then it is called by that species' name.  If, however, some significant features lie outside that range, then it probably belongs to a different species and is thus classified differently.  *Homo erectus* had several anatomical features which differ from those of modern man.  He had, for example, a prominent brow ridge over his eyes, a smaller stature, and a smaller average brain size.

The key point here is that both were forms of man, the genus *Homo*, with all that this implies.  The anatomical variation was possibly, even probably, the only significant difference.  We know that *erectus*, even from remotest antiquity, made several types of tools and used fire.  Both of these activities show intelligent manipulation of nature.  In other words, he, like the *sapiens* form, could think.

Brain size: At one time, scientists believed that relative brain size correlated closely with intelligence.  The viewpoint has been modified considerably because of subsequent research data.

Modern man's brain averages 1250 cc., but with wide variation.  It typically falls between the extremes of 1000 cc. and 2000 cc.  *Homo erectus*, being small in stature, varied between 775 cc. and 1200 cc.   All of these figures are much larger than those for apes and ape-like creatures: 450 cc. on the average.

But the wide variation in modern man seems unrelated to thinking powers.   In at least one instance, a man with 900 cc. brain size exhibited normal intelligence.  Consequently, we cannot with certainty predicate a lower level of intelligence to early man merely on the basis of his brain size.

Tool-making: as far back as man's fossil record indicates (currently about two million years), we find evidence of tool-making. Several decades ago, scientists correlated tool-making skill with native intelligence.  A primitive tool indicated a primitive mind; a more complex form, showed a relatively stronger intelligence.  This value judgment no longer holds sway among specialists.

Today it is generally held that mastery of technique is distinct from native intelligence.  Tool-fashioning is a skill acquired through learning and practice.  Moreover, today's anthropologists have a much higher regard for the considerable skill which ancient man wielded in fashioning his implements.

One remarkable detail is the great variety of these ancient tools.  For scores of thousands of years, paleolithic man fashioned dozens of different tools--axes, scrapers, awls, burins, saws, knives, and many other types of implement.  These were formed with extraordinary consistency, and even artistry, through hundreds of generations. Many were expertly fashioned in quartz and semi-precious stone.

Such variety in this paleolithic tool-chest implies that early man used tools extensively on other materials (wood, leather, bone) which have, of course, perished without a trace.  Tools imply intelligence, not only because they are deliberately fashioned (an intelligent act itself), but because they are intended for some purpose further in the future.  Such purposeful planning is a clear sign of rationality.  So scientists believe today.

How much could early man have accomplished with these primitive stone tools? To find out, a team of anthropologists recently hired an expert Scandinavian woodsman and supplied him with a set of genuine paleolithic tools.  The craftsman hafted stone axe-heads onto wooden shafts and experimented with various cutting techniques.  Shortly afterward, he succeeded in felling large trees, splitting logs and making them into planks.  Within three months, the expert constructed a complete one-story frame house.

Clearly, skill lies in the minds and hands.  Little can be predicted from crudity of the tools.

Current theoretical developments: Over the past ten years, several major developments in research have left the theoretical picture highly unsettled.  These are too complex to explain in detail here, but they are worth noting in brief.

From the mid-1920's until the early 1970's, scientists generally believed that man evolved gradually from a small ape-like creature called *Australopithecus*.  As we mentioned earlier, this animal lived more than a million years ago and its fossils showed some human-like characteristics.  It may have walked upright, at least some of the time, and its teeth approximated those of man.  Moreover, researchers often found stone tools scattered among its fossils.

The theory during these decades held that some form of *Australopithecus*,  enjoying relatively free use of its hands, developed tool-making, and this  skill gave rise to an ever-larger brain through the forces of natural  selection.  Countless drawings in magazines and textbooks showed the furry *Australopithecus* standing next to *Homo erectus*, his distant evolutionary offspring.

But in the early 1970's researchers were astonished to discover forms of *Homo erectus* from almost two million years ago, complete with tools.   In other words, man had lived alongside and even before some forms of *Australopithecus*.  Most likely, it was he who had fashioned the tools found among the ape-man fossils.  This discovery threw into question, to say the least, the evolutionary relation between the two forms of life.   

As of this writing, the problem is still being debated.

Around this time, several prominent paleontologists went on record to question the prevailing theory of gradualism, the well-known Darwinian position of evolution through natural selection.  (High school and college textbooks taught this as virtual dogma up until recently.)  These researchers claimed that, contrary to Darwin's predictions, the fossil record does not show gradual transitions between species.  On the contrary, they maintained, the evidence shows extreme stability of form. Species seem to appear suddenly on earth, remain virtually unchanged for millions of years, and then disappear just as abruptly.

What could account for this phenomenon?  Current theory holds, among other positions, that major genetic alterations resulted in relatively sudden appearances of new species.  This genetic leap is called "macroevolution."  Meanwhile, within species at any given time, the forces of natural selection were at work effecting minor alterations of structure --like reshaping of finches' beaks, noted by Darwin.  This process is called "micro-evolution."  How genetic and environmental forces have interacted to produce new species is, at this point, an open question.

Our purpose here has been to demonstrate the dynamic nature of scientific inquiry.  Even these few brief sketches show how evolutionary thinking has undergone an evolution of its own and still does.  Science has many uncertainties and very few dogmas.  This uncertain quality accounts, in large measure, for the fascination scientists find in their work.

Catholics have nothing to fear from science's honest inquiries, honestly explained.  On the contrary, every new discovery is a source of wonder and a reason for giving praise to God.  Of the Creator, we can say with St. Paul, " ... from the foundations of the world, men have caught sight of His invisible nature, His eternal power and His divinity, as they are known through His creatures" (Rom 1,20). 
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The Traditional Catholic Doctrine of Creation

http://kolbecenter.org/the-traditional-catholic-doctrine-of-creation/ 
By Hugh Owen

Our Lord took pains to emphasize that any evangelization accompanied by the fullness of his power must include ALL the Truths that He entrusted to the Apostles. One of those Truths is the doctrine of creation and the Fall which underlies the Church’s teaching on Redemption and Sanctification. In recent decades faith in the original doctrine of creation has been shaken by the claims of evolutionary theory, but twenty-first century natural science has now answered and invalidated those claims. This paper will summarize the traditional authoritative teaching of the Catholic Church on creation, evaluate the claim that recent Popes have officially endorsed theistic evolution, and show why Catholics are fully justified in holding fast to the traditional doctrine of creation.
Magisterial Teaching on Creation

Both the Council of Trent and Vatican Council I taught that no one is permitted to interpret Sacred Scripture “contrary to the unanimous agreement of the Fathers.”1 In the words of Fr. Victor Warkulwiz*: 

The Fathers and Doctors of the Church unanimously agreed that Genesis 1-11 is an inerrant literal historical account of the beginning of the world and the human species as related by the prophet Moses under divine inspiration. This does not mean that they agreed on every point in its interpretation, but their differences were accidental and not essential. Pope Leo XIII, following St. Augustine, affirmed the Catholic rule for interpreting Sacred Scripture, “not to depart from the literal and obvious sense, except only where reason makes it untenable or necessity requires.” *See page 75
For the first five centuries of the Church, all of the Fathers believed and proclaimed:

(That less than 6,000 years had passed from the creation of the world to the birth of Jesus.

(That the creation of the cosmos took place in six 24 hour days or in an instant of time

(That God created the different kinds of living things instantly and immediately

(That Adam was created from the dust of the earth and Eve from his side

(That God ceased to create new kinds of creatures after the creation of Adam

(That the Original Sin of Adam shattered the perfect harmony of the first-created world and brought human death, deformity, and disease into the world.

This patristic teaching on creation was implicit in the words of the Nicene Creed, “I believe in God, the Father almighty, Creator of heaven and earth, of all things visible and invisible.” Not until the Middle Ages when the Albigensian heresy denied the divine creation of the material universe did an Ecumenical Council elaborate on the first article of the creed in the following words:

God…creator of all visible and invisible things of the spiritual and of the corporal who by his own omnipotent power at once from the beginning of time created each creature from nothing, spiritual and corporal namely angelic and mundane and finally the human, constituted as it were, alike of the spirit and the body. 
For 600 years, according to the foremost Catholic Doctors and commentators on this dogmatic decree, the words “at once from the beginning” signified that God created all of the different kinds of corporeal creatures and angels “simul” (“at once”). This could be reconciled with the six days of creation (the view of the overwhelming majority of the Fathers) or with the instantaneous creation envisioned by St. Augustine—but it could not be reconciled with a longer creation period. Among the commentators who taught that Lateran IV had defined the relative simultaneity of the creation of all things, perhaps the most authoritative was St. Lawrence of Brindisi (1559-1619), Doctor of the Church. In his commentary on Genesis, St. Lawrence wrote:

The Holy Roman Church determined in the Fourth Lateran Council that the angels along with the creatures of the world were at once created ex nihilo from the beginning of time.

This precise meaning of the words of Lateran IV was also explained by the most authoritative catechism in the history of the Catholic Church—the Roman Catechism—which taught that God created ALL things by his Fiat instantaneously “in the beginning” without any natural process:

[T]he Divinity ​​ created all things in the beginning. He spoke and they were made: He commanded and they were created.

According to the Roman Catechism, “Creator of heaven and earth” in the Creed also referred to the creation of all of the different kinds of living things. It states:

The earth also God commanded to stand in the midst of the world, rooted in its own foundation, and made the mountains ascend, and the plains descend into the place which he had founded for them. That the waters should not inundate the earth, He set a bound which they shall not pass over; neither shall they return to cover the earth. He next not only clothed and adorned it with trees and every variety of plant and flower, but filled it, as He had already filled the air and water, with innumerable kinds of living creatures (Catechism of Trent).
Note that God created all of these creatures by his word, instantly and immediately. During the creation period, He made, specifically, trees, “every variety of plant and flower,” air creatures and water creatures and land animals. There was no evolution. There was no long interval of time.

The Council Fathers reiterated the constant teaching of the Fathers, Doctors, and Popes, that God created the first man, Adam, by an act of special creation. They wrote:

Lastly, He formed man from the slime of the earth, so created and constituted in body as to be immortal and impassible, not, however, by the strength of nature, but by the bounty of God. Man’s soul He created to His own image and likeness; gifted him with free will, and tempered all his motions and appetites so as to subject them, at all times, to the dictates of reason. He then added the admirable gift of original righteousness, and next gave him dominion over all other animals. By referring to the sacred history of Genesis the pastor will easily make himself familiar with these things for the instruction of the faithful (Catechism of the Council of Trent).
Notice that the plain sense of the “sacred history of Genesis” is so sure a guide to the truth of the creation and early history of the world and of man that the council fathers direct the pastor to read the sacred history so that he can “easily” make himself familiar with the facts. “Lastly” means God created man last. There has been no further creation since the creation of Adam and Eve. Only variation within limits established during the six days.

The Catechism of Trent underscored the teaching of all of the Fathers and Doctors that creation was complete with the creation of Adam and Eve—and that God ceased creating new kinds of creatures after creating the first human beings.

We now come to the meaning of the word sabbath. Sabbath is a Hebrew word which signifies cessation. To keep the Sabbath, therefore, means to cease from labor and to rest. In this sense the seventh day was called the Sabbath, because God, having finished the creation of the world, rested on that day from all the work which He had done. Thus it is called by the Lord in Exodus (Catechism of the Council of Trent).
Note that God finished the creation of the world and all of the different kinds of creatures specifically on the sixth day of a seven day week. Soon after the Fourth Lateran Council, St. Thomas Aquinas had summed up the teaching of all the Church Fathers on the two perfections of the universe:

[T]he final perfection, which is the end of the whole universe, is the perfect beatitude of the saints at the consummation of the world; and the first perfection is the completeness of the universe at its first founding, and this is what is ascribed to the seventh day.[1] ST, I, q. 73, a. 1.

The teaching of St. Thomas makes clear that the reason why God created the entire universe and everything in it was so that men made in the image of His Son could become saints—and not for any other reason! He also reaffirms the teaching of all of the Church Fathers who held that the original creation was perfect, complete and harmonious in all of its parts. In contrast, theistic evolution holds that all kinds of creatures evolved and became extinct long before man evolved, that there never was a perfectly complete and harmonious creation in the beginning, and that God ordained that hundreds of millions of years of death, deformity, negative mutations, and disease should exist on earth before the first human beings evolved from sub-human primates.

The teaching of the Catechism of Trent was upheld by the Magisterium well in to the twentieth century. The First Vatican Council affirmed the teaching on creation of Lateran IV word for word. The Popes who reigned during the decades after Vatican I all mandated that the Catechism of Trent be used to teach priests and faithful the true doctrine of creation. Moreover, every magisterial teaching that touched on the interpretation of Genesis 1-11 upheld the literal historical truth of Genesis 1-11.

In 1880, in an encyclical on Holy Marriage, Pope Leo XIII wrote to the Bishops as follows:

What is the true origin of marriage? 
That, Venerable Brethren, is a matter of common knowledge. For although the revilers of the Christian faith shrink from acknowledging the Church’s permanent doctrine on this matter, and persist in their long-standing efforts to erase the history of all nations and all ages, they have nonetheless been unable to extinguish, or even to weaken, the strength and light of the truth. We call to mind facts well-known to all and doubtful to no-one: after He formed man from the slime of the earth on the sixth day of creation, and breathed into his face the breath of life, God willed to give him a female companion, whom He drew forth wondrously from the man’s side as he slept. In bringing this about, God, in His supreme Providence, willed that this spousal couple should be the natural origin of all men: in other words, that from this pair the human race should be propagated and preserved in every age by a succession of procreative acts which would never be interrupted. And so that this union of man and woman might correspond more aptly to the most wise counsels of God, it has manifested from that time onward, deeply impressed or engraved, as it were, within itself, two preeminent and most noble properties: unity and perpetuity (emphasis added).2[4]
Pope Leo XIII also defended the traditional Catholic approach to Scriptural exegesis with his encyclical Providentissimus Deus, in which he re-affirmed the rule that Scripture scholars must “uphold the literal and obvious sense of Scripture, except where reason dictates or necessity requires.” In the light of this rule, the “sacred history” of Genesis 1-11 had to be interpreted literally unless exegetes could offer proof beyond a reasonable doubt that the literal interpretation of that history could not be true. Pope Leo’s successor, St. Pius X, was equally aware of the tendency of contemporary intellectuals to see evolution at work in theology and morality as well as in nature—and he deplored this tendency. In Lamentabili St. Pius X condemned with the full weight of his office the proposition that “the progress of the sciences demands that the concept of Christian doctrine about . . . creation . . . be recast.” He also established the Pontifical Biblical Commission (PBC) to uphold the traditional Catholic approach to the study of the Bible and to combat modernism in Scripture study. The PBC’s rulings on the interpretation of the book of Genesis are—together with Humani Generis, but even more so—some of the last authoritative magisterial statements on the subject. In the Motu proprio, “Praestantia Scripturae,” on November 18, 1907, Pope St. Pius X declared that no one could contest the rulings of the PBC without “grave sin.”

In 1909, the PBC’s answers to several questions about Genesis 1-3 established certain truths unequivocally.

Its reply to Question I established that the literal historical sense of the first three chapters of Genesis cannot be called into question.

Its reply to Question II established that Genesis contains “stories of events which really happened, which correspond with historical reality and objective truth,” not “legends, historical in part and fictitious in part.” In short, the PBC definitively excluded the possibility that even a part of the Genesis 1-3 narrative could be fictitious and non-historical.

The PBC’s answer to Question III established that the literal and historical truth of the following facts cannot be called into question:

1) “The creation of all things wrought by God in the beginning of time”

Comment:

This passage upholds the Lateran IV doctrine that all things were created by God “in the beginning of time.”

2) “The special creation of man”

Comment: This excludes any process in the formation of man and requires that the creation of man was immediate and instantaneous.

3) “The formation of the first woman from the first man”

Comment: This, too, excludes any process in the formation of the first woman and requires that the creation of Eve was immediate and instantaneous.

In 1950, in the encyclical Humani generis, Pope Pius XII gave permission to Catholic scholars to evaluate the pros and cons of human evolution. But this permission in no way abrogated the authoritative teachings cited above. Permission to investigate an alternative view is not tantamount to approval! On the contrary, it is often a means to expose an error root and branch. Pope Pius XII also called the German philosopher Dietrich Von Hildebrand a “twentieth century Doctor of the Church.” Commenting on a Catholic catechism that spoke favorably of theistic evolution, Von Hildebrand wrote the following:

A grave error lies in the notion of “an evolutionary age” – as if it were something positive to which the Church must conform. Does the author consider it progress, an awakening to true reality, that Teilhard de Chardin’s unfortunate ideas about evolution fill the air? Does he not see that the prevailing tendency to submit everything, even truth – even divine truth! – to evolution amounts to a diabolical undermining of revealed truth? Truth is not truth if it is ever changing. The “courageous response” called for is precisely the opposite of yielding to evolutionary mythologies.3
Nowadays many Catholics reject the “traditional” Catholic doctrine with respect to the special creation of man, the creation of Eve from Adam’s side, and other doctrines derived from the literal historical interpretation of Genesis 1-11 on the grounds that the authoritative teaching of the Magisterium in recent decades has “moved beyond” and “corrected” certain errors in its earlier pronouncements on these subjects in the light of scientific advances. However, in the passage quoted above Dr. Von Hildebrand has given the simple reason why the special creation of Adam and the creation of Eve from Adam’s side, among other doctrines derived from Genesis 1-11, are authoritative and unchangeable Catholic doctrine. He reminds his readers that “Truth is not truth if it is ever changing.” Therefore, it is impossible for the Magisterium to have taught these doctrines as authoritatively as it has in the past and then to contradict that authoritative teaching. This would not be a “development of doctrine,” like the definition of the dogma of the Immaculate Conception or Papal Infallibility, but a deformation of doctrine.
Nowadays it is widely asserted that defenders of the traditional Catholic doctrine of creation only accept Magisterial teachings that agree with their own views and reject more recent pronouncements that contradict earlier teachings. Since this accusation goes to the heart of the creation-evolution debate within the Catholic community, it is worth taking the time to examine it closely. What is really at issue here is whether an ambiguous or non-authoritative teaching of a Pope or Council on a matter of faith or morals trumps a more authoritative prior Magisterial teaching on the same matter. Theologian Fr. Chad Ripperger has written a penetrating reflection on this very question entitled “Conservative vs. Traditional Catholicism.” In his essay Fr. Ripperger observes that:

Some ecclesial documents today do not have any connection to the positions held by the Magisterium prior to the Second Vatican Council. For example, in the document of Vatican II on ecumenism, Unitatis Redintegratio, there is not a single mention of the two previous documents that deal with the ecumenical movement and other religions: Leo XIII’s Satis Cognitum and Pius XI’s Mortalium Animos. The approach to ecumenism and other religions in these documents is fundamentally different from the approach of the Vatican II document or Ut Unum Sint by Pope John Paul II. While the current Magisterium can change a teaching that falls under non-infallible ordinary magisterial teaching, nevertheless, when the Magisterium makes a judgment in these cases, it has an obligation due to the requirements of the moral virtue of prudence to show how the previous teaching was wrong or is now to be understood differently by discussing the two different teachings. However, this is not what has happened. The Magisterium since Vatican II often ignores previous documents which may appear to be in opposition to the current teaching, leaving the faithful to figure out how the two are compatible, such as in the cases of Mortalium Animos and Ut Unum Sint. This leads to confusion and infighting within the Church as well as the appearance of contradicting previous Church teaching without explanation or reasoned justification.

Moreover, the problem is not just with respect to the Magisterium prior to Vatican II but even with the Magisterium since the Council.4
For an example of the problem that Fr. Ripperger highlights here, consider a fundamental element of the Church’s traditional teaching on the roles of husband and wife in the family which is not explicitly affirmed in the 1994 Catechism—that is, the God-given role of the husband and father to be the spiritual head of his wife and children. This—the constant teaching of all the Fathers, Doctors, Popes, and Council Fathers in their authoritative teaching—was re-affirmed by Pope Pius XI in Casti connubii, the same encyclical that re-affirmed the Church’s constant teaching on the evil of birth control. He wrote:

The submission of the wife neither ignores nor suppresses the liberty to which her dignity as a human person and her noble functions as wife, mother and companion give her the full right. It does not oblige her to yield indiscriminately to all the desires of her husband, which may be unreasonable or incompatible with her wifely dignity. Nor does it mean that she is on a level with persons who in law are called minors and who are ordinarily denied the unrestricted exercise of their rights on the ground of their immature judgment and inexperience. But it does forbid such abuse of freedom as would neglect the welfare of the family; it refuses, in this body which is the family, to allow the heart to be separated from the head, with great detriment to the body itself and even with risk of disaster. If the husband is the head of the domestic body, then the wife is its heart; and as the first holds the primacy of authority, so the second can and ought to claim the primacy of love (Casti connubii, 10).

In spite of the fact that this has been the constant authoritative teaching of the Church from the time of the Apostles until now, it is nowhere to be found in the 1994 Catechism of the Catholic Church. Moreover, when Pope St. John Paul II wrote that husbands and wives should practice “mutual submission” he did not explain how his exhortation could be reconciled with the constant teaching of the Church on the roles of husband and wife prior to his pontificate.

Are the faithful to conclude that the traditional teaching on the spiritual headship of the husband and father has been abrogated, because it is not explicitly affirmed in the Catechism of the Catholic Church? Absolutely not! That has NEVER been the modus operandi of the Magisterium. On the contrary, the Church has always operated on the principle that her authoritative teaching on a doctrine of faith or morals must be upheld, unless and until a new definition of that doctrine is proclaimed at the same—or a higher—level of authority. Since no authoritative Magisterial teaching has ever abrogated the constant teaching of the Church on the God-given roles of husband and wife in the family, Catholics are obliged to uphold the traditional doctrine.

Moreover, we are obliged to ask the Magisterium to explain how the doctrine of “mutual submission” should be reconciled with the constant teaching of the Church on the roles of husband and wife in holy marriage, since we know that God cannot contradict Himself. It is actually not difficult to reconcile Pope St. John Paul II’s “mutual submission” with the traditional doctrine, but, sadly, very few contemporary theologians make the effort to do this. One way to reconcile the two is to recognize that a Catholic husband and father must submit himself to the spiritual and material needs—not wants!—of his wife and children, while his wife and children should submit to his authority in all things but sin.

I think that it would be helpful for the reader to pause for a moment and reflect on the question, “Does the treatment of family roles contained in the 1994 Catechism of the Catholic Church and its silence on the spiritual headship of the Catholic husband and father abrogate the traditional teaching of the Church summarized in Casti connubii?” How one answers this question is crucial for any constructive discussion of the Church’s authoritative teaching on creation and evolution. On the one hand, the Catechism is an authoritative guide for bishops’ conferences to use in developing their own contemporary catechisms. On the other hand, the treatment of family relationships contained in the new Catechism leaves out an essential element of the subject that has been taught since the time of the Apostles and summarized in Casti connubii. When faced with a contradiction of this kind, should the faithful follow the more recent teaching because it necessarily reflects the guidance of the Holy Spirit? 
If so, does this mean that Catholic fathers are no longer the spiritual heads of their families? Or does the informed Catholic have an obligation to evaluate the more recent teaching in the light of the constant teaching—the “traditional doctrine”—of the Church?

Throughout her history, the Church has always held that an authoritative Magisterial teaching must take precedence over a less authoritative teaching on the same topic, especially when the latter teaching is ambiguous or contradicts the prior teaching. There are many examples of this in Church history. In an article on Pope St. Zosimus, the Catholic Encyclopedia recalls that:

Not long after the election of Zosimus the Pelagian Coelestius, who had been condemned by the preceding pope, Innocent I, came to Rome to justify himself before the new pope, having been expelled from Constantinople. In the summer of 417 Zosimus held a meeting of the Roman clergy in the Basilica of St. Clement before which Coelestius appeared. The propositions drawn up by the deacon Paulinus of Milan, on account of which Coelestius had been condemned at Carthage in 411, were laid before him. Coelestius refused to condemn these propositions, at the same time declaring in general that he accepted the doctrine expounded in the letters of Pope Innocent and making a confession of faith which was approved. The pope was won over by the shrewdly calculated conduct of Coelestius, and said that it was not certain whether the heretic had really maintained the false doctrine rejected by Innocent, and that therefore he considered the action of the African bishops against Coelestius too hasty. He wrote at once in this sense to the bishops of the African province, and called upon those who had anything to bring against Coelestius to appear at Rome within two months. Soon after this Zosimus received from Pelagius also an artfully expressed confession of faith, together with a new treatise by the heretic on free will. The pope held a new synod of the Roman clergy, before which both these writings were read. The skillfully chosen expressions of Pelagius concealed the heretical contents; the assembly held the statements to be orthodox, and Zosimus again wrote to the African bishops defending Pelagius and reproving his accusers, among whom were the Gallic bishops Hero and Lazarus. Archbishop Aurelius of Carthage quickly called a synod, which sent a letter to Zosimus in which it was proved that the pope had been deceived by the heretics. In his answer Zosimus declared that he had settled nothing definitely, and wished to settle nothing without consulting the African bishops. After the new synodal letter of the African council of 1 May, 418, to the pope, and after the steps taken by the Emperor Honorius against the Pelagians, Zosimus recognized the true character of the heretics. He now issued his “Tractoria”, in which Pelagianism and its authors were condemned. Thus, finally, the occupant of the Apostolic See at the right moment maintained with all authority the traditional dogma of the Church, and protected the truth of the Church against error (emphasis added) http://www.newadvent.org/cathen/15764c.htm
Defenders of the traditional Catholic doctrine of creation do not challenge the legitimacy of Vatican II or of the 1994 Catechism. Nor do we deny that Pope St. John Paul II, Pope Benedict XVI and Pope Francis have made non-authoritative statements favorable to theistic evolutionism. We simply maintain that an ambiguous, tentative or non-authoritative teaching of a Pope, Bishop, or Council cannot supersede a clear, unambiguous teaching that has been handed down from the Apostles. Any such tentative or ambiguous teachings on matters of faith and morals must be understood in light of previous clear and authoritative magisterial teachings on those matters, if any have been handed down. In regard to creation and evolution, we have demonstrated that a great number of highly authoritative magisterial teachings have upheld special creation and the literal historical truth of Genesis 1-11.

Advocates for theistic evolution will object that cosmological or biological evolution are hypotheses in natural science and cannot be excluded by the Church’s creation theology. And it is true that Pope St. John Paul II believed his scientific advisors when they asserted that everything in the universe (except for man’s soul) could have evolved through natural processes after the creation ex nihilo of some material elements and natural laws in the beginning. But the Pope never cited any evidence that their opinion was true beyond a reasonable doubt. Moreover, Pope St. John Paul II’s endorsement of the evolutionary hypothesis was always tentative and never obliged our assent. For example, in one Wednesday audience he stated:

It can therefore be said that, from the viewpoint of the doctrine of the faith, there are no difficulties in explaining the origin of man, in regard to the body, by means of the theory of evolution. It must, however, be added that this hypothesis proposes only a probability, not a scientific certainty.

Furthermore, in his famous speech to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences in 1996, the Holy Father admitted:

A theory’s validity depends on whether or not it can be verified; it is constantly tested against the facts; wherever it can no longer explain the latter, it shows its limitations and unsuitability. It must then be rethought.

One of the main reasons why evolution still appears to many Catholics to be a credible hypothesis is that it has not been subjected to rigorous critical examination in the public forum. In his encyclical letter Humani generis in 1950, Pope Pius XII asked that Catholic scholars examine the evidence for and against the hypothesis of human evolution. However, in the last 65 years only a handful of Catholic universities and research centers have given any attention to the serious shortcomings of the evolutionary hypothesis. On the eve of his election to the papacy, then-Cardinal Ratzinger approved the publication, in English, of his work Truth and Tolerance in which he observed:

There is . . . no getting around the dispute about the extent of the claims of the doctrine of evolution as a fundamental philosophy . . . This dispute has therefore to be approached objectively and with a willingness to listen, by both sides—something that has hitherto been undertaken only to a limited extent (Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, Truth and Tolerance (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2004), pp. 179-181).
This statement was all the more remarkable in light of the fact that the Pontifical Academy of Sciences has long refused to give any serious consideration to the scientific evidence against the evolutionary hypothesis, while defending a number of positions on other issues that are highly questionable from a Catholic point of view. (Questionable positions advocated by publications of the PAS include limiting family size to two children; using the so-called “brain death” criterion to determine human death; and using GMO food to combat world hunger.) During the Darwin year, the organizers of a PAS conference on evolution refused to allow scientists to present compelling scientific evidence against the evolutionary hypothesis, even when Ph.D. level Catholic scientists offered to do so at their own expense (Cf. www.sciencevsevolution.org ).

In reality, the traditional teaching of the Catholic Church—upheld by all of the Fathers and Doctors without exception—has been that the origin of man and the universe is not a question for the natural sciences but for theology. In the Summa Theologica, St. Thomas Aquinas summed up the common view of the Fathers and Doctors that:

In the works of nature, creation does not enter, but is presupposed to the work of nature (ST, I q. 45, a. 8.).

In other words, according to St. Thomas and all the Fathers, natural processes and operations are not themselves instances of God’s creative activity; rather, they show His Providence at work in maintaining His prior work of creation, which is presupposed by the way these processes and operations now take place. In light of this traditional Catholic understanding of the distinction between Creation and Providence, the origin of man and the universe does not fall within the realm of the natural sciences.

Now, if the traditional distinction between creation and providence is correct—and the unanimous teaching of all of the Fathers must be correct on a point of this kind—all the efforts of natural scientists to demonstrate or to observe “the origin of species” in nature or in the laboratory are doomed to failure. And, indeed, this has proven to be the case. For example, more than seventy years of experiments on fruit flies to produce mutations that would make the fruit fly evolve into something else have failed miserably. Fruit flies are still fruit flies, and all of the forms produced through induced mutations are inferior to the non-mutant forms. Indeed, more than 150 years after the publication of Origin of Species, all experimental evidence and observations indicate that the evolutionary hypothesis is still, in the words of Nobel-prize winning biochemist Sir Ernst Chain, “an hypothesis without evidence and against the facts.”

For decades Catholic theistic evolutionists have attempted to defend evolution as the “only scientific explanation for origins” on the grounds that “natural science” is restricted to explanations in terms of presently-observed natural processes. “Creation,” they say, is not a “scientific” explanation for the origins of man or of other life-forms, because it does not meet this criterion. But the Church has always held that “theology” is the “queen of the sciences,” so there is nothing “unscientific” about the traditional doctrine of creation. It simply acknowledges that there are limits to how far natural scientists can extrapolate from presently-observed material processes back into the remote past. This is a perfectly reasonable assumption in the light of Divine Revelation about Creation, the Fall, and the Flood, and it is no more “un-provable” than the evolutionists’ assumption that “things have always been the same” since the beginning of creation.

Moreover, by embracing evolution as the “only scientific” explanation for the origin of the different kinds of living things, theistic evolutionists not only jettison the constant teaching of the Fathers, Doctors, Popes and Councils; they also unintentionally impugn the goodness and wisdom of God. This is because, unlike St. Thomas and the Fathers and Doctors who taught that God created all of the different kinds of creatures, perfect according to their natures, for man, in a perfectly harmonious cosmos, theistic evolutionists hold that God deliberately produced—through evolutionary processes—many different kinds of creatures only to destroy them so that something more highly evolved could take their place. Moreover, this evolutionary god used a process of mutation and natural selection that littered the earth with diseased and deformed creatures in the process of producing the alleged “beneficial mutations” that transformed reptiles into birds and chimpanzees into men. Whatever one wants to call this evolutionary god, it is not the God of the Bible, of the Fathers, and of the Doctors of the Church, of whom St. Thomas says again and again that “all His works are perfect.”

Conclusion

In conclusion, it has been demonstrated that there is an impressive body of highly authoritative magisterial teaching that upholds special creation and the literal historical truth of Genesis 1-11.

The burden of proof rests upon the scholar who challenges the traditional interpretation of “the sacred history of Genesis.”

All statements by Church leaders favorable to evolution have been non-authoritative or ambiguous.

One hundred and fifty years after the publication of Origin of Species, the evolutionary hypothesis remains “an hypothesis without evidence and against the facts.”

Therefore, Catholics are obliged to hold fast to the traditional doctrine of creation as it was handed down from the Apostles and to pray that the Magisterium will re-affirm the traditional doctrine of creation as soon as possible, for the good of souls and for the benefit of all the sciences.

May His Kingdom come!
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Roman Catholicism and Genesis
A review of The Doctrines of Genesis 1–11: A Compendium and Defense of Traditional Catholic Theology on Origins by Fr Victor P. Warkulwiz. 
https://creation.com/review-doctrines-of-genesis-1-11-warkulwiz 
By Michael J. Oard 

This article is from Journal of Creation 22(2):21–22—August 2008
The Catholic Church’s belief about Genesis 1–11 has been in a muddle for a long time—ever since uniformitarianism and evolution came on the scene. This situation is similar to Protestant churches, sadly for both liberal and conservative ones. Within the ‘traditionalist’ churches, this book is a welcome addition to the book Genesis, Creation and Early Man by the Russian Orthodox heiromonk Seraphim Rose, 1 who documented that the Church fathers of Eastern Orthodoxy from the fourth century until the present almost all taught a young earth, a literal six-day creation, a global Flood, and the origin of languages at the Tower of Babel. Warkulwiz’s book focuses on the traditional teachings of the Catholic Church from the early and medieval church fathers and comes to the same conclusions. The book was endorsed with a foreword by Bishop Robert Francis Vasa of Baker, Oregon.
Who is Fr Warkulwiz?

Fr Warkulwiz is well qualified to write such a book. Not only is he a Catholic priest, but also he has a PhD in physics from Temple University and has worked in industry for a number of years. He has taught science, philosophy, history, astronomy, logic, chemistry, physics, mathematics and creationism versus evolution at Magdalen College in the U.K. He entered the priesthood late in life and received an M.Div. and M.A. in theology and was ordained in 1991. He is also theological reviewer for the Kolbe Center for the Study of Creation, 2 a Catholic young-earth creation organization.

About the book

Blending this diversity of fields, Fr Warkulwiz has written a 519 page book not only on the scientific arguments for young-earth creationism, but also he has added a lot of history, philosophy, and theology. The book consists of 16 doctrines derived from Genesis 1–11, such as God created the world from nothing, God created each thing in the world immediately, God created each living creature according to its kind, God created the world in six natural days, God created the world several thousand years ago, the whole human species descended from the first man and woman and God destroyed the world that was with a worldwide Flood. He quotes extensively from the early and medieval fathers of the church, especially Augustine, Aquinas and Bonaventure. He drives home the main point that traditional Catholic teaching has always been young-earth creationism. It is only under the influence of the so-called Enlightenment that Catholic theologians and scholars have strayed. The influence of evolution culminated in the teachings of Jesuit priest, Pièrre Teilhard de Chardin, who mesmerized numerous Catholics to believe in evolution with his ‘theological fiction’.

From his field of physics, Warkulwiz has some good insights into many supposed problems of Genesis 1–11, for instance, he says in regard to the source of light for the first three days:
‘A possible source for the light could have been chemical and nuclear reactions in the raw matter of earth itself. But according to modern physics a source really isn’t needed. Light is not tethered to a source. Once a photon of light leaves its source it is free and has an existence of its own. So modern physics has no problem with the idea that God created light without a source …’ (p. 173).

Old-earthers make a huge issue out of the nature of light before the sun was created on Day 4, trying to justify their old-age interpretation. It is as if God were powerless, and there were no other alternatives.

Fr Warkulwiz understands the fallacy of the documentary hypothesis, which assumes evolution, and which the Catholic Church borrowed from liberal Protestants. He sees the problems with the big bang hypothesis for the origin of the universe and that it contradicts the Bible. He strongly believes in the inerrancy of the Bible:

‘The principle of inerrancy is all-inclusive; it includes everything the Bible says. To deny this and to allow Sacred Scripture to err even in some small matter opens a Pandora’s box of skepticism that leads to the total discrediting of God’s Word’ (pp. 12–13).
Church Fathers almost universally interpreted Genesis literally

The book adds much information that refutes the idea that the early church fathers were wishy-washy on the subject of origins, suggesting a variety of possible ‘interpretations’ for Genesis 1–11. This is a point made by a number of modern opponents of biblical creation such as the progressive creationist Hugh Ross3 and the theistic evolutionist Howard Van Till, 4 who has subsequently apostatized—at no great surprise to anyone who knew him.5
It is true that Augustine and Aquinas seemed to have some unorthodox beliefs, but often these Church fathers, as well as others, simply interpreted passages both symbolically as well as literally. They were fond of adding a spiritual meaning to events in Genesis 1–11, interpreted both individually and in terms of the Church. They still believed in the literal meaning. Augustine did stray from a literal six-day creation, but instead of believing in long ages, he believed creation took place in only one day! Cardinal Ernesto Ruffini states that Augustine did explain too many things figuratively which he later thought he should have taken more literally (p. 166). Aquinas believed in spontaneous generation, as did most other scholars of his time, but he also believed in created kinds. It is only by superficial analysis of the writings of the Church fathers that some old-earthers and theistic evolutions can claim that some early church fathers left the questions of origins open.
I was favourably impressed by some of the insights that the early Church fathers had in regard to origins. Many of their ideas seemed modern. But at other times it seems like they theologically hypothesized beyond the state of the evidence. For instance some of the Church fathers believed that Adam and Eve lived in the garden like sexless creatures (p. 304). Most of the time Fr Warkulwiz points out these misinterpretation and mistakes, but other times he does not comment, which leaves the impression that he believes some of these hypotheses.

Popes, cardinals and councils upheld a literal Genesis— until recently

Another interesting aspect of the book is that Fr Warkulwiz quotes several Church councils, a few cardinals and a number of popes who reinforced the traditional Catholic teaching on a literal Genesis. I was favourably impressed with the many statements quoted. For instance, the Pontifical Biblical Commission of 1909 rejected arguments that denied the literal history of Genesis 1–3.

Cardinal Ernesto Ruffini points to the conclusion that Adam must have been specially created because Eve was specially created from Adam’s side:

‘But if it is true, as the transformists are good enough to concede, 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, the virile sex, comes from the brute beast? What an absurdity!’ (p. 269)

However, a few popes of recent times have made statements that seem to support evolution. Warkulwiz states that such pronouncements are beyond the range of authority of the popes and are not official church doctrine. Moreover, these popes are dependent upon their scientific advisors, who have succumbed to evolution, an old earth and the big bang. So, it is no wonder that some of the recent popes have made unbiblical statements supporting an old earth or evolution. These should be ignored.
A few questionable statements on origins

Although strongly young-earth creationist, I did find two questionable statements in regard to origins in the book. Warkulwiz seems to leave open the possibility of animal death before the Fall (p. 331), and that thorns, thistles, and poisonous plants existed before the Fall but were created for a purpose beneficial to man and that God gave Adam and Eve the ability to avoid danger (p. 302). Genesis 3 makes it clear that these came after the Fall.

The book is geared towards Catholics

The reader must remember that the intended audience is Catholic, not Protestant, although Warkulwiz uses a lot of sources from the modern creationist movement, a few of which are outdated. There is a good reason for this. Besides being Catholic himself, there is no well-developed theology of creation in the Catholic Church because a majority of theologians, scholars and scientists have embraced theistic naturalism (p. xxxv). These intellectuals are probably more influenced by the supposed long geological periods of uniformitarian geology than by evolution. The author goes on to say that such long ages have had a numbing effect on the faith of the youth, and God is pushed so far back in time to be barely visible or relevant (p. 9).

Protestant readers will of course find a few aspects of the book questionable, such as his occasional quotes from the Apocrypha. Mariology is inserted in one or two places. And of course, the book upholds Church tradition almost on par with the Bible. But it can be said in his defense that many church traditions do uphold the Scripture, which is usually the source of many traditions.

If the book is widely read and considered by Catholics, it should cause a renaissance in their thinking about origins. I recommend the book also for Protestants who should overlook the few instances where it deviates from strongly held biblical beliefs. The book is overwhelmingly and delightfully a work of young-earth creationism.
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Evolution OR Creation (Part – 2) OOPS! Parts 1 and 3 may be read on page 119 ff. -Michael
http://the-beacon.me/2014/11/16/evolution-or-creation-part-2/#more-735 
Source: The Beacon, November 16, 2014

[Special Note] – These articles on Evolution OR Creation or any of the others for that matter, may appear to some, as directed against Catholic Church teaching and the authorities within the Church. However, this author wishes to clarify that this is definitely not the intention of any articles that I write. (In fact wherever Catholic Teaching is in harmony with the Word of God, the same has been quoted as well). The sole reason for the existence of this blog-site is to publish truth as best as I understand it from God’s Word and the evidence of sound empirical science (wherever required).  In the pursuit of this Truth, it might often be necessary to state things which are contrary to what others in high office have stated. Keeping in mind the constitutional right to freedom of expression that we all have, such truth is shared in love and with respect as per the scriptural norm. Hence, my special request to you therefore, is to read carefully with the above in mind. -Ian D’Souza
Catholicism & Genesis
A review of The Doctrines of Genesis 1–11:
A Compendium and Defense of Traditional Catholic Theology on Origins by Fr Victor P. Warkulwiz 
The Catholic Church’s belief about Genesis 1–11 has been confusing for a long time—ever since uniformitarianism and evolution came on the scene. Most seminaries regard this essential part of God’s Word as a Myth. This situation is similar to Protestant churches, sadly, for both liberal and conservative ones. Within the ‘traditionalist’ churches, the above book (by Fr. Victor P.W), is a welcome addition to the book Genesis, Creation and Early Man by the Russian Orthodox heiromonk 

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Seraphim_Rose" \t "_blank" Seraphim Rose, who documented that the Church fathers of Eastern Orthodoxy from the fourth century until the present almost all taught a young earth, a literal six-day creation, a global Flood, and the origin of languages at the Tower of Babel. Warkulwiz’s book focuses on the traditional teachings of the Catholic church from the early and medieval church fathers and comes to the same conclusions. The book was endorsed with a foreword by Bishop Robert Francis Vasa of Baker, Oregon.

Who is Fr. Warkulwiz?
Fr. Warkulwiz is well qualified to write such a book. Not only is he a Catholic priest, but also he has a PhD in physics from Temple University and has worked in industry for a number of years. He has taught science, philosophy, history, astronomy, logic, chemistry, physics, mathematics and creationism versus evolution at Magdalen College in the U.K. He entered the priesthood late in life and received an M.Div. and M.A. in theology and was ordained in 1991. He is also theological reviewer for the Kolbe Center for the Study of Creation, a Catholic young-earth creation organization.
About the book
Blending this diversity of fields, Fr Warkulwiz has written a 519 page book not only on the scientific arguments for young-earth creationism, but also he has added a lot of history, philosophy, and theology. The book consists of 16 doctrines derived from Genesis 1–11, such as:

(God created the world from nothing,

(God created each thing in the world immediately,

(God created each living creature according to its kind,

(God created the world in six natural days,

(God created the world several thousand years ago,

(The whole human species descended from the first man and woman and

(God destroyed the world that was – with a worldwide Flood.

He quotes extensively from the early and medieval fathers of the church, especially Augustine, Aquinas and Bonaventure. He drives home the main point that traditional Catholic teaching has always been young-earth creationism. It is only under the influence of the so-called Enlightenment that Catholic theologians and scholars have strayed. The influence of evolution culminated in the teachings of Jesuit priest, Pièrre Teilhard de Chardin, who mesmerized numerous Catholics to believe in evolution with his ‘theological fiction’.

[Re. light before the Sun’s creation on Day 4] Light is not tethered to a source. Once a photon of light leaves its source it is free and has an existence of its own. So modern physics has no problem with the idea that God created light without a source. —Victor Warkulwiz
From his field of physics, Warkulwiz has some good insights into many supposed problems of Genesis 1–11, for instance, he says in regard to the source of light for the first three days:

‘A possible source for the light could have been chemical and nuclear reactions in the raw matter of earth itself. But according to modern physics a source really isn’t needed. Light is not tethered to a source. Once a photon of light leaves its source it is free and has an existence of its own. So modern physics has no problem with the idea that God created light without a source …’ (p. 173).
Old-earthers make a huge issue out of the nature of light before the sun was created on Day 4, trying to justify their old-age interpretation. It is as if God were powerless, and there were no other alternatives.

Fr Warkulwiz understands the fallacy of the documentary hypothesis, which assumes evolution, and which the Catholic Church borrowed from liberal Protestants. He sees the problems with the big bang hypothesis for the origin of the universe and that it contradicts the Bible. He strongly believes in the inerrancy of the Bible:

‘The principle of inerrancy is all-inclusive; it includes everything the Bible says. To deny this and to allow Sacred Scripture to err even in some small matter opens a Pandora’s box of skepticism that leads to the total discrediting of God’s Word’ (pp. 12–13).
Church Fathers almost universally interpreted Genesis literally

The book adds much information that refutes the idea that the early church fathers were wishy-washy on the subject of origins, suggesting a variety of possible ‘interpretations’ for Genesis 1–11. This is a point made by a number of modern opponents of biblical creation such as the progressive creationist Hugh Ross and the theistic evolutionist Howard Van Till, who has subsequently apostatized—at no great surprise to anyone who knew him.

The principle of inerrancy is all-inclusive; it includes everything the Bible says. To deny this and to allow Sacred Scripture to err even in some small matter opens a Pandora’s box of skepticism that leads to the total discrediting of God’s Word. —Victor Warkulwiz
It is true that Augustine and Aquinas seemed to have some unorthodox beliefs, but often these Church fathers, as well as others, simply interpreted passages both symbolically as well as literally. They were fond of adding a spiritual meaning to events in Genesis 1–11, interpreted both individually and in terms of the Church. They still believed in the literal meaning. Augustine did stray from a literal six-day creation, but instead of believing in long ages, he believed creation took place in only one day! Cardinal Ernesto Ruffini states that Augustine did explain too many things figuratively which he later thought he should have taken more literally (p. 166). Aquinas believed in spontaneous generation, as did most other scholars of his time, but he also believed in created kinds. It is only by superficial analysis of the writings of the Church fathers that some old-earthers and theistic evolutions can claim that some early church fathers left the questions of origins open.

I was favourably impressed by some of the insights that the early Church fathers had in regard to origins. Many of their ideas seemed modern. But at other times it seems like they theologically hypothesized beyond the state of the evidence. For instance some of the Church fathers believed that Adam and Eve lived in the garden like sexless creatures (p. 304). Most of the time Fr Warkulwiz points out these misinterpretation and mistakes, but other times he does not comment, which leaves the impression that he believes some of these hypotheses.
Popes, cardinals and councils upheld a literal Genesis — until recently

Another interesting aspect of the book is that Fr Warkulwiz quotes several Church councils, a few cardinals and a number of popes who reinforced the traditional Catholic teaching on a literal Genesis. I was favourably impressed with the many statements quoted. For instance, the Pontifical Biblical Commission of 1909 rejected arguments that denied the literal history of Genesis 1–3.

Cardinal Ernesto Ruffini points to the conclusion that Adam must have been specially created because Eve was specially created from Adam’s side:

‘But if it is true, as the transformists are good enough to concede, 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, the virile sex, comes from the brute beast? What an absurdity!’ (p. 269)

 A few popes of recent times have made statements that seem to support evolution. … such pronouncements are beyond the range of authority of the popes and are not official church doctrine. Moreover, these popes are dependent upon their scientific advisors, who have succumbed to evolution, an old Earth, and the Big Bang. —Victor Warkulwiz
However, a few popes of recent times have made statements that seem to support evolution. Warkulwiz states that such pronouncements are beyond the range of authority of the popes and are not official church doctrine. Moreover, these popes are dependent upon their scientific advisors, who have succumbed to evolution, an old earth and the big bang. So, it is no wonder that some of the recent popes have made unbiblical statements supporting an old earth or evolution. (Source)

The Testimony of the Magisterium from the 1909 Pontifical Biblical Commission

It is interesting and necessary to note here some of the important points that Fr. Victor (above) has pointed out from the Pontifical Biblical Commission of 1909. (The reader is invited to click the link alongside and read for himself/ herself).

The Pontifical Biblical Commission (PBC) rulings on the interpretation of the book of Genesis are—together with Humani Generis, but even more so—some of the last authoritative magisterial statements on the subject.  In the Motu proprio, “Praestantia Scripturae,” on November 18, 1907, Pope St. Pius X declared that no one could contest the rulings of the PBC without “grave sin.”

The PBC’s answers to several questions establish certain truths unequivocally.
Its reply to Question I establishes that the literal historical sense of the first three chapters of Genesis cannot be called into question.

Its reply to Question II establishes that Genesis contains “stories of events which really happened, which correspond with historical reality and objective truth,” not “legends, historical in part and fictitious in part.”  In short, the PBC definitively excludes the possibility that even a part of the Genesis 1-3 narrative could be fictitious and non-historical.
The PBC’s answer to Question III establishes that the literal and historical truth of the following facts cannot be called into question:

1) “The creation of all things wrought by God in the beginning of time”

Comment: This passage upholds the Lateran IV doctrine that all things were created by God “in the beginning of time.”

2) “The special creation of man”

Comment: This excludes any process in the formation of man and requires that the creation of man was immediate and instantaneous.

3) “The formation of the first woman from the first man”

Comment:  This, too, excludes any process in the formation of the first woman and requires that the creation of Eve was immediate and instantaneous.

When, in 1948, Cardinal Suhard attempted to get the PBC to renounce its earlier rulings on Genesis, he was rebuffed and told that the PBC did not wish to issue “new decrees on these questions” (Denz, 2302).  Consequently, the next magisterial document dealing explicitly with the historical events recounted in Genesis 1-3, Humani Generis, must be understood in the context of the 1909 PBC rulings.  It is in this context—and ONLY in this context—that Pope Pius XII’s permission to inquire “into the origin of the human body as coming from pre-existent and living matter” can and should be understood.  In view of the Vatican’s refusal to change its 1909 decrees on Genesis One, Catholics are still bound by them.  Pope Pius XII himself in Humani Generis condemned those who transgress legitimate freedom of discussion, acting as if the origin of the human body from previously existing and living matter, were already certain and demonstrated from certain already discovered indications, and deduced by reasoning, and as if there were nothing in the sources of divine revelation which demands the greatest moderation and caution in this thinking (DZ, 2327).

Although Pope Pius XII charged “exegetes” with the task of determining in precisely what sense the first eleven chapters of Genesis are history, he insisted that the first eleven chapters of Genesis are “a kind of history” and that they contain a popular description of the origins of the human race and of the chosen people.  He also upheld the constant teaching of the Church that these chapters are “free from all error” (DZ, 2329).
ENCYCLICAL – HUMANI GENERIS – (Pope Pius XII).
As interesting as the above statements made by the Pontifical Commission, the encyclical Human Generis (points 5 & 6) has this to add:

5. If anyone examines the state of affairs outside the Christian fold, he will easily discover the principle 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 a personal God, they may the more efficaciously defend and propagate their dialectical materialism.
6. Such fictitious tenets of evolution which repudiate all that is absolute, firm and immutable, have paved the way for the new erroneous philosophy which, rivaling idealism, immanentism and pragmatism, has assumed the name of existentialism, since it concerns itself only with existence of individual things and neglects all consideration of their immutable essences.
Could God Have Used Evolution?
Where does this question come from?  I believe it is largely generated by the fact that many Christians find themselves in a bit of an apparent dilemma. They certainly believe in God and view the Bible as being his inspired Word, but they are also under the impression that scientists have virtually proven that evolution is a fact.  They may also believe that science just deals with facts and you can’t really argue with that, because it is what it is.  On the other hand, they reason that the Bible can be interpreted in many different ways and it doesn’t matter so much what we believe about creation, as long as we at least believe in Jesus. The easiest way to resolve this apparent conundrum is to simply merge the two together.  “God used evolution.  Case closed!  No need to argue with either side.”
On the surface this seems like the best solution and I believe that most Christians who hold to this position do so in all sincerity. It also may seem like it is really taking the “higher ground” position… not completely rejecting either side.  I personally believe that evolution and religion are very compatible.  Really?  Yes, really.  What’s the catch?  Here’s the catch… Evolution and religion are very compatible, but not evolution and Christianity!  Religion is largely “man’s” idea of God (or “a” god).

There are so many different religions because there are so many different people and they all have their own ideas about who or what God is, why we are here and what he wants from us, etc. Christianity, on the other hand, is “God’s” idea of God.  I personally believe that what God chose to tell us about himself and his creation, rules out the evolutionary theories being taught in schools and universities today.  I think that non-Christians often recognize this more readily than Christians, as evidenced in the following quote from Professor David Oldroyd:

“People seem to think that Christianity and evolution do or can go together. But I suggest this is only possible for the intellectually schizophrenic. Biological theory does not require or allow any sort of divine guidance for the evolutionary process…” [Professor David Oldroyd, (School of Science and Technology Studies at the University of New South Wales, Australia.) writing in The (Australian) Weekend Review, 20–21 March 1993, p. 5.]
Atheist G. Richard Bozarth wrote:
“Christianity has fought, still fights, and will continue to fight science to the desperate end over evolution, because evolution destroys utterly and finally the very reason Jesus’ earthly life was supposedly made necessary. Destroy Adam and Eve and the original sin, and in the rubble you will find the sorry remains of the Son of God. If Jesus was not the redeemer who died for our sins, and this is what evolution means, then Christianity is nothing.” [G. Richard Bozarth, ‘The Meaning of Evolution’, American Atheist, p. 30. 20 September 1979.]  Source
One of the most obvious biblical issues would be the fact that the creation account is very straightforward and does not describe evolutionary processes. Most people readily recognize that Genesis chapters 1-2 recount a simple progression of miraculously creative acts during a period of six solar days. Therefore, if they wish to adhere to modern evolutionary biology, they simply relegate the first few chapters of Genesis as allegory, poetry or some other non-literal interpretation. The Bible unmistakably contains passages that are poetic and allegorical in nature and each time it is greatly evidenced by the context. However, Genesis 1-2 was not written in this fashion, but rather, as “historical narrative”. Space prohibits listing all of the evidence for this, but volumes have been written along these lines. Realizing that the text itself does not support evolutionary theories, some religious leaders have gone as far as to dismiss Genesis altogether in favor of current secular views. The inherent danger with this is “Why stop at Genesis? Why not take it to its logical conclusion and start questioning other portions of Scripture?”

Commenting on the idea of God using evolution, atheist Carl Sagan logically stated:
“If God is omnipotent and omniscient, why didn’t he start the universe out in the first place so it would come out the way he wants? Why is he constantly repairing and complaining? No, there’s one thing the Bible makes clear: The biblical God is a sloppy manufacturer. He’s not good at design, he’s not good at execution. He’d be out of business if there was any competition.”

Evolution represents a very random, inefficient process with lots of death and disease. This hardly seems to be the work of an omniscient, omnipotent, loving Creator. God is not the author of confusion (I Cor 14:33), but of wonder, power and majesty. I think Carl Sagan noted and saw the illogic of God using evolution better than some Christians.

One other person who seems to understand the fallacy of compromising Scripture with modern evolutionary views is Richard Dawkins who is one of the world’s leading evolutionists and a very outspoken atheist. He commented regarding Christians who try to take Genesis as just an allegory and not literal:

“Oh, but of course, the story of Adam and Eve was only ever symbolic, wasn’t it? Symbolic? So, in order to impress himself, Jesus had himself tortured and executed, in vicarious punishment for a symbolic sin committed by a non-existent individual? As I said, barking mad, as well as viciously unpleasant.” [Dawkins, The God Delusion, p. 25] (Source)

Wow! From an avowed atheist that too.  I couldn’t have put it better myself.

There are many other scientific problems with the whole story of evolution, but I personally feel the biggest argument against theistic evolution isn’t really related to science (as many problems as there are), but to what God told us He did.  If He truly did use evolution, it would have been no problem at all for him to describe it in general in Genesis… but He didn’t.  He told us Adam was created from the dust of the Earth, Eve, from the side of Adam, etc not at all what modern evolutionary science purports.  We all have to decide what our ultimate source of authority is… man or God. “For the wisdom of this world is foolishness in God’s sight.” – (1 Cor 3:19)
From an Evolutionist’s Perspective

The leading humanist of Darwin’s day, Thomas Huxley (1825–1895), eloquently pointed out the inconsistencies of reinterpreting Scripture to fit with popular scientific thinking. Huxley, an ardent evolutionary humanist, was known as “Darwin’s bulldog,” as he did more to popularize Darwin’s ideas than Darwin himself. Huxley understood Christianity much more clearly than did compromising theologians who tried to add evolution and millions of years to the Bible. He used their compromise against them to help his cause in undermining Christianity.

In his essay “Lights of the Church and Science,” Huxley stated,

I am fairly at a loss to comprehend how anyone, for a moment, can doubt that Christian theology must stand or fall with the historical trustworthiness of the Jewish Scriptures. The very conception of the Messiah, or Christ, is inextricably interwoven with Jewish history; the identification of Jesus of Nazareth with that Messiah rests upon the interpretation of the passages of the Hebrew Scriptures which have no evidential value unless they possess the historical character assigned to them. If the covenant with Abraham was not made; if circumcision and sacrifices were not ordained by Jahveh; if the ‘ten words’ were not written by God’s hand on the stone tables; if Abraham is more or less a mythical hero, such as Theseus; the Story of the Deluge a fiction; that of the Fall a legend; and that of the Creation the dream of a seer; if all these definite and detailed narratives of apparently real events have no more value as history than have the stories of the regal period of Rome—what is to be said about the Messianic doctrine, which is so much less clearly enunciated: And what about the authority of the writers of the books of the New Testament, who, on this theory, have not merely accepted flimsy fictions for solid truths, but have built the very foundations of Christian dogma upon legendary quicksands?
Huxley made the point that if we are to believe the New Testament doctrines, we must believe the historical account of Genesis as historical truth.

Huxley was definitely out to destroy the truth of the biblical record. When people rejected the Bible, he was happy. But when they tried to harmonize evolutionary ideas with the Bible and reinterpret it, he vigorously attacked this position. (Source)
The “Y” Chromosome Shock
Researchers were unprepared for what they would find when they recently completed sequencing of the chimpanzee Y chromosome, and compared it to the human Y chromosome.

“The Y is full of surprises,” said David Page of the Whitehead Institute for Biomedical Research in Cambridge, Massachusetts. He and his team had just found that the Y chromosomes of chimps and humans are “horrendously different from each other”.

Why did Dr. Page use the word “horrendously”? Because he believes evolution—that chimps are our closest evolutionary relatives. But Page’s team found that the chimp Y chromosome has only two-thirds as many distinct genes or gene families as the human Y chromosome and only 47% as many protein-coding elements as humans. Also, more than 30% of the chimp Y chromosome lacks an alignable counterpart on the human Y chromosome and vice versa.

Upon seeing these and other stark differences between the respective Y chromosomes, Page now says “the relationship between the human and chimp Y chromosomes has been blown to pieces”. (Source)

A Brief Thought on God “As a Magician”:
About the account of creation in Genesis, the pope stated, “When we read about Creation in Genesis, we run the risk of imagining God was a magus (magician), with a magic wand able to do everything. But that is not so . . . God is not a divine being or a magician, but the Creator who brought everything to life . . . Evolution in nature is not inconsistent with the notion of creation, because evolution requires the creation of beings that evolve.” Additionally, Pope Francis said that “God is not afraid of new things.”

Now, of course God is not a “magician.” Nothing in Scripture ever hints that He is—especially not in the creation account. Scripture portrays God as the all-powerful Creator who is capable of making anything, whether that’s creating the universe out of nothing, parting the Red Sea, saving people from a fiery furnace, walking on water, or raising the dead! God even says the following:

Behold, I am the LORD, the God of all flesh. Is there anything too hard for Me? (Jeremiah 32:27)

Because God created nature and natural laws, He alone has power over them. The God of Scripture who can do anything (Job 42:2; Matthew 19:26) is absolutely able to create out of nothing, just as He said He did: “By faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God, so that the things which are seen were not made of things which are visible” (Hebrews 11:3). And most importantly, God does not change (James 1:17).

A statement made by the pope earlier this month at a large gathering on St. Peter’s Square just after the Synod on the Family ended – “God is not afraid of new things.” What the pope and many other religious leaders are saying is that God—and His Word—is open to change as society’s opinions change. But is this what God’s Word teaches? Absolutely not. In His Word, God says, “I am the Lord, I do not change” (Malachi 3:6) and “God is not a man, that He should lie, nor a son of man, that He should repent (change His mind). Has He said, and will He not do? Or has He spoken, and will He not make it good?” (Numbers 23:19). Of Scripture, God says, “Heaven and earth will pass away, but My words will by no means pass away” (Matthew 24:35) and “The grass withers, the flower fades, but the word of our God stands forever” (Isaiah 40:8).

God and His Word are not open to arbitrary change simply because society changes as it is influenced by false religions. God’s Word “endures forever” (1 Peter 1:25) and is “profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (2 Timothy 3:16) regardless of the generation.
Creation Scientists Tend To Win Debates With Evolutionists:
Creation scientists tend to win the creation vs. evolution debates and many have been held since the 1970’s particularly in the United States. Given the lack of evidence for the evolutionary paradigm and the abundant evidence for biblical creation, this is not surprising. Robert Sloan, Director of Paleontology at the University of Minnesota, reluctantly admitted to a Wall Street Journal reporter that the “creationists tend to win” the public debates which focused on the creation vs. evolution controversy. In August of 1979, Dr. Henry Morris reported in an Institute for Creation Research letter: “By now, practically every leading evolutionary scientist in this country has declined one or more invitations to a scientific debate on creation/evolution.” Morris also said regarding the creation scientist Duane Gish (who had over 300 formal debates): “At least in our judgment and that of most in the audiences, he always wins.” Generally speaking, leading evolutionists no longer debate creation scientists because creation scientists tend to win the debates. In addition, the atheist and evolutionist Richard Dawkins has shown inconsistent and deceptive behaviour concerning his refusal to creation scientists. Evolutionists and atheists inconsistency concerning debating creationists was commented on by the Christian apologetic website True Free Thinker which declared: “Interestingly enough, having noted that since some atheists refuse to debate “creationists” but then go on to debate some of those people but not others, it is clear that they are, in reality, being selective and making excuses for absconding from difficulties…” In an article entitled Are Kansas Evolutionists Afraid of a Fair Debate?  The Discovery Institute states the following:

“Defenders of Darwin’s theory of evolution typically proclaim that evidence for their theory is simply overwhelming. If they really believe that, you would think they would jump at a chance to publicly explain some of that overwhelming evidence to the public. Apparently not.”

In 1994, the arch-evolutionist Dr. Eugenie Scott made this confession concerning creation vs. evolution debates:

“Why do I say this? Sure, there are examples of “good” debates where a well-prepared evolution supporter got the best of a creationist, but I can tell you after many years in this business that they are few and far between. 
Most of the time a well-meaning evolutionist accepts a debate challenge (usually “to defend good science” or for some other worthy goal), reads a bunch of creationist literature, makes up a lecture explaining Darwinian gradualism, and can’t figure out why at the end of the debate so many individuals are clustered around his opponent, congratulating him on having done such a good job of routing evolution — and why his friends are too busy to go out for a beer after the debate.” (Source)
The 15 questions that evolutionists cannot satisfactorily answer:
How did life with specifications for hundreds of proteins originate just by chemistry without intelligent design?

How did the DNA code originate?

How could copying errors (mutations) create 3 billion letters of DNA instructions to change a microbe into a microbiologist?

Why is natural selection taught as ‘evolution’ as if it explains the origin of the diversity of life?

How did new biochemical pathways, which involve multiple enzymes working together in sequence, originate?

Living things look like they were designed, so how do evolutionists know that they were not designed?

How did multi-cellular life originate?

How did sex originate?

Why are the (expected) countless millions of transitional fossils missing?

How do ‘living fossils’ remain unchanged over supposed hundreds of millions of years?

How did blind chemistry create mind/intelligence, meaning, altruism and morality?

Why is evolutionary ‘just-so’ story-telling tolerated as ‘science’?

Where are the scientific breakthroughs due to evolution?

Why is evolution, a theory about history, taught as if it is the same as the operational science?

Why is a fundamentally religious idea, a dogmatic belief system that fails to explain the evidence, taught in science classes? (Source)
What Does The New Testament Say About Creation?
So what do the New Testament writers say about Genesis? (Indeed, does the New Testament teach ‘New Testament onlyism’?) Did they believe that Genesis, as written, is real straightforward history, or did they believe it to be poetry or myth?

Matthew, who wrote his Gospel to show that Jesus fulfilled Old Testament prophecy, records that an angel told Joseph that Mary would have a son who would save His people from their sins. This son would be conceived in Mary by the Holy Spirit in fulfillment of prophecy (Matthew 1:22–23). The immediate prophecy is that of (Isaiah 7:14), but the first prophecy about this was given to Adam and Eve as a real historical event in the Garden of Eden (Genesis 3:15).

The New Testament tells us that the Creator of the universe was Jesus Christ (John 1:3; Colossians 1:16; Hebrews 1:3.

In Matthew 4:3 there is a most unusual testimony to this fact—that of Satan. During the temptation of Christ, Satan said: ‘If You are the Son of God, command that these stones become bread.’ Or, in short, ‘If you are God … create!’ Satan was challenging Christ to duplicate in miniature form the instantaneous and fiat (i.e. commanded) creation that happened during Creation Week. For this temptation to have had any meaning, Satan must have believed that Christ was able to do it. Why? Because it would have been no temptation at all to any of us!

At the right time, Jesus did use His creative powers, inter alia, wine from water (John 2:1–11); lots of food from a little (Mark 6:35–44; 8:1–9); healthy organs in lepers (Luke 5:12–13), the blind (Matthew 9:27–30), and paralytics (Luke 6:6–10); and life from the dead (Luke 7:11–16; Lk 8:41–42; John 11:1–44). These miracles all happened immediately, as would be expected from the God who is the creator of time and thus not bound by it, and in response to Christ’s command. Not one happened through any chance random evolutionary process.

In John 1:1, 3, 10, John refers to Jesus as the Creator of all things, including the world. John calls Christ the Word (Greek: logos). One reason for this is that Genesis 1 records that the Creator God called all things into being by means of His spoken word—not by any evolutionary process.

What did Jesus explicitly teach about creation?
An especially significant confirmation of the historicity of Genesis is seen when Jesus was asked about divorce. (Mark 10:6) records that He replied by quoting from Genesis 1 & 2. ‘But from the beginning of the creation, God “made them male and female” (Genesis 1:27). “For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, “and the two shall become one flesh”’ (Genesis 2:24). The Lord Jesus Christ was no evolutionist! He was there at the beginning, and He says that man and woman were there ‘from the beginning’ too, i.e. within six days of the beginning, not billions of years later).

Notice that Jesus was quoting from Genesis chapters 1 and 2 in the one context. And unlike liberal theological institutions, He did not regard these two chapters as contradictory accounts but as complementary. So here the Lord Jesus Christ Himself, as recorded by Mark, affirms the literal, his​tori​​cal accuracy and fundamental authority of the Genesis record of Creation, i.e. that it means what it says.

(Luke 3:23–38) traces the genealogy of Jesus back to Adam through some 42 ancestors. The ages of these people given in the Old Testament amount to a few thousand years, not millions of years.

(Luke 11:50–51) also records Christ’s reference to ‘the blood of Abel’, with Abel the first in a long line of martyred prophets whose blood ‘was shed from the foundation of the world’, not billions of years later. Jesus, as reported by Luke, thus affirms that Adam’s son, Abel, was a real person, and that Genesis is a literal historical record that means what it says.
The Apostle Paul
In (Acts 17:24–31), we have the record of Paul’s sermon in Athens to the Epicurean philosophers, who were evolutionists. Here Paul says that God created the world and everything in it; that He gives all men life; that every nation has come from one man; that we are God’s offspring and will one day be judged by God; and that the proof of this is the Resurrection of Jesus Christ. Notice that Paul was using ‘creation evangelism’ to first change the worldview of these evolutionist Greeks. He tells them that God is the Creator, and that there will be a Day of Judgment. The result: several converts (v. 34), who eventually turned their culture around. Could Paul have said any of this, unless he believed that Genesis means what it says about origins? And unless he believed that the Creator God is also Saviour, as well as Judge?

In (Romans 1:18–25), Paul says that the things we see in nature (rather than suggesting evolution) witness to God as Creator, and that ignoring this evidence leads to idol worship and deviant sexual behaviour. If we have evolved from animals, why not worship animals or engage in deviant sexual activity? The answer is that the God who is Creator is also Lawgiver, and He forbids idol/animal worship, as well as all deviant sexual behaviour (Ex 20:3–4; 22:19); (Leviticus 20:13), (Romans 1:26–27); (1 Corinthians 6:9–10).

In (Romans 5:12), Paul says: ‘…through one man sin entered the world, and death through sin, and thus death spread to all men, because all sinned’. The man was Adam, who sinned by breaking a command from God. Death came as a judgment from God because of this act of Adam’s. This invokes the historical truth of (Genesis 2:16–17; 3:6, 17–19).

Paul goes on to present Adam as a contrasting type of Christ, calling Him ‘the last Adam’ (1 Corinthians 15:45). The sin of Adam, which brought condemnation to all men, is contrasted with the righteousness of Christ, which makes redemption available to all. However, if Adam is a metaphor, and Genesis is figurative rather than historical fact, and if death is a part of nature rather than the penalty for sin, the death of Christ on the cross is no longer needed as a sacrifice for sin (cf. Romans 6:23).

In (1 Corinthians 15:26), Paul refers to death as ‘the last enemy’. If death is an enemy, and the result of sin, it could not have been the process over millions of years by which God created Adam. See also how this explains why an all-powerful, loving God allows suffering and death.

In (1 Corinthians 11:8), Paul writes that ‘man did not come from woman’. In (1 Corinthians 15:21–22), Paul irrevocably links the resurrection of Christ to the fact that Adam was the man through whom death came, and in 15:45, 47 he twice refers to Adam as the first man. In (2 Corinthians 11:3), Paul refers to Eve as a real person who was deceived by ‘the serpent’s cunning’. Then in (1 Timothy 2:13–14), Paul again refers to the Fall as a historical event—that God made Adam first, before Eve, and that Eve was the one deceived. These are all literal readings of (Genesis 2:18, 21–22 and/or 3:1–6).

Other New Testament writers
In (Hebrews 4:4 & 4:10), the writer refers to God’s rest on the seventh day of Creation Week as a real historical event. Cf. (Genesis 2:2–3).

(James 3:9) says that we have been made in God’s likeness. This applies to all men and women, both believers and unbelievers, and means that people have a spiritual dimension which animals do not have. James is here taking (Genesis 1:26) to be literally and historically true.

In (1 Peter 3:20), Peter treats the Flood as a real historical event, with a real man, Noah, and literally ‘eight people saved’. Likewise in (Hebrews 11:4, 5, & 7); (1 John 3:12); and Jude 14, the writers all treat Abel, Cain, Enoch and Noah as real historical people and not as metaphors.

Conclusion
Every New Testament writer mentions the events or the people recorded in Genesis, and every New Testament writer sets forth these events and people as real, straightforward history, not as camp-fire stories, allegory or myths. Every writer takes the view that Genesis means what it says, not something different from what it says.

We can believe the Genesis record with confidence. The Gospel is that the first man whom God created sinned and brought judgment upon mankind, but God, in His love, provided His Son to pay the penalty for our sin on the cross. This Gospel has its foundation in the literal, historical truth of Genesis. Christians who tamper with this foundation undermine and sabotage the very Gospel itself.  (Source)
What is the Catholic Position on Creationism and Evolution?
http://catholicbridge.com/catholic/catholic_creationism.php 
Thanks to Fr. Terry Donahue CC for his insights…

The Catholic Church has not set itself against science, nor does it subscribe to every whim of the scientific community. The Church is quick to applaud the scientific community when it does something great for humanity, like cure a disease. However, the Church will stand against scientists who violate fundamental moral principles on such things as embryonic stem cell experimentation, which is the barbaric practice of experimenting on little five day-old humans.

The big question that the Catholic Church asks when examining a scientific theory is "does it contradict Scripture?" which is infallible. This question is sometimes a lot more complicated than it first appears, which is what we found out with Galileo. Any Catholic theory must adhere to the following Dogmas:

1. God created everything out of nothing ("ex nihlo" in Latin) 

2. God created an orderly universe (the universe is not a product of chance) 

3. God sustained everything in being (everything depends on God for existence) 
Investigation about the age of the earth is not about Evolution or Darwinism

Darwin was a biologist and his theories are biological. Evolution is not a fact, but a set of theories. Some of the theories are very compelling, such as fossil records and observed micro evolution within species, while other aspects of evolutionary theory have been proved wrong by science itself. The irreducible complexity of each species is something modern science has been unable to explain. The age of the earth is derived from at least 5 distinct and independent areas of astrophysics. The only thing Darwinism has to do with the age of the earth is that his theory requires lots of time. 

The two sides of Genesis question

People get really emotional about the subject of Creationism, almost as if our salvation depends on whether or not we accept it. Some Christians attribute all of our modern problems to society's lack of belief in Creationism. Other Christians say that the insistence to preach Creationism is what alienates many reasonable people from the Bible and Christianity. They cite St. Thomas' (1225-1274) warning: 

"One should not try to defend the Christian faith with arguments that are so patently opposed to reason that the faith is made to look ridiculous... irrisio infidelium, the scorn of the unbelievers."

► This was echoing of Augustine (354-430AD) who warned against a literal interpretation of Genesis (click here to expand section):
There are shrill voices on all sides. I'm not going to attempt to solve everything in this article. Catholics are free to believe in Creationism, they are also free to believe in an old earth. Some faithful Catholics believe that God created the universe and all that is in it exactly word for word as it is laid out in Genesis 1 - a young earth. Other good Catholics believe in an old earth. The Church has no defined Dogma regarding the specifics of how the earth and the human body were created. Nor does it think that we have to nail that down to be saved. 

In fact, if someone believes the world is flat, they can still be a faithful Catholic. In the early days many Catholics believed the world was flat, and they still went to Heaven. God is in search of a faithful heart, not a degree in science. Jesus said "become as children." (Matthew 18:3) Most children don't know how old the earth is and don't care. 

Galileo

Galileo was condemned by the Church for teaching a theory that was contrary to Scripture. At that time, Catholic theologians pointed to scriptural references to the world being "immovable" to reject the idea that the world is spinning. (i.e., 1 Chronicles 16:30, Judges 5:31, Ecclesiastes 1:5, James 1:11, Psalm 93:1, Psalm 96:10, and Psalm 104:5). Reformers such as Luther, Calvin, Wesley also rejected the "Copernican" system (a round world spinning around the sun) that Galileo championed. They were wrong, the earth did move around the sun. In 1 Chronicles 16:30b which said "Yes, the world stands firm, never to be moved," God was not giving us scientific facts about the earth but rather, He was trying to communicate spiritual truth. Just because humans interpreted Scripture wrong doesn't mean the Bible is inaccurate, or fallible. It just means we didn't properly understand what God was saying to us in the passage. Our understanding of Scripture is evolving, but the Truth is unchanging. We are on a pilgrimage towards the Truth. However, the Church was not entirely out to lunch when it censored Galileo. Fr. Mateo of www.cin.org writes:

Galileo actually taught that the sun was at the center of the universe, not just the solar system; later evidence showed that the sun also orbits the center of the Milky Way galaxy; it thus would have been bad if the Church had given an unqualified endorsement to Galileo's theory, for his specific form of the theory turned out to be false.

The Catholic position on Scripture has always been that it is without error on faith and morals and also on everything else. It is the word of God, word for word. The imperfect people who received inspiration to write it did not mess up when they put the pen to paper, even though they were fallible humans. Even with the rise of science, Vatican I asserted the inerrancy of Scripture. Pope Leo XIII, Pope Pious XII, and Vatican II all reasserted the complete inerrancy of Scripture. The box to the right shows the councils and Popes' reaffirmations of this truth.

Some modern "theologians" at Vatican II wanted to limit the inerrancy of Scripture to "faith and morals" allowing "errors" in Scripture on historical events, dates etc... But Pope VI stood by the Church's consistent position. The Vatican II statement "for the sake of our salvation" probably meant that God gave us Scripture for the purpose of our salvation. 

It does not make sense to say that God would put exactly what he wanted in Scripture and create an error there. To assume that the inspired writers made mistakes is to put the Bible on the same level as every other inspired book, which clearly it is not. 

Interpretation of Scripture

There are various ways to articulate truth, one is through scientific language. Another is through artistic and literary means. Some of our greatest truths are communicated using literary language. When I (Hugh) lost my voice and my career singing on Broadway, I would often say "I am devastated." Scientifically speaking I was not. My organs worked fine, I was breathing and had a healthy pulse. Yet, my experience of being "devastated" was a profound truth. Scientific language such as "Chronic Laryngitis" cannot always adequately describe truth.

When interpreting Scripture and what it is saying to humanity, we must pay careful attention to the genre that is being presented. Some sections of the Bible are historical facts, some are allegories, others are poetic. For instance, the Gospel of Luke describes events from eyewitness accounts and therefore is historical. As for books like Job and Jonah, the Catholic Church says we don't know for sure. 
Asking people to pay attention to literary genre does not imply that the Bible has errors. However, sometimes what is written needs to be distinguished from what is being asserted by the Holy Spirit through the author. Let's consider a man who is in love with the woman. He might say something like this:

"Oh my love, your eyes are radiant pools of light, which transport me to the stars."

The woman replies: "No, my eyes are globules of protoplasm reflecting the color spectrum onto the back of my retinas, sending the signals to my brain."

Here the woman did not understand the genre with which the man was speaking. We must be very careful of the genre that each biblical passage is written in. If we misinterpret the genre, we may very well misinterpret what God is saying to us in that particular Scripture passage. Theologians call this hermeneutics. Each passage of Scripture is there to teach us something. Theologians must examine Scripture asking "what was God saying to us" and "what spiritual principles was he trying to communicate to humanity."

The approach we are discussing is that of all the great Christians of history, the good guys, who gave us the faith, who died for the faith, who preserved the faith through all kinds of threats and dangers.

Did God create the world in seven literal days as we understand them today?  

Some faithful Catholics believe in the first 3 days God created the sky, earth and water, in the next 3 days he populated sky, earth and water. Then on the last day he rested. They say the Hebrew word “Yom” is always used in the Bible as one literal day and they suggest that if we are asked to rest on the seventh day (as God did) then it is literally “one” day. There are several groups in the Church that dispute the theory of an "old earth," based on their interpretations of various scriptures, writings of the fathers and interpretations of various scientific findings. They are perfectly welcome in the Church. It is highly unlikely that the Vatican will ever make a dogmatic pronouncement on this issue, just as it has never made a pronouncement on the shape of the earth. 

However, most Catholics think the world is old, not young. They do not think this interpretation is liberal or a compromise of God's Word any more than Augustine did. They would say that in the book of Genesis, God was using the language of Love, rather than the language of science. They emphatically assert that everything in the creation story did in fact happen. It was not a myth or a fable. They say the number 7 in Scripture is often used to represent perfection, and that the 7 days of creation were not to be interpreted literally but rather to signify the perfection of God's creation. They say that the 3 days to create the forms, 3 days to fill them, and one day to rest, is a teaching mechanism. They believe these Scripture passages back up this position:

"a thousand years in your sight are like yesterday when its past or like a watch in the night" (Ps 90:4) 

"...all things continue as they were from the beginning of creation!’ They deliberately ignore this fact, that by the word of God heavens existed long ago and an earth was formed out of water and by means of water... But do not ignore this one fact, beloved, that with the Lord one day is like a thousand years, and a thousand years are like one day" (2 Peter 3:18). 

The Hebrew word for day, "Yom", is used in both in Genesis 1 and 2. Genesis 2:4 is describing the same creation story as Genesis 1.

"...On the day (Strong's 3117) that the LORD God made the earth and the heavens." (Genesis 2:4)

This contradicts a literal reading of the word "day" (yom) in Genesis 1, which spreads the creation over 6 days, not one. God cannot contradict himself. Scripture is perfect. Perhaps this discrepancy is an indication God was not intending Genesis to be understood literally as 24 hour periods. This was St. Augustine's position in the 4th century. 

Pope John Paul II said that Genesis 1 and 2 are not trying to communicate scientific data to us. However, he was not making an infallible statement which can only be made on faith and morals, not on scientific theories. 

The Catechism says:

337 God himself created the visible world in all its richness, diversity and order. Scripture presents the work of the Creator symbolically as a succession of six days of divine "work", concluded by the "rest" of the seventh day. On the subject of creation, the sacred text teaches the truths revealed by God for our salvation, permitting us to "recognize the inner nature, the value and the ordering of the whole of creation to the praise of God." See also Chapters 282-289 of the Catechism. 

The International Theological Commission, headed by Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger who became Pope Benedict XVI, held plenary sessions held in Rome 2000-2002, and wrote a paper "Communion and Stewardship: Human Persons Created in the Image of God," published July 2004. It sided with an old earth. The full publication is here.
In 2008, Professor Michael Heller (Krakow, Poland) is a cosmologist and Catholic priest won the Templeton Prize for Science and religion. He was a friend and confident of Pope John Paul II and an avid proponent of an old earth. Heller would say to non-Christian scientists:

"You and I agree that we live in a rational universe. The difference between you and me, is that I spell rational with a capital "R".

If there was a "Big Bang" and a certain amount of progression and change within each species, it was God that made it happen and continues to make every atom move, and the creation of the human being (body, mind and soul coming together) was something very deliberate and a singular event (even if he used a series of steps to get a human body ready to receive the soul). 

What about dinosaurs in Job 40:15-24? Did they live with humans?

Some advocates of a young earth point to Job 40:15-24, as a description of a dinosaur, and proof that they lived concurrently with humans. 

“Behold now, behemoth, which I made as well as you; he eats grass like an ox. Look, his strength is in his loins. And his force is in the muscles of his belly. He moves his tail like a cedar: The sinews of his thighs are knit together. His bones are as tubes of brass; his limbs are like bars of iron. He is the chief of the ways of God: only he who made him gives him his sword. Surely the mountains bring forth food for him — where all the beasts of the field do play. He lies under the lotus-trees, in the covert of the reeds and the marsh. The lotus trees cover him with their shade; the willows of the brook surround him. Behold, if a river overflows, he does not tremble; he is confident, though a Jordan [swift river] swell even to his mouth. Shall any take him when he is on the watch, or pierce through his nose with a snare?” (Job 40:15-24).

The passage describes certainly a large creature. Thomas Aquinas (c. 1225-1274) thought it was an elephant. This was long before any human being had heard of dinosaurs, which were first discovered in the 1800's. Most young earth advocates think it is a Brachiosaurus. They say the Elephant theory has problems because it doesn't "move its tail like a cedar". The Greek word, זָנָב or "zanob" means "tail, end, or stump". A stump is not always a tail, so there is legitimate room for interpretation (a trunk perhaps?). An elephant has no natural enemies so the line about "Only God can give it the sword" fits. It reclines under trees. The word "Behemoth", means beast and is usually used in a generic way in Scripture. (cf. Genesis 6:7) Alternatively, a hippopotamus tail is "stump" like. A hippo has a huge mouth that could "swallow the Jordan".

The Brachiosaurus theory has problems: 

•The Greek seems to indicate that only God could give kill it. But every plant eating dinosaur had a natural enemy, a meat eating predator such as an Alosaurus, or Tyrannosaurus Rex. Young earth folks say these were not meat eaters, which has huge logistical problems as a theory. 

•A tree would never give shade to a 50' high, 70' long dinosaur. 

•It's mouth could not swallow up the Jordan. Sauropods had very small heads.

It could perhaps be referring to a dinosaur who lived long before any man, it says "First in the ways of the Lord", which could mean it was before man. God certainly knew about dinosaurs, even if Job didn't. Perhaps he meant that passage for today's Christians. Again, we don't have to figure this out to be good Christians. It is just that the Bible is probably not the best primary source of scientific answers to this question. For those who think it is a good source for dinosaur stories, the fact that there are only a couple of oblique references to large creatures, "Behemoth" (Job 40:15-24) and "Leviathan" (Job 41:1-34), is highly problematic. If dinosaurs co-existed with man, one would think the Bible would be rift with such descriptions and analogies, and one would think there would be thousands of such examples in ancient literature, rather than just a few questionably oblique references. 

How old is the Earth? How old is the Universe?

Some faithful Catholics have advanced the theory that the world is 6,000-10,000 years old by adding up all the generations listed in the Bible (the variance because of different interpretations of "begets"). Other faithful Catholics believe scientists that say the earth is about 4 billion years old and that the universe is 13.7 billion years old. They Cardinal Ratzinger (now Pope Benedict XVI) wrote:

"... the progress of thought in the last two decades helps us to grasp anew the inner unity of creation and evolution and of faith and reason. It was a particular characteristic of the 19th century to appreciate the historicity of all things and the fact that they came into existence. It perceived that things that we used to consider as unchanging and immutable were the product of a long process of becoming. This was true not only in the realm of the human but also in that of nature. It became evident that the universe was not something like a huge box into which everything was put in a finished state, but that it was comparable instead to a living, growing tree that gradually lifts its branches higher and higher to the sky." Cardinal Ratzinger, In The Beginning: A Catholic Understanding of the Story of Creation and the Fall, 1986, 1995

The Catholic Church embraces an old earth theory, but it won't ever turn it into a Dogma (necessary belief). We don't even require people to believe the earth is round, even though science has proved it beyond a shadow of a doubt. We don't have to know everything about science to be saved. We simply need to believe in Jesus, surrender to him, and be baptised.Thank God.

The Creation of the Human Body

The Church does not have an official teaching on the origin of the human body. There are several faithful Catholic positions which are not contrary to Catholic theology.

1. Special creation: God directly created human beings. 

2. Theistic evolution: God designs the laws of the universe, so that they will produce the human body through natural processes (like a sculptor uses a chisel as a tool to create a statue - Indirect design).

3. Intelligent design: God designs the laws of the universe and intervenes directly in history. To create life in general and specifically human body. 

A Catholic is free to believe that God formed the human body out of the dust of the earth in an instantaneous action or by a series of steps. Any of these theories may be accepted by a Catholic until God reveals to us otherwise. The important thing is the human soul. Cardinal Ratzinger who is now Pope Benedict XVI says:

"We cannot say: creation or evolution, inasmuch as these two things respond to two different realities. The story of the dust of the earth and the breath of God, which we just heard, does not in fact explain how human persons come to be but rather what they are. 
It explains their inmost origin and casts light on the project that they are. And, vice versa, the theory of evolution seeks to understand and describe biological developments. But in so doing it cannot explain where the 'project' of human persons comes from, nor their inner origin, nor their particular nature. To that extent we are faced here with two complementary -- rather than mutually exclusive -- realities."

The Creation of the Human Soul

On the creation of the soul, the Church has a very strong teaching. The human soul was deliberately created in the likeness and image of God. 

• The human soul is not simply a by-product of the human body.

•The human soul has the power to know abstract concepts, to know God (intellect)

•The human soul has the power to choose and to love (will)

•The human soul has unique dignity above the rest of visible creation. 

The human being is a combination of human body and human soul. Regardless of any speculative ideas of evolutionary processes that God may or may not have used in the design of the human body, Adam and Eve became human beings when God infused their bodies with human souls. The creation of the human soul was created immediately. The "image and likeness of God" that we read about in Scripture may be referring to our soul. 

Did we literally come from one set of parents, Adam & Eve?

There are many scientific theories that attempt to prove that there was no such thing as one man and one woman at the beginning of humanity. They theorize that there were a group of people who were our first parents (polygenism). They claim that Adam and Eve are archetypes for humanity. When this evolutionary theory began to gain momentum in the 50's, Pope Pious XII made a statement about it in Humani Generis:

When, however, there is question of another conjectural opinion, namely polygenism, the children of the Church by no means enjoy such liberty. For the faithful cannot embrace that opinion which maintains that either 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. Now it is no way apparent how such an opinion can be reconciled with that which the sources of revealed truth and the documents of the Teaching Authority of the Church propose with regard to original sin, which proceeds from a sin actually committed by an individual Adam and which, through generation, is passed on to all and is in everyone as his own.

"Polygenism cannot be taught safely." 

Mark Shea - a well-known Catholic apologist - explores this:

So he has established the conditions for future doctrinal development. (1) If someone can provide a convincing explanation of how original sin and polygenism can be reconciled, then the Church will have no further objection to it. (2) If, on the contrary, a conclusive argument is made that they cannot be reconciled, then the Church will have to oppose this theory. (3) As neither of these has occurred yet in 1950, the Pope issues this public warning against the theory of polygenism.

Polygenism runs into serious theological difficulties when we consider the implications of original sin and its transference through all of humanity. If there were a group of people in the beginning of time and only two of them made the mistake of eating apple. Then God's judgment against humanity would be unjust, because not all human beings would have spawned off of the two who made the errors. And therefore Jesus' role in redeeming the sin of Adam would be called into question. Some have tried to reconcile polygenism with original sin by invoking the Catholic concept of "solidarity," that they were so close that one person's sin would be that of the entire community. We can't buy that, and the Vatican has ignored that proposition. It runs into problems because it would override the free choice of others in the community. As it stands, polygenism cannot be taught safely. 

We teach monogenism, that Adam and Eve were indeed our first parents. Catholic scientists and theologians are free to grapple with these difficult questions in their individual research. However, it would be considered wrong to teach it, because it has a moral impact on the faith and the nature of sin.

It is not contrary to the faith to believe that God created a species of creatures resembling humans through a series of evolutionary actions and then chose Adam and Eve into which to impart human souls, making them the only humans. What makes a human is the combination of a human body and a human soul. Animals do not sin. So even if there were a bunch of other creatures resembling humans running around, they would not be human unless God gave them souls, which would have only been given to two humans, Adam and Eve. It is worth noting that the scientific community embraced the idea of one set of parents (Mitochondrial Eve, Y-chromosomal Adam) in the 1990's although they argue with each other about all kinds of details. Maybe science and religion will unravel this mystery at some point.

Intellectual humility is a necessity when reading Scripture

We believe that we must have intellectual humility when reading Scripture. The great theologian Augustine in the fourth century said this:

God wished difficulties to be scattered through the sacred books inspired by him, in order that we might be urged to read and scrutinize them more intensely, and, experiencing in a salutary manner our own limitations, we might be exercised into submission of mind. (Divino Afflante Spiritu, 45, cf. At. Augustine)
Augustine did not believe that God was making scientific assertions in Genesis, he may or may not be right. But regardless of whether we agree with his position on Genesis, his point about the difficulties in interpreting Scripture stand.

Science can be the ally of Christianity, not the enemy of it

We must be very careful when we condemn science. When science is applied as a pure art, it is neither atheistic nor religious. It simply tries to find the truth based on natural observation of phenomenon. However, what has happened in last century is that human secularism has tried to hijack science for its own purposes. Its purposes are to set itself against Christ and his message. Science when used in this way, is very dangerous, and it is resulting in all kinds of misdirected applications of research money, including experimentation on human embryos. This leads to all kinds of difficult moral questions. We believe the Catholics and Protestants need to actually win back the scientific community. The Catechism says:

159. Faith and science: "...methodical research in all branches of knowledge, provided it is carried out in a truly scientific manner and does not override moral laws, can never conflict with the faith, because the things of the world and the things of faith derive from the same God. The humble and persevering investigator of the secrets of nature is being led, as it were, by the hand of God in spite of himself, for it is God, the conserver of all things, who made them what they are." [Vatican II GS 36:1]

Pope John Paul II said this:

Today, almost half a century after the publication of the encyclical, new knowledge has led to the recognition of the theory of evolution as more than a hypothesis. [The exact words in French were: Aujourdhui, près dun demi-siècle après la parution de l'encyclique, de nouvelles connaissances conduisent à reconnaitre dans la théorie de l'évolution plus qu'une hypothèse.] It is indeed remarkable that this theory has been progressively accepted by researchers, following a series of discoveries in various fields of knowledge. The convergence, neither sought nor fabricated, of the results of work that was conducted independently is in itself a significant argument in favor of this theory...rather than the theory of evolution, we should speak of several theories of evolution. On the one hand, this plurality has to do with the different explanations advanced for the mechanism of evolution, and on the other, with the various philosophies on which it is based... theories of evolution which, in accordance with the philosophies inspiring them, [that] consider the spirit as emerging from the forces of living matter or as a mere epiphenomenon of this matter, are incompatible with the truth about man. Nor are they able to ground the dignity of the person. (Address to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, October 22, 1996)

Science can purify religion from error and superstition. Religion can purify science from idolatry and false absolutes. Each can draw the other into a wider world. A world in which both can flourish... (Physics, Philosophy, and Theology: A Common Quest for Understanding, 1988)

The Church does not propose that science should become religion or religion science. (JPII)

The unprecedented opportunity we have today is for a common interactive relationship in which each discipline retains its integrity, and yet it's radically open to the discoveries and insights of the other. (JPII)

Science cannot prove or disprove God's existence because God is outside the limits of empirical measurement. Therefore atheism is only a philosophy. Even with all the scientific quotes they use, it is not based on science. We must be very diligent in making sure human secularism based on atheism does not hijack science which is independent of any religious belief, including atheism.

"For my part, when I received those taking part in your Academy's plenary assembly on 31 October 1992, I had the opportunity, with regard to Galileo, to draw attention to the need of a rigorous hermeneutic for the correct interpretation of the inspired word. It is necessary to determine the proper sense of Scripture, while avoiding any unwarranted interpretations that make it say what it does not intend to say. In order to delineate the field of their own study, the exegete and the theologian must keep informed about the results achieved by the natural sciences." (JPII, L'Osservatore Romano, Weekly Edition in English, 30 October 1996, N.44)

In 1893, forty years after Darwin's The Origin of Species, Pope Leo XII wrote an encyclical Providentissimus Deus in which he said:

The Catholic Church has always taught that "no real disagreement can exist between the theologian and the scientist provided each keeps within his own limits. . . . If nevertheless there is a disagreement . . . it should be remembered that the sacred writers, or more truly ‘the Spirit of God who spoke through them, did not wish to teach men such truths (as the inner structure of visible objects) which do not help anyone to salvation’; and that, for this reason, rather than trying to provide a scientific exposition of nature, they sometimes describe and treat these matters either in a somewhat figurative language or as the common manner of speech those times required, and indeed still requires nowadays in everyday life, even amongst most learned people" (Leo XIII, Providentissimus Deus 18).

Five Questions from Catholics about Evolution

http://www.integratedcatholiclife.org/2015/02/trasancos-five-questions-evolution/
By Stacy A. Strasancos, February 25, 2015

In elementary school, children learn about dinosaurs and fossils, how fossils form, how paleontologists reconstruct skeletons of animals from the past using those fossils. There seems no difficulty whatsoever accepting that all kinds of plants and animals lived on the Earth before people lived.



 


Meanwhile, the Catholic children learn about Creation, Adam and Eve, Original Sin, Noah’s Ark, and the birth, life, death, and resurrection of Our Lord Jesus Christ. These teachings become the foundation of hope, faith, and love throughout the Sacramental life, journeying toward Heaven.

As a Catholic convert, I had no problem accepting evolutionary theory until I thought about its implications on the biblical account. What about the dinosaurs? How can one species become another? When I realized evolutionary theory meant we descended from ape-like creatures and even single cells, I could not see how Genesis could be taken literally.
Hence I was hesitant to say I accepted the science because I was afraid it would mean rejecting my faith. I tried to dismiss evolution as “only a theory,” but I knew better. I had studied biochemistry and was aware of the nuts and bolts of the evolutionary process at the genetic and molecular level. Plants and animals are different kinds of living things, but both reproduce via genetic material made of the same isomeric forms of 20 different amino acids that build all the proteins for life. Heredity is passed on through this genetic material. The entire taxonomic hierarchy of living things relies on this reproductive mechanism. To reject evolution is to reject the foundation of the biological sciences.

Suspecting I was not the only one struggling with this question, I recently asked my friends what questions they most struggled with. Here are only five. (There were many more.) I struggled with them too.
Faith and Science Can Co-Exist?
In America we are told by everyone that faith and science can’t co-exist. Secularists believe it, public scientists believe it, and even most popular preachers believe it. I had an intense interest in biology as a young boy but was told that a Christian couldn’t be a biologist.
In a letter to Reverend George Coyne, S.J., then the director of the Vatican Observatory, Pope St. John Paul II wrote an often quoted summary of the relationship between faith and science. “Science can purify religion from error and superstition; religion can purify science from idolatry and false absolutes. Each can draw the other into a wider world, a world in which both can flourish.”

It is sad that children are told that faith and science cannot co-exist because it robs children of knowing the “wider world” in which both can flourish. It robs them of knowing how to avoid both superstition and idolatry. The solution for Catholic parents is simple—teach your kids God made everything. Children are naturally awed by nature, the sun, the insects, the trees, the snow, the canyons and the mountains. If you tell them that God made it all, their fascination will be fueled. Nature is a reliable, orderly, amazing creation, and the Christian world view is rational, sane, and necessary for science. Remembering that God made everything is the key to understanding the relationship between faith and science. To learn any science is to learn about God’s creation. There can never be any real conflict, only incomplete understanding on our part.

As it relates to evolution, the Christian believer does not view God as a cause among other causes, but as The Cause, always present and working in the world. He is existence itself, the reason for everything. However the diversity of life happened, the entire course of evolution depends on God for its beginning and every activity along the way. Science studies the secondary, observable causes in the physical realm, but we believe those causes are guided by the faithful hand of God.
Only a Theory?
This is probably the most often repeated dismissal of evolution. Of course, evolution is a theory, but theories are legitimate scientific concepts. Theories are explanatory. 
The scientific method generates hypotheses, and once a hypothesis is confirmed by repeated and varied testing, it is raised to a theory. So a theory is a well-tested explanation for a broad set of observations. Kinetic theory, for example, provides the basis for the Ideal Gas Laws. It helps the scientist form mental pictures and predict behaviors.

Evolutionary theory also helps scientists form mental pictures to explain how the diversity of living things might have happened over time. It explains what caused the changes we observe. Natural selection and genetic drift are explanations for these changes, and genetic studies have provided an explanation of the mechanism of evolution at the molecular level. Is there more to it? Of course there may be more explanations with further study.

Evolution is also a fact, or a law. Scientific laws are concise statements that summarize results. The relationship between the pressure of a gas in a sealed container and volume of that gas at a constant temperature is Boyle’s Law, named after Robert Boyle who first reported the law in a systematic way. It is not explanatory. It is a statement of fact. Evolution is a fact in that it is a measure of the genetic changes that occur with time in a population. Scientists know these changes occur. They can observe them, quantify them, and in some cases, predict them.

Death and Dinosaurs?
If death did not enter the world until the Fall, then what about the dinosaurs? That suggests there was death and carnivorous behavior during pre-human times.
In Romans 5:12, St. Paul the Apostle said: “By one man sin entered into the world, and by sin death, and so death passed upon all men, in whom all have sinned.” In the decree on Original Sin, the Council of Trent taught that the first man, Adam, transgressed the commandment of God in Paradise and immediately lost his holiness. In doing so, “he incurred through the offense of that prevarication the wrath and indignation of God and hence the death with which God had previously threatened him.” (Denzinger, 788).

Those last words, “hence the death…God…threatened,” are important, as is the distinction of “all men” in St. Paul’s letter. Adam’s sin, as threatened, transmitted death to mankind, but not to animals. Death is natural for animals. It is how they were created. For man, death is also natural, but God created man for everlasting life through grace. Ludwig Ott explains in Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma on “The Origin of Death” that man was “endowed with the preternatural gift of bodily immortality in Paradise.” (p. 473) As warned, the gift was lost as a punishment for sin.

Ott also explained that in the case of those justified by grace, death loses its penal character. Our Lord Jesus Christ and His Mother Mary were free from Original Sin. Death was neither a consequence nor a punishment for them, but death was natural for their human nature. Other animals die as well because it is natural for them. They were not created with the preternatural gift of immortality. They were not given free will. They did not sin against God. By nature, they die and always have.
Microevolution and Macroevolution?
I have no trouble with micro-evolution (among species), but I don’t see how macro-evolution (one species arising from another) can occur.
Evolution happens because of changes in gene frequencies over time. “Gene frequency” refers to how often a particular gene (i.e. deoxyribonucleic acid, DNA, sequence for a specific trait) appears in a population. Researchers can determine gene frequency using DNA sequencing techniques.

Suppose a scientist discovers three genes and calls them gene A, gene B, and gene C. Then she collects DNA from individuals of a population and finds that half of them have gene A, a quarter of them have gene B, and the last quarter has gene C. She has determined that the gene frequency is 50, 25, and 25 percent respectively. If she repeats this study over successive generations and finds that the frequency changes to 30, 30, and 40 percent, then evolution has occurred by the processes of “genetic drift.”

Gene frequencies can remain constant for long periods of time, or they can change quickly in response to changes in the environment. Suppose the environment was depleted of a certain food that individuals with gene A needed to live long enough to reach the age for reproduction. Those individuals would not reproduce at the same rate as the others, and the frequency of gene A would decrease. In this case, genetic drift would have occurred because of “natural selection.”

The process is the same on both short or long time scales. Microevolution refers to the evolutionary process over short times and small changes. An example is a bacterium population in a laboratory where a mutation occurs that creates a gene that causes the individual bacteria to divide more rapidly. Macroevolution refers to the evolutionary process over a long time and larger changes. Over longer times, more gene frequencies change, sometimes enough for speciation to occur and for one species gives rise to two. Is there more to the story? Probably. The structure of DNA was not known in Charles Darwin’s time, but later the theory was expanded with knowledge of genetics. We do not know what will be discovered next, and there are plenty of studies probing other hypotheses far beyond the scope of these short answers.

Descended from Apes?
Are we supposed to accept that humans evolved from apes?
Paleoanthropology tells the story like this: Human evolution began in Africa about 4 million years ago. Humans appear to have evolved from ape-like creatures (not apes) that evolved from creatures before them. Our branch of the tree of life includes the apes, the chimpanzees, and us—evolutionary cousins. The evidence is in the DNA, which is like a molecular clock in that the number of chemical differences (amino acids) in proteins between different lineages changes roughly linearly with time (i.e. proportionally). 
By comparing the genomes of chimps with the human genome, and by comparing that data set with the rate specific genetic substitutions that are known to occur, it seems that about 5 million to 7 million years ago chimps diverged on one lineage and humans on another.

The evidence is also in the fossil record. Fossils have been found for a large number of hominid species. They are described on the Smithsonian National Museum of Natural History website. Just because the Smithsonian presents the claim certainly does not make evolution true, but it does give weight to the notion that these are the serious and real findings of scientific discovery.

In 2013, the Pontifical Academy of Sciences invited Dr. Yves Coppens to present a paper on “Hominid Evolution and the Emergence of the Genus Homo.” Dr. Coppens is the anthropologist who was the director of the Hadar expedition in 1974 that discovered the AL 288-1, several hundred pieces of bone comprising about 40% of the skeleton of an Australopithecus afarensis in Ethiopia popularly known as “Lucy.”

In his presentation, he recounted the evidence for early prehumans, classic prehumans, late prehumans, early humans, classic humans, and late humans, and traced how each lineage evolved to their environment and spread out across larger and larger territory, all becoming extinct except the population of Homo sapiens sapiens who moved to Europe 50,000 years ago and spread throughout the world, some of them still living among other members of the genus Homo who had not yet gone extinct. Since 10,000 years ago, there has only been one species and one subspecies, and that is our own.

Professor Coppens was named an Ordinary Member of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences by Pope Francis in 2014. This scientific knowledge about the evolution of man helps to better understand who we are. Catholics have assurance that it is at least acceptable to consider what evolutionary science has to say about our descent.
Always Developing…
If you read what I write regularly (and thank you if you do), then you are probably tired of me repeating this, but it cannot be repeated enough. Science and theology are never complete. Scientists probe into the physical world to understand its mysteries. Theologians seek to understand faith and Divine Revelation. But because we are human, we are never, not individually or collectively, going to find all the answers.

Therefore, when you sit down and try to wrap your head around this evolution business, keep that in mind. Do not read scientific ideas as complete. Read them as developing, subject to error, subject to correction. Realize too that theologians need time for their scholarship to develop, especially as they consider scientific discoveries in the light of faith. Scholarship is slow going, but over time the truth will sift out.
Recommended Reading
Fr. Paulinus F. Forsthoefel, S.J., Religious Faith Meets Modern Science, Alba House (1994). This is an easy to read, short book written by a Catholic priest who was a geneticist and college professor. I highly recommend it for young adults who are studying biology in high school or college.

Greg Krukonis and Tracy Barr, Evolution for Dummies, Wiley Publishing, Inc. (2008). Seriously, do not let the title fool you. These books are well-written summaries, meant to accompany a textbook or to be read alone. They also cost much less than a textbook.

Donald Voet and Judith Voet, Biochemistry, Wiley Publishing, Inc. (2010). This is the “gold standard” in biochemistry textbooks. It contains an in depth exploration of chemical and structural evolution at the molecular level. (Mine is the 1990 version, but it is mind-blowing to read it again in the light of faith.)

Homosexuality, Evolution, and Maureen Dowd 

http://thechurchmilitant.blogspot.in/2005/11/homosexuality-evolution-and-maureen.html  
By Brian Saint-Paul, Crisis Magazine e-Letter, November 18, 2005 

Dear Friend, I've got a bunch of items I need to bring to your attention, so this letter is going to be a bit of a potpourri. As a masculine man of the manly persuasion, I don't really like using terms like "potpourri"... that's only a little bit better than describing this email as a lively bouquet of brightly colored stories. 
Which I'm not going to do. So potpourri it is.
First up, it looks like the Vatican's statement on homosexuals and seminary admission will be released on November 29. According to those who have seen it -- including Italian newspaper, Il Giornale -- the document will prohibit those who are actively homosexual, participate in the homosexual culture, or demonstrate strong homosexual tendencies from admission. It will, it is reported, leave open the possibility of ordination for those who have same-sex tendencies, but have overcome them for three years. Predictably, dissenting Catholics and gay rights advocates have gone nuts over this. And some in the media have jumped on board. Take Rachel Zoll of Associated Press, for example. In her story, "On eve of new Vatican rules, gay priests struggle with serving a church that considers them 'disordered,'" she manages to get through an entire 
article without ever quoting an orthodox Catholic. Indeed, it doesn't look like she even spoke with anyone who supports the Church's position. But she does take the opportunity to get in a few editorial shots of her own:
"Researchers have estimated that thousands of homosexual clergy across the United States have dedicated their lives to a church that considers them 'intrinsically disordered' and prone to 'evil tendencies.'" I'm sorry, but is that reporting?
Happily, other journalists have taken the time to get both sides of the story, and I've seen some balanced coverage of the issue in other outlets. A faithful Catholic, after all, doesn't demand media favoritism... just media fairness.


As for the policy itself, it would actually represent a liberalization of the official stance. In 1961, John XXIII clearly 
barred men with same-sex tendencies from the seminary. This new policy, on the other hand, would open the door for those who support the Church's teachings and have succeeded in living chastely. The key difference, of course, is that Benedict XVI will expect his guidelines to be followed.

George Coyne, S.J., the director of the Vatican Observatory, has lobbed another cannonball in the direction of the Intelligent Design movement. For my part, I've stayed out of this debate, since I don't frankly know enough about the specific issues to comment comfortably. However, it appears that Rev. Coyne has veered away from the historic 
Catholic understanding of God. Take a look at this, from his June article in The Tablet, entitled, "God's Chance Creation:"
"The universe is not God and it cannot exist independently of God. Neither pantheism nor naturalism is true. But, if we confront what we know of our origins scientifically with religious faith in God the Creator - if, that is, we take the results of modern science seriously - it is difficult to believe that God is omnipotent and omniscient in the sense of many of the scholastic philosophers." You can find the entire piece here: http://www.thetablet.co.uk/cgi-bin/register.cgi/tablet-01063
After reading through it, I can't help but be reminded of Open Theism. I wrote about that (and predicted its eventual entry into the Church) in my July Crisis column: http://www.crisismagazine.com/julaug2005/editorsview.htm
It looks like this devastating error has come even sooner than I expected.
Maureen Dowd, the New York Times columnist, has released another book, "Are Men Necessary? When Sexes Collide." In it, she covers several vital issues, like the fact that she can't find a man willing to date her. (Seriously.)
Chances are, you've been successfully ignoring Miss Dowd for some years now. Carry on. 
A final note... The Apostolic Visitation of the Seminaries is continuing, and I've had the opportunity to speak to a few people involved. Their impression is that this is the real thing. No song and dance this time around. 
Consider last Friday's sudden resignation of Monsignor Francis Schneider, the rector of the Seminary of the Immaculate Conception in Huntington, New York. Interestingly enough, the Apostolic Visitation conducted their inspection just a few weeks before his unexpected departure. A spokesman for the bishop told Newsday that, "The inspection did occur a few weeks ago. But Msgr. Schneider's resignation has nothing to do with that." Right. From what I've been told, the inspectors seem to have a pretty good idea of which seminaries are in need of closer scrutiny. One seminary with a strong reputation was visited recently, and things went quite smoothly. But another less impressive institution was subjected to a much more rigorous examination. Very good news, if you ask me. On that note, have a great weekend, 
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"If we learned something new every second of our lives, it would take three million years to exhaust the capacity of the human brain."
Wonders of God's Creation, Moody Video Series
 
The Word of God says we were created with Human bodies that are designed to live forever. Science has recently proven that if we were to learn something new every second, we would take well over 3 Million years to exhaust the memory capacity of our "post flood" brains.
(Pre-flood brains were 3 times larger) 
 
On the other hand... Evolutionists say things evolve after there is a need for change.
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Evolutionists have constructed the Geologic Column in order to illustrate the supposed progression of "primitive" life forms to "more complex" systems we observe today.
 
Yet, "since only a small percentage of the earth's surface obeys even a … portion of the geologic column…the claim of their having taken place to form a continuum of rock/life/time…over the earth is therefore a fantastic and imaginative contrivance."
 
"The lack of transitional series cannot be explained as being due to the scarcity of material.
The deficiencies are real, they will never be filled."
 
This supposed column is actually saturated with "polystrate fossils" (fossils extending from one geologic layer to another) that tie all the layers to one time-frame. "To the unprejudiced, the fossil record of plants is in favor of special creation."
 
[image: image9.jpg]



 
Dr. Thomas Barnes, Emeritus Professor of Physics at the University of Texas at El Paso, has published the definitive work in this field.
Scientific observations since 1829 have shown that the earth's magnetic field has been measurably decaying at an exponential rate, demonstrating its half-life to be approximately 1,400 years. In practical application its strength 20,000 years ago would approximate that of a magnetic star. Under those conditions many of the atoms necessary for life processes could not form.
These data demonstrate that earth's entire history is young, within a few thousands of years.
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The Biblical record clearly describes a global Flood during Noah's day.
 
Additionally, there are hundreds of Flood traditions handed down through cultures all over the world. M.E. Clark and Henry Voss have demonstrated the scientific validity of such a Flood providing the sedimentary layering we see on every continent. Secular scholars report very rapid sedimentation and periods of great carbonate deposition in earth's sedimentary layers.
 
It is now possible to prove the historical reality of the Biblical Flood.
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World population growth rate in recent times is about 2% per year.
 
Practicable application of growth rate throughout human history would be about half that number. Wars, disease, famine, etc. have wiped out approximately one third of the population on average every 82 years. Starting with eight people, and applying these growth rates since the Flood of Noah's day (about 4500 years ago) would give a total human population at just under six billion people. However, application on an evolutionary time scale runs into major difficulties. Starting with one "couple" just 41,000 years ago would give us a total population of 2 x 1089.
 
The universe does not have space to hold so many bodies.
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Physicist Robert Gentry has reported isolated radio halos of polonuim-214 in crystalline granite.
 
The half-life of this element is 0.000164 seconds! To record the existence of this element in such short time span, the granite must be in crystalline state instantaneously. This runs counter to evolutionary estimates of 300 million years for granite to form.
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Man-made artefacts -  such as the hammer in Cretaceous rock, a human sandal print with trilobite in Cambrian rock, human footprints and a handprint in Cretaceous rock – point to the fact that all the supposed geologic periods actually occurred at the same time in the recent past.
Physicist Melvin Cook, Nobel Prize medalist found that helium-4 enters our atmosphere from solar wind and radioactive decay of uranium. At present rates our atmosphere would accumulate current helium-4 amounts in less than 10,000 years.
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Astronomical estimates of the distance to various galaxies gives conflicting data.
The Biblical Record refers to the expansion of space by the Creator. Astrophysicist Russell Humphries demonstrates that such space expansion would dilate time in distant space. This could explain a recent creation with great distances to the stars.
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A living cell is so awesomely complex that its interdependent components stagger the imagination and defy evolutionary explanations. A minimal cell contains over 60,000 proteins of 100 different configurations. The chance of this assemblage occurring by chance is 1 in 10 4,478,296 .17
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The human brain is the most complicated structure in the known universe.
It contains over 100 billion cells, each with over 50,000 neuron connections to other brain cells. This structure receives over 100 million separate signals from the total human body every second. If we learned something new every second of our lives, it would take three million years to exhaust the capacity of the human brain.
In addition to conscious thought, people can actually reason, anticipate consequences, and devise plans – all without knowing they are doing so.
Above evidence is a summary of extensive research and studies of Dr. Carl Baugh director of the Creationists Museum in Glen Rose Texas.
Source: http://www.creationevidence.org*
*My personal inclusion here. One can receive very informative newsletters from this site:

From: Creation Research info@creationresearch.net Date: Oct 28, 2009 6:22 AM
Subject: Creation Research Email News Update Request 
Dear Friend, 

Thank you for your request to be added to our Creation Research email news update list. You will receive your first update on our next mail-out. Until then, catch up on all the information from our previous exciting updates which are now filed on our Web. You can access them at www.creationresearch.net  then click 'Evidence', then 'Search this Web Site' and search by topic, e.g. Dinosaur. 

You may also wish to catch up on some of last year’s very useful attachments. If so, write back and ask for any or all of the following list: 

[…]
You can copy and paste from a PDF or even save the PDF file to your computer and send to others if you wish.  Just attach the file to your email as you would a Word Document or any other type of file. 

However,  if for some reason you need it as a word document just change the last three letters on the link below to “doc” rather than “pdf” as we do make a word document available for a select few who for some reason cannot access PDF files.

Regarding information published over the years if you go to our Evidence Web Museum – www.evidenceweb.net (or link from our home page at www.creationresearch.net) then you can do a search there – it has all been divided up into topics so you can search for whatever you like. 

In Christ,

Deb Brine

Creation Research
Examples [DO NOT CONFUSE WITH ARTICLES ON THE ANTI-CATHOLIC https://creation.com/ SITE]:
http://www.creationresearch.net/enews/ENEWS1309-091119-darwins-glasses.pdf
http://www.creationresearch.net/enews/ENEWS1409-091216.pdf
Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM answers questions on Evolution and related matters:
Evolution and the Bible 
Evolution vs. creation

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=373
July 8, 2007

With all the evidence for 'divine creation' why is it that atheists and brilliant scientists/physicists believe all this came about by 'chance'? Is this the work of 'Satan' to discredit God or man's arrogance to think he has all the answers?

I look at this amazing planet and all that is in it, and that alone speaks volumes for me. 

I heard recently on a Science show that in 100 billion yrs. the sun will burn the Earth to a crisp and the stars, and all matter will disappear, leaving nothing but infinite blackness/nothingness. I don't buy that. God says the Earth will stand 'until time indefinite'. I'll buy that. -J. Maggio

The "chance" theory is required for evolution to work, as I understand it. This does not, however, automatically preclude a divine creator. No matter what theory proposed by science God is still the first mover, the first cause.

If the universe came into existence by a Big Bang, as some theories suggest, who was it that sparked the Big Bang? Something does not come from nothing, so there had to be some pre-existing "something" that initiated the Big Bang.

The point is that no matter what theory is proposed, God is still in the picture. Those scientist who propose that evolution proves that God does not exist, are not doing science, they are doing "opinion" and opinion is that outside their area of expertise. True science does not disprove God.

In terms of how the universe came into being, the Church leaves such issues to science because that is a scientific question outside of the Church's expertise. Thus, the Church does not disapprove of the theory of Evolution. Evolution may indeed be the way our Creator decided to create.

The point is that scientists should not be doing theology and the Church should not be doing science.

But, the Church does step into science when there are theological issues involved. One such area is in the abortion issue. The Church teaches that the soul is implanted in the person at the moment of conception, thus the product of conception, from the moment of conception, is a human being whose life must be protected.

In the issue of Evolution the Church allows science to do its thing, but offers three provisos that science may not contradict:

1) there is a God;
2) we do have original pair of parents;
3) the soul is not evolved but is individually and specifically created by God at the moment of conception.

As long as science does not interfere with these three points, science may do its thing to explore the possibilities of how the universe came about.

The Creation Story in Genesis does not tell us "how" creation was done, it only tells us "who" the Creator is. The "hows" are left up to science.

With that said, there is overwhelming scientific evidence to support the theory of Evolution. There is no threat to the Faith at all for Evolution to be true (as long as the three points above are not messed with).

At the same time, a good Catholic may choose to not believe in the Theory of Evolution if he wants and he remains a good Catholic.

The 'hows" of creation are just simply not an issue for the Church.

As for our Sun burning out in a few billion years, that is true. All stars are born and eventually die when they run out of nuclear fuel, or for a host of other reasons. Our star, the Sun, will die eventually and our solar system will cease to exist. This is a scientific fact.

This fact does not violate anything of the faith. The Bible does not tell us that the earth "will stand 'until time indefinite'". On the contrary God tells us in the bible that this earth will pass away and a new earth will be created (Matt 24:35; 2 Peter 3:10; Rev. 21:1)

The "passing away" of this earth mentioned in the bible will most likely take place LONG before our Sun dies. It could happen relatively soon; only God knows.

Now with all this said, there is much evidence for "intelligent design." But, that intelligent design does not necessarily preclude Evolution and the process of random selection. God is in the works, no matter how the "works" work :) -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=375
July 10, 2007

I thought your response to the creation/evolution question was right on target. I only have one point to make. You stated that there was a lot of scientific data that backed up the theory of evolution. I am not sure if that is the case. Scientific research does lend credence to 'micro-evolution (where certain species and living organisms have adapted to their environments); but for macro-evolution on a broader sense there is actually little or no data that I am aware of. Even if it were, this would not interfere with our Catholic beliefs but many people are misled into believing that evolution is scientific fact- it is not- it is only a theory. -J. Clark
As I understand it, there is a lot of evidence for macro-evolution. It is a theory, but the public has a wrong idea about "theory". Gravity is a theory too, but I would not want to argue against it :)

Anyway, even with the what I understand to be the evidence for Macro evolution, I have personal doubts about it overall. While Macro-Evolution may have evidence to support it (maybe not, I don't know), it does contain some presumptions that I find hard to support. The evidence only fits within those presumptions. Thus, personally, I am inclined to not buy into it 100%.

Nevertheless, since I really don't care, and regardless of its scientific veracity it does not affect or effect the Faith, I spend no time wondering about it anymore.

I'll leave that up to the scientists to argue. My concern is people's souls (which are NOT evolved).

The PRIMARY message on this subject, is that God can create any 'ol way He chooses. If He wants He could have created the universe in six days and the earth is only 6000 years old. He could have created the Big Bang and allowed things to develop naturally through Evolution over billions of years. He can do as He pleases.

Human beings could have been created in a nanosecond, or God could have allowed animals to evolve to the point that a suitable creature was formed that God then imbued with a soul.

What makes us truly human is the rational soul made in the image of God. That soul is implanted into the human creature at the moment of conception. Thus, it is this event, not the biological form and DNA that truly makes us human.

Thus, I have no problem with humans evolving from apes and in the long-range evolving from bugs in a primordial soup. It doesn't matter ultimately. What matters is that God has given us a soul in His image.

Truth in general matters for its own sake, however, and whether or not Macro-Evolution is the truth of how the universe developed I do not know. Science must investigate that as such things is the job of science.

Perhaps we will never know definitively about the origins of the universe and how everything developed. But we do know the Revelation of God who reveals Himself though Sacred Scripture, Sacred Tradition, and His Church. That we can know for sure. And that knowledge speaks to our future, not our past. Ultimately that is all that matters. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/sw/viewanswer.asp?QID=654
May 26, 2008

Why do some Christians mix evolution/accept micro-evolution/variation within the kinds| with the holy bible even though it contradicts a lot of stuff and they have to answer thousands of questions?

According to the bible, man brought death to the world because they disobeyed God. In the evolution theory, death brought man to the world. Apes would have to die to evolve into humans for "millions of years." 
The Bible states that God created life according to kinds |Genesis 1:24|. The fact that God distinguishes kinds, agrees with what scientists observe – namely that there are horizontal genetic boundaries beyond which life cannot vary. Life produces after its own kind. Dogs produce dogs, cats produce cats, roses produce roses. Never have we witnessed one kind changing into another kind as evolution supposes. There are truly natural limits to biological change.
Why should Christians mix their own beliefs with the theory of evolution even though there will be lots of contradictions?
Which "God" should a Christian believe: the God that created the big bang to create everything and made the apes evolve to bring the humans here --|OR|-- the God that DID NOT create the big bang to create everything and DID NOT made the apes evolve to bring the humans here.
Christians should not mix their biblical creation views with evolution because evolution is a man-made-theory. Charles Darwin made the evolution theory and he is definitely a racist if you read his book called the descent of man. 
Both evolution and the biblical creation story view are religious. They contradict each other.
Plus! The God that made evolution |macro-evolution| would be so wasteful and corrupt. The other animals would have to die for the others to evolve. Plus! It is the "Survival of the Fittest." Whoever is the strongest will dominate the weak and then spread. I do not think there is any morality on that. And God would not be moral at all if he made the big bang or evolution |macro-evolution|.
So if I were to answer the question, I would say that Christians shouldn't because it contradicts:
Bible: Earth before Sun
Evolution: Sun before Sun

Bible: Oceans before land
Evolution: land before Oceans

Bible: Plants before Sun
Evolution: Sun before Plants

Bible: Birds before reptiles
Evolution: Reptiles before Birds

Bible: Atmosphere between two layers of water |The bible states that there was water above the atmosphere and under the crust|
Evolution: Atmosphere above water

Bible: Man brought death into the world
Evolution: Death brought man into the world |Monkeys or Apes or Non-Humans would have to die and evolve into humans|

Bible: God created man
Evolution: Man created God. –Lorenzo
You are interpreting the Genesis record with extreme literalness. You cannot do that. The Genesis record is not a science report, it is a religious message. The Oral History from which it is based was not concerned about the actual literal mechanism of creation, but with the fact that God is the Creator and God is a God of order.
If the writer of Genesis did not intend to write a science of creation, it is ridiculous, presumptuous, and arrogant for us to do so.

It is the RELIGIOUS message that matters.

Nevertheless, one can be a good Catholic and believe about the Genesis record as you please with three exceptions:

There are only three things that the Catholic Church insists upon concerning evolution:

1) God exists and God is the Creator. The scientific theory of evolution does not disprove either of these facts (any science that tries to assert Evolution as an alternative to God or as proof that God does not exist or is not the Creator is out-of-line and to assert such a thing is not science, just as much as religious people may be out-of-line to assert religious theories as science when they are not)

2) We do have an original pair of human parents, which in Genesis story happened to be named Adam and Eve (actually science has pretty much proved that the human race can be traced to a single pair)

3) The Soul is not evolved, but is specifically and individually created by God imbued within the human person at the very moment of conception.

Other than these three provisos the Church has no problems letting science be science and do its job to try to explain with the scientific method the origins of species and of the universe. There is nothing in science "as science" that is inconsistent with the Faith.

From a religious point-of-view, God is God and he can create as he pleases. If He created the big bang and all the rest evolved from there, so be it. If He created the Grand Canyon in one second and only made it look like it was created over millions of years, He has the power to do that, so be it. Who cares, from a religious point-of-view? 

From a religious point-of-view the Genesis story of creation is not science nor is it meant to be. The point of the Genesis story is not HOW the universe was created, but WHO created it. Anything beyond that is mere speculation theologically.

The debate on creation reminds me of an interchange between Job and God in Job 38:

Then the LORD answered Job out of the whirlwind: "Who is this that darkens counsel by words without knowledge?  Gird up your loins like a man, I will question you, and you shall declare to me.  "Where were you when I laid the foundation of the earth? Tell me, if you have understanding. Who determined its measurements--surely you know! Or who stretched the line upon it? On what were its bases sunk, or who laid its cornerstone, when the morning stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy?  "Or who shut in the sea with doors, when it burst forth from the womb; when I made clouds its garment, and thick darkness its swaddling band,  and prescribed bounds for it, and set bars and doors, and said, 'Thus far shall you come, and no farther, and here shall your proud waves be stayed?

It is sheer arrogance to tell God how He is to create the universe. When anyone questions how God does things and applies puny human wisdom to the matter is arrogance. 

To insist that God cannot have created the world through the mechanism of evolution is sheer arrogance too. God has the power create as He desires.

How did God do it? Don't know, don't care. All that matters is that God is the Creator.

Did God create the world in six days? Unlikely, but He could if He wanted. Did He create the world through a process of evolution? The physical evidence seems to show that at least to some degree, but other evidence contradicts. God can work that way is He wants. The Church leaves the question of scientific explanations of mechanisms to science to answer as long as the three provisos listed above are respected.

Bottom line, for a Christian: God is the creator, regardless of the mechanism.

Here is the speech from Pope John Paul II to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences: On Evolution. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/df/viewanswer.asp?QID=142
April 16, 2007
I have always been interested in the Creationism vs. Evolution debate. I think I have a firm handle on the Catholic position on Creation. I know that we do not necessarily hold to the fundamentalist/creationist theory of a literal 7 day creation or the "young earth theory" (the earth is only 10,000 years old). One major argument given by some creationists, though, has always struck me. The argument is this:
1. Sin, death, and destruction were not created by God - All that God created was good.
2. Sin, death, and destruction entered creation through the sin of Adam and Eve.
3. The theory of evolution depends on death and destruction as the catalysts for evolution (survival of the fittest, mutation, catastrophic events that cause extinction)
4. If human beings are relatively young in the evolutionary process - that supposes millions of years of death and destruction before "The Fall."
5. This makes the Theory of Evolution philosophically incompatible with Christianity
Does the Church have any further insight on this specific argument that you know of? –Sean
The Church leaves the issue of how the world was created to the realm of science. It is the task of science to discover such things. The Church does, however, insist upon three things:

1) There is a God and He created all things (the how is for science to discover)

2) The soul did not evolve but was uniquely and specifically created by God and placed within the person at the moment of conception

3) We did have an original pair of parents

Items #1 and #2 are not within the realm of science to even consider. Any scientist who makes statements about the existence of God or soul, as a scientist, is violating science.

Item #3 is something that science has investigated and does assert that we humans do have an original pair of parents.

Except for these three items science is free to investigate and to posit theories about the development of the universe.

A Catholic may be a good Catholic believing in a six day creation, a multi-billion year evolution, or any other theory as long as he agrees with the three items above.

The three criteria listed above was mentioned by Pope John Paul II in a speech before the Pontifical Academy of Sciences. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Evolution and the concept of Original Sin

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/df/viewanswer.asp?QID=195 *See page 112
March 25, 2013 
I am currently engaged in an intellectual discussion with a friend of mine who is Catholic. I myself am an Atheist, and so you can see where our thoughts differ. I am, however, always open to examining all sides of an argument to see the merit in the claims made. My friend referred me to your forum, as he could not answer my question. So here I am.
My question is this: 
Since Catholicism now accepts that evolution is a reality in the face of evidence (and that Genesis is a poetical interpretation of the creation story), how does the Catholic faith square the circle of original sin? 
If there obviously was never an Adam and Eve, and hence no "original sin", from whence does original sin come from or is justified? 
Bridging from that, if there was no original sin, then why was the concept of the perfect sacrifice of Jesus needed to balance the equation? Was a man tortured and sacrificed for a poetical interpretation of a fictional concept? -Jaded


In actuality evolution has never been a threat to the Christian faith. It is not so much the theories, as it is the unscientific application of the theories by some scientists and others. 
While the theories do present some scientific questions that have not been resolved, the theories are reasonable. Some scientists, however, act as if the theories of evolution are an absolute settled fact that is beyond any question or discussion. That, in itself, is non-scientific thinking. Science is based upon probabilities not certainties*. *See page 112
In relation to the Christian religion, the primary problem is that non-scientific thinking scientists, and others, have tried to assert that the theories of evolution proves that God does not exist. This is utter nonsense and irrational thinking on a number of levels. For the scientist, however, the primary level of nonsense is that such assertions about God is not a matter for science. Science cannot investigate God. Science has not the competence to discuss God. God is beyond the realm of science to even discuss. Science has no business trying to prove or disprove the existence of God or to assert that God does not exist because of this or that theory. By definition, the issue of God is beyond the realm of science to investigate.

What science is supposed to be is summarized by these statements: "To be termed scientific, a method of inquiry must be based on empirical and measurable evidence subject to specific principles of reasoning" (Rules for the study of natural philosophy", Newton 1999, pp. 794–6, from Book 3, The System of the World). 

From the Oxford English Dictionary entry for scientific, the scientific method is defined as: "a method or procedure that has characterized natural science since the 17th century, consisting in systematic observation, measurement, and experiment, and the formulation, testing, and modification of hypotheses.﻿"
By the way, the Catholic Church invented the scientific method as we know it today. See the article, No Church, No Scientific Method by Scott Locklin, a former physicist with the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. Also see the book, How the Western World was built by the Catholic Church by Thomas E. Woods﻿, Ph.D. from Columbia, and Professor and Senior Fellow at the Ludwig von Mises Institute.

As a more specific description of the relationship of the Catholic Church and evolution, Blessed Pope John Paul II spoke to this issue before the Pontifical Academy of Sciences on 22 October 1996, ﻿Magisterium Is Concerned with Question of Evolution. Here are some excerpts:

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

5. The Church's Magisterium is directly concerned with the question of evolution, for it involves the conception of man: Revelation teaches us that he was created in the image and likeness of God (cf. Genesis 1:27-29). The conciliar Constitution Gaudium et spes has magnificently explained this doctrine, which is pivotal to Christian thought. It recalled that man is: the only creature on earth that God has wanted for its own sake" (n. 24). In other terms, the human individual cannot be subordinated as a pure means or a pure instrument, either to the species or to society, he has value per se. He is a person. With his intellect and his will, he is capable of forming a relationship of communion, solidarity and self-giving with his peers. St Thomas observes that man's likeness to God resides especially in his speculative intellect for his relationship with the object of his knowledge resembles God's relationship with what he has created (Summa Theologica, I-II, q. 3, a. 5, ad 1). 
But even more, man is called to enter into a relationship of knowledge and love with God himself, a relationship which will find its complete fulfilment beyond time, in eternity. All the depth and grandeur of this vocation are revealed to us in the mystery of the risen Christ (cf. Gaudium et spes, n. 22). It is by virtue of his spiritual soul that the whole person possesses such a dignity even in his body. Pius XII stressed this essential point: if the human body takes its origin from pre-existent living matter the spiritual soul is immediately created by God ("animal enim a Deo immediate creari catholica fides nos retinere inhet"; Encyclical Humani generis, AAS 42 [1950], p. 575).

Consequently, theories of evolution which, in accordance with the philosophies inspiring them, consider the mind as emerging from the forces of living matter, or as a mere epiphenomenon of this matter, are incompatible with the truth about man. Nor are they able to ground the dignity of the person.

6. With man, then, we find ourselves in the presence of an ontological difference, an ontological leap, one could say. However, does not the posing of such ontological discontinuity run counter to that physical continuity which seems to be the main thread of research into evolution in the field of physics and chemistry? Consideration of the method used in the various branches of knowledge makes it possible to reconcile two points of view which would seem irreconcilable. The sciences of observation describe and measure the multiple manifestations of life with increasing precision and correlate them with the time line. The moment of transition into the spiritual cannot be the object of this kind of observation, which nevertheless can discover at the experimental level a series of very valuable signs indicating what is specific to the human being. But the experience of metaphysical knowledge, of self-awareness and self-reflection, of moral conscience, freedom, or again, of aesthetic and religious experience, falls within the competence of philosophical analysis and reflection while theology brings out its ultimate meaning according to the Creator's plans.

The simple summary of the points made by the Church in various documents are these:

1. The mechanism of creation is for the realm of science to investigate.

2. Science cannot assert, however, the non-existence of God as it has no competence to make such judgment. Therefore, that God is the creator is an absolute that must be maintained when considering theories of evolution.

3. It is also an absolute that the human race had an original pair of parents. Actually science agrees with this. I have no idea where you get the idea that an "Adam and Eve" did not exist. Science says otherwise. For example, in 1987 a group of geneticists published a study in the journal Nature that concluded that "...every person on Earth right now can trace his or her lineage back to a single common female ancestor who lived around 200,000 years ago" (Are we all descended from a common female ancestor?)

4. While the biology, the creature of man, may have evolved, the soul of man has not. This, too, is an absolute. The rational soul is individually and uniquely created and ensouled in the human person at the very moment of conception.

As long as a person acknowledged these points, especially 2-4, then we can allow science to investigate theories of the mechanisms of God's creation without threat to the Faith.

I challenge you to read these three documents: ﻿Magisterium Is Concerned with Question of Evolution,﻿ Humani generis, and Gaudium et spes. I also challenge you to read the article, No Church, No Scientific Method, and the book, How the Western World was built by the Catholic Church. Intellectual honesty demands that you read this material if you have even the slightest interest in really knowing the answers to your questions.

As to the doctrine of original sin, evolution does not challenge that doctrine even in the slightest.
Evolution presents no contradiction or problem of any sort to the doctrine of original sin. Original Sin was a result of a personal choice that was made possible by the Free Will decision of a rational soul. Animals do not have a rational soul and thus cannot have genuine Free Will. They live according to instinct, natural responses to physical stimuli, and in some cases a limited ability to think and problem-solve. Even the higher primates are no more than this even though they have a capacity to higher thinking and problem solving than most. The crow, however, rivals the problem-solving of even the most intelligent higher primates.

Man, with a rational soul, is said to be made in the image of God. The "image of God" is not in biology as God is pure spirit and has no biology. The "image of God" is the gift of a rational soul. The rational soul allows the creature so ensouled to have some attributes of God. These include a self-awareness of one's being and one's mortality to a degree that that no animal possesses. It includes a creative intelligence and problem-solving at a level that no animal possesses. Most of all the rational soul has the capacity to freely choose and to love. This Free Will allows the human person to make decisions that transcend biological imperatives, instinct, and mere reactions to stimuli.

It is only when the creature of man was ensouled by God that he had the capacity to choose to sin or not and be aware and culpable for that sin. Animals, even the smartest higher primates, do not have this capacity and thus cannot sin and are not morally culpable for their actions.

Thus, assuming evolution is correct, God waited until a creature evolved with the brain structure and capacity, and the physical structures in the brain and in the body to allow high language, and other such evolutionary conditions, that would allow this creature to be more than a mere creature, but to be a thinking, rational person. Thus, God waited until such a creature evolved and was capable and ready to receive the gift of a rational soul.

At whatever point in the man's evolutionary history that he became developed enough to qualify and to receive a rational soul, it is at that point only that the human creature became a human being with the ability to choose right from wrong and to be morally culpable.

Original Sin was born at that point. As He did with the angels, once the human person had the capacity to choose, God tested man's use of that capacity. Man, our Adam and Eve, failed that test and rebelled against God. That free will decision made by our first ensouled parents is called Original Sin.

The fact that our first parents committed the radical act of sin that killed the soul by virtue of their rebellion, and which gave a hereditary stain on the souls of all men subsequently, requires the radical act of God to redeem that fallen soul of men. This is why Jesus, the Second Person of the Holy Trinity, had to come to earth as both man and God, and sacrifice Himself as payment of the sin of men in order to redeem mankind to allow them the radical possibility of eternal life in friendship with God.

What I have outlined here is Church teaching, in brief. All, except the existence of man's first parents which science also agrees and asserts, is a matter of faith, not science, as science has no competence to investigate these matters.

It is important to realize, especially for a self-avowed atheist like yourself, that the Catholic Church is a reasoned Faith 2000 years old, and, with its historical and theological connection with Jewish Faith, is a tradition that is 4000 years old. As such, the Church does not have to prove anything to anyone. It is what it is. Anyone who wishes to refute Catholic teaching has the burden of proof, based upon reasoned argument backed by evidence, not opinion, that the Church is wrong.﻿ As it is with other matters, such as a court of law, the challenger has the burden of proof. One is innocent until proven guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. You are the challenger in your thoughts about the Catholic Church. The burden is upon you, not the Church, nor me.

You asked for the Church's teaching on these matters. Now you have it. I hope you have the intellectual integrity and honestly to accept that this is what the Church believes, and that the Church's teaching is based upon reason, regardless of whether or not you agree with that teaching.  One can accept that a reasoned argument has been made and yet still disagree.

I especially hope that if you disagree you will disagree with intelligence, integrity, and honesty, and not prejudice and intellectual cowardliness. I hope that if you disagree, your disagreement will be based not upon what you think the Church teaches, but upon an accurate knowledge of what the Church actually teaches. This requires honest study of Church documents. Approaching disagreement in this way is called intellectual courage, which, unfortunately, few people have these days. If this is something you are not willing to seriously and honestly do, then integrity and intellectual honesty demands your silence. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Evolution

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=253
October 13, 2004

I would like to consider myself a good Catholic, believing as the church does, but I cannot do so. I am an evolutionist. I cannot reconcile myself with 7 day creation. I do not know how to sync myself with something I do not believe in. There is an anathema upon me but I am at a loss at how to remove this, I cannot believe something that I do not see as true. Any belief on my part to the 7 day creation would be an attempt at saving myself and not reflecting my true belief. I would appreciate any advice you have for me. -Kevin
You do NOT have an anathema upon you. To begin with all anathemas were reduced to excommunications in the 1960's. Second you are not excommunicated either.

There is nothing wrong with believing in Evolution. One can be a good Catholic and believe in evolution or believe in six days of creation, either way, does not matter.

The Church states that the "mechanism" of creation and its development is a matter for scientific investigation and is not an issue for the Church, with the following exceptions:

The following three things are infallible truths that science cannot deny:

1) God is the creator
2) We do, in fact, have original parents of our race
3) The soul is not evolved, but individually created by God and infused into the person at the moment of conception

As long as you affirm these three truths, you can be an evolutionist and a Catholic.

It is important to state, however, that God is God. He can create in any way He wants. 

Could God create the universe in six days and make it look like it was billions of years? Yes!

Could God have created the first Man out of dust and even though Adam was one minute old he would have the physical and mental maturity of a thirty year old? Yes!

Could God have created a big bang and allowed the natural forces that He created develop according to that nature? Yes!

Could God have allowed evolution to eventually evolve a species that He would choose to infuse a soul and thus become human beings made in His image? Yes!

Bottom line: God does what He wills. He could have used evolution to accomplish His design, or He could have created it all in what we would call six literal twenty-four hour periods. He is God.

Thus, a good Catholic can accept evolution or not as he sees it as long as the three truths listed above are affirmed.

Personally, given the Catholic worldview, I would also suggest that a good Catholics will admit that God can create the universe any way He wants and thus despite one's view on this God could have done it either way, or perhaps in some other way that we do not know.

By the way, regardless of the literalness or lack thereof concerning the Genesis story, the purpose of the creation story was NOT to posit science, it was to teach religious truth of who God is as Creator, who we are as His creation, and the relationship between God and His creation. That is all that matters from the Genesis account. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Evolution

http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=269
October 23, 2004

I have just read your reply to Kevin's question concerning the theory of evolution in the light of Catholic belief.
I recall reading a very good account of this issue some years ago and have just looked out the document in question. It is in the form of a pamphlet, published in 1991 by the Catholic Truth Society in London, England (who are a publisher to the Holy See), and is entitled "Can Catholics Believe in Evolution?": the author, David Jones, O.P., is a Dominican theologian who also has a background in the biological sciences. The pamphlet goes into some further detail than your answer, and addresses some of the important written works concerning evolutionary theory. 
It may be possible to obtain a copy from the Catholic Truth Society (their website address is http://www.cts-online.org.uk/CTS.htm). The pamphlet in question is CTS Document 603, and the ISBN is 0851838308, although I have a feeling it may now be out of print.
I have a copy, and could probably have a go at scanning it and emailing it to you if you have trouble locating a copy. –Steven

Thanks for the reference.
There is also an address from Pope John Paul II to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences entitled, On Evolution, that I should have linked in the previous answer. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Evolution
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=645
June 8, 2007

Changes to species happen on a DAILY basis. Every time two of a species breed, there is change. This change can actually be sped up and "herded" or guided in a certain direction (dog breeds have been created artificially by folks doing selective breeding). Fruit flies have shown to mutate from generation to generation in a matter of months and it's this concept that seems to escape those who don't understand how evolution works. Small changes over long periods of time. Simple. Now, combine that with an environment that weeds out the weak and you have evolution. The strong survive and continue to adapt (uh, CHANGE/EVOLVE) and this is going on today. Just hard to document it since we personally don't live long enough and the study has only been going on for 150 years.
If you look at certain animals, you can see evidence of evolution. Some snakes have the remnants of legs. Small stubs that are actually connected to a hip/pelvis bone. Obviously, they were once related to lizards (perhaps the snake came first then they grew stronger legs with each generation). Some whales have 5 finger bones in their front flippers. Why? Sounds creepily like a hand to me. Some fish have eyes that can only detect light - no details. These things happen in small increments over millions of years and if you just look at this stuff critically you can see it.
If God created what we see today, he sure made it look as if it all evolved from a common ancestor. Why would he want to trick us like that? Why wouldn't he make a multitude of life that did NOT share 99% of their DNA? That'd do for starters. Why would he make a fish that can't see clearly? Why make any animal that is poorly adapted or in transition? Sounds like a cruel prankster to me rather than an omniscient and loving god. –Tim
You seem to be under the presumption that the Church is opposed to evolution. She is not.

While some fundamentalists and evangelicals are hard-core against the theory of evolution, the Catholic Church leaves such matters up to science to determine.

There is only three things that the Catholic Church insists upon concerning evolution:

1) the scientific theory of evolution does not disprove the existence of God (any science that tries to assert Evolution as an alternative to God or as proof that God does not exist or is not the Creator is out-of-line and to assert such a thing is not science, just as much as religious people may be out-of-line to assert religious theories as science when they are not)

2) there were an original pair of humans, which in Genesis story happened to be named Adam and Eve (actually science has pretty much proven that the human race can be traced to a single pair)

3) the Soul is not evolved, but is specifically and individually created by God imbued within the human person at the very moment of conception.

Other than these three provisos the Church has no problems letting science be science and do its job to try to explain with the scientific method the origins of species.

From a religious point-of-view, God is God and he can create as he pleases. If he created the big bang and all the rest evolved from there, so be it. If he created the Grand Canyon in one second and only made it look like it was created over millions of years, he has the power to do that, so be it. Who cares, from a religious point-of-view? 

From a religious point-of-view the Genesis story of creation is not science nor is it meant to be. The point of the Genesis story is not how the universe was created, but WHO created it. Anything beyond that is mere speculation theologically.

On another angle of your narrative, or rather an attitude that comes through in your narrative reminds me of a interchange between Job and God in Job 38:

Then the LORD answered Job out of the whirlwind: "Who is this that darkens counsel by words without knowledge?  Gird up your loins like a man, I will question you, and you shall declare to me.  

"Where were you when I laid the foundation of the earth? Tell me, if you have understanding. Who determined its measurements--surely you know! Or who stretched the line upon it? On what were its bases sunk, or who laid its cornerstone, when the morning stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy?  "Or who shut in the sea with doors, when it burst forth from the womb; when I made clouds its garment, and thick darkness its swaddling band,  and prescribed bounds for it, and set bars and doors, and said, 'Thus far shall you come, and no farther, and here shall your proud waves be stayed? 

It is sheer arrogance to tell God how he is to create the universe. Your narrative that questions how God does things and applies puny human wisdom to the matter is that sort of arrogance. 

It is ALSO arrogant for religious people to tell God how to create the universe. To insist that God cannot have created the world through the mechanism of evolution is sheer arrogance too.

God has the power create as he desires. Did he create the world in six days? Unlikely, but He could if he wanted. Did he create the world through a process of evolution? The physical evidence seems to show that at least to some degree. God can work that way is he wants.

Bottom line, for a Christian: God is the creator, regardless of the mechanism. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Evolution
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=716
August 10, 2007

I am very disappointed in you saying that we evolved from apes. We were made in God's image, we are God's children, we are on a higher level than the angels when we get to heaven because we are God's children.

If you don't believe the book of Genesis than what else don't you and your kind not believe? The resurrection sounds a bit suss to some, maybe it's not true either maybe the bones they have discovered in the ossuary's with the names of "Jesus son of Joseph" and "Mary" are really Jesus's and our Ladies bones. Ye of little faith. -Peter
I am a little disappointed in you Peter for your lack of careful reading. I did not say, and I have never said, that man was evolved from apes. You need to be more careful in your reading and avoid the grave sin of Rash Judgment. I have tried to explain how the evolutionary theory and the creation of Man may be reconciled, but I have not endorsed the Theory of Macro-Evolution.

As I have stated, we are made in God's image. That "image" is spiritual, the rational soul, not the biological body. Last time I checked God does not have a biological body (except through the Incarnation of Jesus). This is CHURCH teaching, not my opinion.

The book of Genesis contains mythological stories. This is a literal fact, not opinion. That is the literary style of the Genesis story. Mythological stories may be TRUE and may also contain exaggerations and fiction in order to teach the truth being conveyed. Being a mythological literary form does not make the stories automatically fiction. Most myths contain a combination of facts and fiction.

The book of Genesis is NOT a history or a biology, nor is it meant to be a history or a biology. It is teaching us a religious truth, not an historical or biological truth.

God is God, he doesn't need your permission, or mine, to create any 'ol way He wants. God could have allowed the biological animals develop to a certain point that He then imbued a certain branch of primates with humanity -- a rational soul. God could have also created Adam in a nanosecond from the dust of the ground and only made him to look like an adult even though he was only a few seconds old. God could have created the Grand Canyon in a nanosecond and only made it look millions of years old. Or God could have allowed the natural course of things to evolve.

God is God, He does it as He pleases according to His nature. I could CARE LESS how He did it and only real point is that God is the creator of all things.

One can be a good Catholic and believe in an evolutionary process OR one can be a good Catholic and believe that the universe was created in six 24-hour days. IT DOES NOT MATTER since the story is meant to teach a religious truth, not a history or a biology. This too is fact, not opinion, and is the teaching of the Church.

What does matter, however, is the un-charity of scrupulous people who want to force their notions (of evolution or literal interpretation) of Genesis on everyone else, contrary to the Church's teaching on this. Shame on you.

P.S. By the way. I personally do not and have never supported the Theory of Macro-Evolution, but since I am not God and leave those matters up to Him. All I care about is the fact that God is the creator, that we do have a set of original parents (an Adam and Eve), and that the soul is not evolved but personally imbued into the person at the moment of conception. This is Church teaching, beyond that one is free to opine himself as he wishes about creation as long as he does not dogmatize that opinion. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Evolution
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=774
October 14, 2007

After much study of Cosmology and Evolution, I am at odds with much of the Christian world on the theory of Creation. The idea that God in His Wisdom created everything, including man, in six days is a bit ludicrous, especially when the scientific evidence points to the contrary. 
Aside from which, why would a God who sent His Son as an infant to our world to GROW UP LIKE A NORMAL HUMAN BEING simply "poof" everything into existence? Doesn't that seem a bit contradictory to the nature of God? The Big Bang, in my opinion, PROVES the existence of a God (being that the Universe is now definitely NOT INFINITE). What's shocking is that so few people understand that it was a Catholic Priest, Georges Lemaître, who theorized the Big Bang.
Now as to human evolution, geological facts seem to show that the further back in time we go, the more simplistic the organisms are. Hence, life has become more complex as time moves forward. Why is this such a hard thing for Christians to accept? 
Now on to my theory (probably not mine as someone has already thought of it). I find biological evolution a difficult theory to stomach, since the proof sure isn't in the pudding. I'm still waiting for specific scientific examples of positive genetic deformities. And yet, here we have this wealth of scientific data that seems to indicate such may have happen.
What if instead God created life in phases over the billions of years that earth has existed? He moved from the simplistic forms of life to the complex, and eventually created us, endowing us with souls. Our resemblance to a monkey is then easily explained via the prototype assumption. As God created more complex forms of life he eventually determined which of His creations had the greatest capacity to exist in the universe he had created, and here we are.
Now maybe my theory is far-fetched, but I can't think of another logical conclusion that looks at the facts and merges them with the simple Truth that creation SIMPLY CANNOT BE AN ACCIDENT.
I value your opinion, so am curious on your thoughts. -Jonathan
Concerning the Theory of Evolution and the Church: While some fundamentalists and evangelicals are hard-core against the theory of evolution, the Catholic Church leaves such matters up to science to determine.

There are only three things that the Catholic Church insists upon concerning evolution:

1) the scientific theory of evolution does not disprove the existence of God (any science that tries to assert Evolution as an alternative to God or as proof that God does not exist or is not the Creator is out-of-line and to assert such a thing is not science, just as much as religious people may be out-of-line to assert religious theories as science when they are not)

2) there were an original pair of humans, which in Genesis story happened to be named Adam and Eve (actually science has pretty much proven that the human race can be traced to a single pair)

3) the Soul is not evolved, but is specifically and individually created by God imbued within the human person at the very moment of conception.
Other than these three provisos the Church has no problems letting science be science and do its job to try to explain with the scientific method the origins of species and the mechanism of creation.

From a religious point-of-view, God is God and he can create as he pleases. If he created the big bang and all the rest evolved from there, so be it. If he created the Grand Canyon in one second and only made it look like it was created over millions of years, he has the power to do that, so be it. Who cares, from a religious point-of-view?

From a religious point-of-view the Genesis story of creation is not science nor is it meant to be. The point of the Genesis story is not HOW the universe was created, but WHO created it. Anything beyond that is mere speculation theologically.

The attitude that some people on both sides of the fence reminds me of an interchange between Job and God in Job 38:

Then the LORD answered Job out of the whirlwind: "Who is this that darkens counsel by words without knowledge?  Gird up your loins like a man, I will question you, and you shall declare to me.  "Where were you when I laid the foundation of the earth? Tell me, if you have understanding. Who determined its measurements--surely you know! Or who stretched the line upon it? On what were its bases sunk, or who laid its cornerstone, when the morning stars sang together, and all the sons of God shouted for joy?  "Or who shut in the sea with doors, when it burst forth from the womb; when I made clouds its garment, and thick darkness its swaddling band,  and prescribed bounds for it, and set bars and doors, and said, 'Thus far shall you come, and no farther, and here shall your proud waves be stayed?

It is shear arrogance for evolutionist and materialist to tell God how to create the universe by insisting that God had nothing to do with it, that it was all natural processes. This applies puny human wisdom to the matter and oversteps the bounds of true science.

It is ALSO arrogant for religious people to tell God how to create the universe and to insist that He could not have created the world through the mechanism of evolution.

God has the power create as he desires. Did he create the world in six days? Unlikely, but He could if he wanted. Did he create the world through a process of evolution? The physical evidence seems to show that at least to some degree. God can work that way if he wants.

Bottom line, for a Christian: God is the creator, regardless of the mechanism.

I personally do not care how He did it (create the universe), I only care that He did do it and I thank Him for doing it and making me a part of this wonderful and beautiful universe. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Evolution
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1605
April 6, 2010

My wife has asked me this question and I am not really able to answer it. I know that we are free to believe in evolution as long we believe that ALL creation comes from God. 



But how do I explain the Asians that have slanted eyes and how about Negroes? My wife asks where did they come from and the natives from the Amazon the New Guinea? These people are so detached from the rest of human race. How do we explain them? There is speculation they humans migrated from Asia by the Bering Strait to what is now known as North America down to South America.

Also how do we explain the understanding of evolution as far as Humans vs. Neanderthals? We know that Neanderthal man disappeared thousands of years ago. Are we to say that Neanderthal man did not have an immortal soul and did thus when heir soul died with them? -Joshua
Be careful. Suggesting that Orientals and Negros are "detached from the rest of human race" snacks of ethnocentrism. There are four groups in the human race: Caucasoid, 55%; Mongoloid, 33%; Negroid, 8%; Australoid, 4%.
The various peoples of the world have their own evolutionary path usually according to the environmental demands of the area for they are native and various genetic issues. Why some are black, brown, yellow, white, oval-eyed, or whatnot is unimportant. Who cares? We are human beings. There is only one race -- the human race.

Eugenie C. Scot, in his article, Evolution and the Origin of Races, published by the National Center for Science Education, stated:

Human "racial" diversity is a result of people in a geographic area intermarrying, being exposed to a number of biological processes, and adapting slowly to local environments. These biological processes include combining and recombining inherited genetic material over the generations, which produces offspring and descendants who differ from their parents and ancestors. The environment may favor certain characteristics, producing populations that are on the average taller, or darker, or more rugged than other populations from other geographic areas. Isolation and inbreeding of some populations may produce differences as well. These natural processes occur in humans as well as other animals and are the source of much study in biology and anthropology.

As for evolution itself, the Church leaves the investigation of the mechanisms of creation and biological development up to legitimate science. This is a scientific question, not a religious one.

There is only three things that the Catholic Church insists upon concerning evolution:

1) the scientific theory of evolution does not disprove the existence of God (any science that tries to assert Evolution as an alternative to God or as proof that God does not exist or is not the Creator is out-of-line and to assert such a thing is not science. In like manner, religious people are out-of-line to assert religious theories as science when they are not)

2) there were an original pair of humans, which in Genesis story happened to be named Adam and Eve (actually science has pretty much proven that the human race can be traced to a single pair)

3) the Soul is not evolved, but is specifically and individually created by God imbued within the human person at the very moment of conception.

Other than these three provisos the Church has no problems letting science be science and do its job to try to explain with the scientific method the origins of species.

From a religious point-of-view, God is God and he can create as he pleases. If he created the big bang and all the rest evolved from there, so be it. If he created the Grand Canyon in one second and only made it look like it was created over millions of years, he has the power to do that, so be it. Who cares, from a religious point-of-view?

From a religious point-of-view the Genesis story of creation is not science nor is it meant to be. The point of the Genesis story is not how the universe was created, but WHO created it. Anything beyond that is mere speculation theologically.

What this means is that when God's time was right, and a creature existed that would be human, God gave that creature a soul. It is that creature, and not other man-like creatures, who are human beings made in the image of God.

Whether or not God created this human creature in one second from dust, or allowed evolution to bring about a creature over millions of years who became physically eligible for humanness, does not matter. Humans have a rational soul -- all other creatures do not.

St. Thomas Aquinas taught the existence of three souls:

1) Vegetative Soul: this is the life-force that all living things have (plants, animals, humans)

2) Sensitive Soul: this is the faculty that allows creatures to sense, feel, and respond to their environment (animals & humans have this, but plants do not)

3) Rational Soul: this is the faculty to be creative, for higher thought, for self-awareness, for awareness of our mortality, to love, and to choose apart from instinct and environment, and is immortal (only humans have this form of soul)

Animals have both Vegetative and Sensitive Soul. Humans have all three forms of soul.

The Rational Soul is created at the moment of conception of a human person. Any and all creatures without this Rational Soul is not human regardless of how human-like they may be or genetically close they are to humans.

Neanderthals are either classified as a subspecies of humans (Homo sapiens neanderthalensis) or as a separate species (Homo neanderthalensis). They died out some 30,000 years ago. Were these creatures human with a Rational Soul? We do not know. Only God knows, but because they died out does not automatically mean they were not human beings with a Rational Soul.

This is something we will find out when we get to heaven! -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Evolution vs. Creation
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1861
March 17, 2011 

Has the Church always taught instant creation complete and out of nothing - does this not make Evolution forbidden and anathema to and for Catholics according to Catholic Family News. –Twinc

The Church does not make a definitive statement either way about Evolution itself. One can be a good Catholic and accept most of the theory of Evolution, and one can be a good Catholic and not accept Evolution.

This refers to the science itself. Unfortunately the science has been wrapped tightly around rhetoric of atheist as an alternative to the idea that God created the universe. It is very unscientific for scientists to assert that. The Church separates the bias rhetoric from the actual science of the theory of evolution and speaks to the science.

Pope John-Paul II, speaking to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, said that the Church leaves the investigation of the mechanisms of creation and biological development up to legitimate science. This is a scientific question, not a religious one.

While the Church allows science to investigate the details, the Church insists upon the following three positions, according to Pope John-Paul II:

1) the scientific theory of evolution does not disprove the existence of God: God is the Creator (any science that tries to assert Evolution as an alternative to God or as proof that God does not exist or is not the Creator is out-of-line and to assert such a thing is not science. In like manner, religious people are out-of-line to assert religious theories as science when they are not)

2) there were an original pair of humans, which in Genesis story happened to be named Adam and Eve (actually science has pretty much proven that the human race can be traced to a single pair)

3) the Soul is not evolved, but is specifically and individually created by God imbued within the human person at the very moment of conception.
Other than these three provisos the Church has no problems letting science be science and do its job to try to explain with the scientific method the origins of species.

God is God, he doesn't need our permission to create any 'ol way He wants. God could have allowed the biological animals develop to a certain point that He then imbued a certain branch of primates with humanity -- a rational soul. God could have also created Adam in a nanosecond from the dust of the ground and only made him to look like an adult even though he was only a few seconds old. God could have created the Grand Canyon in a nanosecond and only made it look millions of years old. Or God could have allowed the natural course of things to evolve.

God is God, He does it as He pleases according to His nature.

From a religious point-of-view the Genesis story of creation is not science nor is it meant to be. The point of the Genesis story is not how the universe was created, but who created it. Anything beyond that is mere speculation theologically.

The book of Genesis contains mythological stories, oral histories. This is a literal fact, not opinion. That is the very nature of oral histories. That is the literary style of the Genesis story. Oral histories tell a truth but reveal that truth through mythology in order to teach the truth being conveyed. Being a mythological literary form does not make the stories fiction. Most myths contain a combination of facts and fiction. It is similar to the docu-drama movies of today. Movies based on real events are given some literary license in order to make the story more understandable or interesting. This is what the oral histories of old did.

If evolution be true, it means that when God's time was right, and a creature existed that would be human, God gave that creature a soul. It is that creature, and not other man-like creatures, who became human beings made in the image of God.

It is when God imbued a soul into that creature that made him human regardless of whether ot not that creature was created instantaneously or evolved. It is the rational soul that makes us human.

St. Thomas Aquinas taught the existence of three souls:

1) Vegetative Soul: this is the life-force that all living things have (plants, animals, humans)

2) Sensitive Soul: this is the faculty that allows creatures to sense, feel, and respond to their environment (animals & humans have this, but plants do not)

3) Rational Soul: this is the faculty to be creative, for higher thought, for self-awareness, for awareness of our mortality, to love, and to choose apart from instinct and environment, and is immortal (only humans have this form of soul)

Animals have both Vegetative and Sensitive Soul. Humans have all three forms of soul.

The Rational Soul is created at the moment of conception of a human person. Any and all creatures without this Rational Soul is not human regardless of how human-like they may be or genetically close they are to humans.

It does not matter whether or not a Catholic accepts evolution (as long as he accepts the provisos dictated by the Pope).

What does matter, however, is the un-charity of scrupulous people who want to force their notions (of evolution or literal interpretation of Genesis) on everyone else, contrary to the Church's teaching on this. We need to avoid that.

As for Robert Sungenis, he is not a credible person. In fact, he is rather a crack-pot. He believes in geocentrism, which is the notion that physics and the Bible proves that the earth does not rotate on its axis, and that the sun and planets all revolve around the earth.  Such a notion shows that his ability to interpret Scripture is arrogant and sorely lacking. He thinks he knows more than the Church.

Sungenis also calls himself an agnostic about the moon landing. He thinks it may have been a fraud and what the world saw on TV was staged on a movie set of some sort. The man is a loony tune. He cannot be used as a source of information.
P.S. By the way. I personally do not and have never supported the Theory of Macro-Evolution, but since I am not God I leave those matters up to Him. All I care about is the fact that God is the creator, that we do have a set of original parents (an Adam and Eve), and that the soul is not evolved but personally imbued into the person at the moment of conception. This is Church teaching, beyond that one is free to opine himself as he wishes about creation as long as he does not dogmatize that opinion. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1867
March 21, 2011 

Why is Robert Sungenis, who I and many others would regard as a loyal Catholic and genius, being denigrated -Twinc
I reported what Sungenis himself says he believes and admits -- that the earth does not rotate, that the sun and planets revolve around the earth, and, that he asserts that the Bible proves his notion. He calls himself an "agnostic" concerning the Moon landing.
This is a crackpot by definition.

While most of what is on his website is perfectly okay, he seems at times to lend himself to the methodologies of the ultra-traditionalists. Ultra-traditionalism is actually anti-traditional as it asserts its own interpretations above the Church. His nonsense about geocentricism and his assertions about creation and evolution are two of those instances. As I mentioned in the previous post a good Catholic can believe or not believe in evolution as long as the three provisos of Pope John Paul II are maintained.

As for the papal documents on evolution, Sungenis uses the ultra-traditionalist method to interpret them apart from how the Church interprets them. We must remember that the official interpreter of the Bible and the Church's own documents is the Church, not Sungenis, or you, or me.

Thus, this man is not credible in my opinion.

I agree with Alec MacAndrew (Ph.D. in physics) in his review of Sungenis:

Geocentrism is either wrong or meaningless depending on whether you are working in Newtonian mechanics or [General Relativity]. A belief in geocentrism doesn't harm one's ability to get to heaven any more than a belief in young-earth creationism, a literal belief in Noah's flood or a belief in Santa Claus or pink unicorns (except to the extent that we suppress our reason, we are suppressing one of the important faculties that distinguishes us from other animals).
But neither is holding to the plain error of geocentrism any help to the faithful. Frankly, most people don't care. The majority of people who come across Robert’s bunkum will see it as that. But since Robert represents himself as a master apologist for the [Catholic Church], then it's the [Catholic Church] that gets smeared with the buffoonery. It's certain that Robert causes scandal and damages the Church’s reputation amongst the faithful and unbelievers because of his insistence on this scientifically wrong and theologically unimportant point. It is appalling science, poor apologetics, and abysmal evangelism. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Adam and Eve revisited
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=1977
August 17, 2011

Check out this article: http://www.forbes.com/sites/johnfarrell/2011/08/11/can-theology-evolve/. 
It talks about how we could not have descended from a number of humans any fewer than 10,000. Another person I spoke about this with said that it would be impossible to be any less because otherwise we would have genetic deformities (however addressed by the Biblical account that things like incest were not a problem until the gene pool was corrupted). However, there is a critical error upon which all of this rests. That error comes from the parent article for this article, which says:
"Mitochondrial DNA points to the genes in that organelle tracing back to a single female ancestor who lived about 140,000 years ago, but that genes on the Y chromosome trace back to one male who lived about 60,000-90,000 years ago. Further, the bulk of genes in the nucleus all trace back to different times--as far back as two million years. This shows not only that any "Adam" and "Eve" (in the sense of mitochondrial and Y-chromosome DNA alone) must have lived thousands of years apart, but also that there simply could not have been two individuals who provided the entire genetic ancestry of modern humans. Each of our genes coalesces back to a different ancestor, showing that, as expected, our genetic legacy comes from many different individuals. It does not go back to just two individuals, regardless of when they lived."
Without this statement being true, the entire position of both of these articles completely dissolves. Of course, this all does indeed fall apart because it has been shown that the dating method used to estimate the difference between mitochondrial Adam and Eve is based on a discrepancy. If you like, you should hear Dr. Hugh Ross' recent series refuting the sentiment mentioned above here: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Mo8T1_PArJY. 
But I am curious. I realize you once mentioned also that science has basically proved that we stem from a pair of human parents. Which scientific studies have suggested this? I am seeking more information so that when I defend the human race originating in a pair of human parents, I don't appear foolish. -Ryan
You are trying to argue the wrong thing. It is an element of the faith that we had an original pair of parents. It matters not if science can prove it. Science is incomplete. Because these studies show a trace to a male and female at different time periods does not prove a thing. It only show that the state of science at this moment has determined these findings.

At one time scientific findings said that the world was flat and that the sun revolves around the earth.

I am sure that our genetic pool today stems from many people, of course. But this does not mean there were not an original pair. There is a contradiction in the material your posted. It says that "Mitochondrial DNA points to the genes in that organelle tracing back to a single female ancestor who lived about 140,000 years ago". So which is it, we cannot be descended from a single individual or not?

In addition, the "one male who lived about 60,000-90,000 years ago" does not mean that there was not a previous male earlier on. It only means that the trace goes back to that individual. This male is the most recent common ancestor, nothing more. Obviously if the original female ancestor was 140,000 years ago, there must have been a man somewhere.

Science cannot make up its mind. Some say this female was 140,000 years ago, others say it was 170,000 years ago, others 215,000 years ago. New research (1997) shows that mtDNA mutates at a much faster rate than either Ingman or Cann (who proposed the 100,000s year theory) were aware. SB Hedges presented new calculations based on this information in his article in Science magazine. Based on the new information Hedges calculations showed Mitochondrial Eve lived not 170,000 years ago, but approximately 6,000 years ago.

Many years ago I read an article that suggested that science had found an original pair of parents in Africa. Perhaps science has changed its mind. Science is not exact and changes all the time as new theories and evidence is uncovered.

To put it bluntly, science has no idea.

It is a waste of time to argue science. To do so is to imply that science has all the answers and that science is definitive. It does not, and is not. Because science has not discovered our original parents does not mean that they do not exist, any more than because science had not discovered germs in the 17th Century means that germs do not exist. In fact, when germs were first proposed it was considered scientific heresy.

We need to stop thinking that science has all the answers and that if science does not prove something that it does not exist. Any scientist who has this attitude is not thinking like a true scientist.

The answer to anyone who says science has not proven an Adam and Eve is, "Not yet, but that does not mean it won't. And it is not important anyway." -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Adam and Eve, Original Sin and death
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2007
September 29, 2011

What is the best way to answer those who would try to attack the concept of original sin by mentioning that death existed long before man, or that even if we look at theological evolution - that if man was created to be immortal why was man brought about through a sequence of death?
My thoughts on this are that death before man doesn't contradict a dotted i of Scripture (even if we were to read it as a literalist would) because there is no suggestion at all that extra-human lifeforms were created with the intention of immortality.
And if this is the case, so too would it not matter if the first human pair was brought about through an evolutionary process of death, considering any pre-Adam and Eve beings were not human; thus, not necessary to have been immortal.
But just for kicks, what if the person goes farther to say that, sure, maybe animals weren't supposed to be immortal but then why would God create sentient beings that he knew would feel pain and suffer regardless? Why didn't he bring about human life through a process of life rather than create mortal beings which could feel, and yet subject them to death and suffering as if through needless pain?
My answer to that would be the famous part from the Book of Job, "Where were you when..." i.e. we have no place to tell God how He ought to do things. Still, it does spark my curiosity. -Ryan

Essentially I think you are correct in your response in the first three paragraphs. Man may have been created with the snap of the fingers of God, or God could allow the evolution of a creature that would someday fit God's plans for the human soul. If God intended the human person to have physical immortal that immortality was not available to the creature until God imbued that creature with a human soul.

If physical evolution took place, which of course cannot happen without generations of births and deaths, that prehuman creature is pre-human. What makes a human being human is not a scientific designation. The creature is not human until God creates the human soul and implants it in that creature at the moment of conception.

The reason human beings must experience death is because Adam and Eve sinned and thereby the human race was no longer innocent. The acts of Adam and Eve were the acts of rebellion. The penalty for sinning against God is death. This is the reason why the Second Person of the Most Holy Trinity had to humiliate himself and become man. By doing so he voluntarily offered himself up as a sacrificial lamb to pay the penalty of death that should be ours.

It is not necessary to believe that these things literally transpired in this way. The creation myth (myth does not equal fiction) is primarily tasked with teaching us about who is the creator not how creation was accomplished.

However it happened, the point is that human nature was corrupted from the perfection that God created. Human nature became imbued with concupiscence, which is the tendency to sin. The consequences of that sin is that the human race must experience physical death and perhaps spiritual death, depending on the state of soul of the person.

God did create human beings through a process of life. The consequences of sin, which ios death, has nothing to do with God. He is not the one to bring death into the world. It is Man's own doing, the consequences of his own actions that brings on that death.

As for animals we know that animals do not have an immortal soul because God choose not to give them that type of soul. The human soul is what really separates us as human beings from animals.

St. Thomas Aquinas taught that there are three kinds of souls. The first kind is the vegetative soul. This is the essential life-force that all living creatures have, both animal and plant.

The second soul is the sensitive soul. The sensitive soul gives the creature the ability to sense and observe his surroundings, to experience those surroundings, and to respond to that stimuli. Plants do not have a sensitive soul, but animals do.

The third soul is the rational soul. The rational soul is immortal and is given only to human beings. Thus, human beings have all three types of soul: the vegetative or life force that all living things have, the ability to sense and experience our surroundings and respond to stimuli, and the ability to be aware of our own existence, past and future. The capacity to love, to create, and to choose. These attribute are the attribute of God. The rational soul is the image of God within us.

Much of this is mystery, and I agree with you that what comes to mind are the passages in the book of Job where God says, "Where were you..." Arrogance, of course, is one of those attributes of concupiscence. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Where do dinosaurs fit in with creation?
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2104
February 28, 2012

How does the dinosaur fit in to the picture of God's creation? What time period would that be? Did it start with Genesis? I understand that time here is not the same as Heaven’s time. –Dennis

Dinosaurs roamed the earth from approximately 230 million to around 65 million years ago.

The Genesis creation record is not meant to be a history or science. Rather, it is to inform us who did the creation. This creation myth gives us a religious message, not a historical or scientific one.

Do not get out of shape for my using the term "myth". Myth and fiction are not the same thing. Most oral history myths are based in a truth. The telling of the story of creation was wrapped in mythological language to better tell the story to the generations in a way that they will remember. This type of oral history was common at the time of Moses (who was the one to write down this oral history that we can read today).﻿

God could, if he wanted to, create all of the universe in six twenty-four hour periods (which has relevance only to the earth and not the universe since the idea of a twenty-four hour day is derived solely by the rotation of the earth in juxtaposition to the sun). He could have created the universe in less time that a blink of an eye. Or, he could have created the big bang to get the ball rolling and allow nature to develop and evolve. Any of these three options would glorify God.

The Church does not condemn macro-evolution as long as three truths are not tampered with:

1) God is the creator of all things
2) Human being had an original pair of parents
3) The human soul is not evolved, but individually created by God at the moment of conception.

As long as science does not mess with these three truths, the Church says that the mechanics of nature is the purview of science.

The six days of creation and one day of rest was a religious teaching in which God was telling his children to take one day of rest for their own good psychologically and physically, and to spend part of that day of rest in worship of Him. Sabbath, by the way, does not mean "Saturday", it simply means "rest."

The story also tells us that it is God who is the creator and that God is a God of order, not chaos.

The story tells us about our first parents. Even science, these days, believes that the human race can be traced back to an original pair of parents.

And, and finally, the story tells us the tale of sin and prepares us for the redemption to come in the person of Christ.

The human species may have been evolved over millions of years. That does not matter since a human being is not just an animal. What makes the human animal a human being is the soul created for it by God at the moment of conception.

God could have waited until evolution evolved a creation that would have the physical and brain requirements to become a human being imbued with a soul. It is when God imbued a creature with a soul that made us human beings.

Thus, while the material bodies of human may have evolve, they were not human beings until God imbued into them a soul, made in His image.

This evolutionary process glorified God just as much as a literal 6-day creates does.

Since the Church has not issued binding doctrine on this, a good Catholic may believe in the evolutionary process I just describe, with the three provisos of Pope John Paul II that I outlined, or a good Catholic can believe in the literal 6-days of creation.

The point either way is that God is the creator, He is orderly, and he created a creature that has a soul made in his image. It must also be remembered that to God there is no time or space. Thus, the 5 billion years that the earth has been in existence is in the eternal present to God. The time between the big bang and the year 2012 is as to God less than a nanosecond, as-it-were.

Time to us is a construct totally dependent upon our presence on the planet called Earth. If we lived on a different planet the days and years would be completely different.

To God there is no time. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Intelligent design
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2401
June 11, 2013 

As a CCD teacher all of my students come from public schools. How do I handle questions regarding Intelligent Design? Is the Church for or against it in public schools? I know some public schools prohibit ID, and some are so, so. I know that I am (and do) to teach what the Church teaches regarding creation, that God created the universe out of nothing and God set everything in motion. 
This question has NOT come up before but I just want to prepare myself in case it is asked if the Church is for or against teaching ID in public schools. –Charley

The universe was obviously created by intelligence. Anyone who denies that is not thinking reasonably. Reason demands intelligent design. It is actually anti-intellectual and anti-scientific to deny Intelligent Design.
There is scientific evidence for intelligent design but most scientists are chastised or even fired if they wish to scientifically study the question. Science, contrary to popular opinion, tends not to be objective, but follows an "orthodoxy" that punishes any "heretic" scientist. There is a kind of "Academy" that protects scientific orthodoxy. It is always a risk for any scientist to buck the "Academy." 

For example, until the late 19th Century the prestige of a surgeon was based on how much blood and gore was on his surgical apron. This began to change when people like Joseph Lister developed practical applications of the germ theory of disease (proposed by Louis Pasteur and many others) with respect to sanitation in medical settings and aseptic surgical techniques. Those scientists proposing Germ Theory, however, were at first often held as quacks by much of the scientific community (the Academy). "Science" did not believe in germs, therefore they do not exist. In other words, the scientific community often established a bigoted orthodoxy utterly contrary to attitude science is supposed to have. I recommend the documentary by Bill Stein, Expelled No Intelligence Allowed that shows much of this bigotry on this question of Intelligent Design.

The Intelligent Designer, of course, is God. That is why the Scientific Academy is so desperate to discredit Intelligent Design. They would prefer to act like and be bigots than to be true scientists with an open mind for scientific investigation. After all, the Scientific Academy has decided God does not exist, therefore He doesn't.

St. Thomas Aquinas proved the existence of God. He offered five proofs that are not just philosophical but also scientific (especially the first two right out of Newtonian physics):

1. The Argument of the Unmoved Mover 
2. The Argument of the First Cause

3. The Argument from Contingency

4. The Argument from Degree

5. The Teleological Argument

The Wikipedia article explains these five proofs well enough.

This is the information you can teach your students. I would show the Bill Stein documentary in class.

As for the Church, the Church is in favor of teaching the truth whether that be in public or private schools. But, the Church has no jurisdiction over public schools or private schools that are not Catholic.
-Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Evolution
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/fs/viewanswer.asp?QID=2415
July 13, 2013

I recently read some disturbing news that scientist at Max Planck Anthropology in Leipzig Germany found that humans share some of the same DNA as the Neanderthals. That in the past, humans interacted and interbred with Neanderthals. I think it is believed the Neanderthals were around ~60,000 years ago, Australopithecus were around ~2 million years ago and the genus homo sapiens were around ~1.8 million years ago. Somewhere along the line, human beings interbred with these other genus' - something like that... 
Also, I just read that researchers found a 23 million year old lizard fossil.
I was not brought up with any knowledge of evolution. I don't remember being taught anything related to evolution when I was younger (I attended Catholic School for part of my early education) and was brought up in a Catholic home where I was taught to believe in Jesus as our Lord and God. 
I wonder why Jesus came just ~2,000 years ago when it appears the earth was around at least 23 million years ago. (If a lizard fossil was found 23 million years ago, the earth was around - formed). 
Is it possible we evolved from animals? 
My father just passed and when I came across this evolution stuff, it really upset me to think that we evolved ... and that I will never see my father again. It is very scary to think that we will not be here someday and that death is the END! 
I was brought up to believe that we all came from Adam and Eve but genetically I don't see how that could make any sense. If Adam and Eve had children, then it would mean that their children would have to mate with one another because no one else was around - which is incest. Genetically it makes no sense at all. 
My faith is definitely challenged and I feel afraid that we just have no purpose here on earth. 
That someday we will all die and that will be the end of it. - We will all deteriorate into nothing but bones. So how will we have a glorified body? 
Can you please give me your thoughts on this topic? Also do you know when the books of the Bible were written? 
-Christina
Evolution is a theory that does not disturb the Catholic faith in the slightest as long as three things are recognized as true: 1) God created the universe; 2) the soul is not evolved, but it uniquely created at the moment of conception; 3) the human race had an original pair of parents.
I have written about this extensively in another Q&A*. *See page 100
Evolution does not mean that when we die we die. God may choose to use Evolution as the mechanism of His Creation. But, He created us with immortal souls that will love forever. That is true whether or not evolution is true.

Again, regardless of evolution we have a purpose. You seem to think that evolution invalidates our humanity. It does not. We have the purpose to love and serve God and to love our neighbor as ourselves, and all that that implies. Evolution does not change that.

At the end of the age, our bodies will be resurrected from bones and dust into intact bodies and reunited with our souls. This does not change if evolution is true. St. Paul says that we do not know exactly what our glorified bodies will be like, but our bodies will be like that of Jesus after His resurrection.

In other words, YOUR FAITH REMAINS INTACT. All that the Catholic Church remains the same regardless of evolution. There is absolutely no challenge to the faith by evolution as long as the three criteria mentioned above is believed.

Note: Please do not mix topics. There should be only one topic per questions otherwise people may not find the answers below, for example, as the following questions have nothing to do with Evolution.

As for why Jesus came 2000 years ago is because he came in the fullness of time. That means, that God waited until the right time in human history to send his Son to us. The human race had to be prepared to receive the Son. The Mosaic Law was that preparation for the Messiah. Humans had to live under the law for a while in order to be ready for the Messiah.

To use education as an analogy, one does not graduate high school when he is in elementary school. There is a progression of learning before one can graduate High School. Then more progression of learning before graduation from college, and yet more before graduation from graduate school. The ultimate graduation will be when we die and enter heaven in which will no longer "see through a glass darkly."

God knew when the time was right to send His Son.

The books of the Bible were written at different times starting with the books of Moses in the neighborhood of the 13th to 16th century BC. There are disputes as to when Moses lived. The Book of Kings indicates that the "law of Moses" was discovered in the Temple during the reign of King Josiah in the 7th Century BC (641–609 BC). The New Testament began to be written a couple of decades after Christ lived. Revelation was probably written around the mid-90s A.D. Certainly all New Testament books were completed by the time the last Apostle died (St. John). There is some dispute as to when we think St. John died, but the latest date proposed is A.D. 100.

The topic of who were the individual writers of the books of the Bible is highly complex, but here is a quick chart that is as good as any (keeping in mind that scholars have various theories as to the who and when of some books of the Bible. This chart is on a site that is not Catholic, but the chart itself is good enough. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/df/viewanswer.asp?QID=202 

September 11, 2013

I refer to the discussion on evolution at http://www.saint-mike.net/qa/df/viewanswer.asp?QID=195 on March 25, 2013 where you said, "Science is based upon probabilities not certainties". That confuses me. If 2+2 always=4, that's certainty, isn't it? Could you elaborate? –Michael Prabhu from India* *See page 100 
Dear Michael,
Science and Math are two different disciplines. Science uses Math as a tool, but Math is a discipline unto itself.

With that said, it is Math that is used by Science to figure probabilities and which shows the lack of absolutes. In science itself, there are few to no absolutes. There are certainly no absolutes in the theory of evolution. When we get into Quantum Physics absolutes fly out the window. -Bro. Ignatius Mary OLSM
Discussions at Catholic Answers:
What is the Catholic position on evolution? 

https://forums.catholic.com/t/what-is-the-catholic-position-on-evolution/145291 

The Catholic view of evolution 

https://forums.catholic.com/t/catholic-view-on-evolution/165834  

Darwin and evolution

https://forums.catholic.com/t/darwin-and-evolution/143191 

Gaps in evolution

https://forums.catholic.com/t/gaps-in-evolution/158932 
Is evolution a hoax?

https://forums.catholic.com/t/book-the-hoax-called-evolution/168483 
Does evolution matter?

https://forums.catholic.com/t/why-evolution-doesnt-matter/172777 

*
No Church, No Scientific Method

http://www.newoxfordreview.org/article.jsp?did=1011-locklin
By Scott Locklin, October 2011

A former physicist with the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, Scott Locklin works on quantitative finance problems in Berkeley, California, but has lately considered emigrating to America. This article originally appeared in somewhat different form at www.takimag.com, and is reprinted with permission. 
The argument that the Church has a role to play in the continuing evolution of scientific endeavor is no doubt confusing to many people, believers and nonbelievers alike. In modern times it has become fashionable to think of the Catholic Church as somehow antithetical to science. The idea is virtually universal among nonbelievers, among whom I, alas, count myself. I suspect the idea has become more common among Catholics as well. There is no reason it should be: The scientific project, even the scientific method itself, is an invention of the Catholic Church.
What we refer to today as “science” is something invented by man. There is a definite date before which there was no science, and a date after which there was science. This isn’t controversial or mysterious: We know exactly when it happened. In fact, some of the original manuscripts that helped codify science and modern scientific thought still exist. For some reason, many today like to think of Galileo as the first scientist. Though he was indeed a great scientist, he was by no means the first; he was simply the first to have political difficulties as a result of his discoveries. Oddly, nobody gives Galileo credit for being a devout Catholic (see “The Galileo Legend” by Thomas Lessl, NOR, June 2000).
Science was invented in the high Middle Ages, a peculiar era of high prosperity and human achievement in Europe and other parts of the world. It was a time of knights, a time when Europeans reached their true potential as civilized people. The great European universities were founded during this happy era: Bologna, Coimbra, Paris, Oxford, Salamanca, Cambridge, Montpelier, Padua. The very idea of the university was invented during this period, and it came straight from Catholic monasticism. Musical notation was invented. Windmills, eyeglasses, printing, improved clocks — all were invented around this time, and other inventions, like paper, the spinning wheel, and the magnetic compass, were introduced from abroad by the great commercial city-states.
We have visual evidence of the glory and prosperity of this time in Europe in the form of the Gothic cathedrals. One can look at these magnificent churches as the physical crystallization of the same heroic spirit that produced the scientific method, in the same sense that one can look at the Parthenon of Pericles as the physical crystallization of the spirit of Plato and the Greek philosophers. Incomplete…
Are we all descended from a common female ancestor?
https://science.howstuffworks.com/life/evolution/female-ancestor.htm
By Josh Clark

​In 1987, a group of genet​icists published a surprising study in the journal Nature.​ The​ researchers examined the mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) taken from 147 people across all of today's major racial groups. These researchers found that the lineage of all people alive today falls on one of two branches in humanity's family tree. One of these branches consists of nothing but African lineage, the other contains all other groups, including some African lineage.
​Even more impressive, the geneticists concluded that every person on Earth right now can trace his or her lineage back to a single common female ancestor who lived around 200,000 years ago. Because one entire branch of human lineage is of African origin and the other contains African lineage as well, the study's authors concluded Africa is the place where this woman lived. The scientists named this common female ancestor Mitochondrial Eve.

​The researchers got the idea for this project based on a discovery another geneticist made in 1980. Dr. Wesley Brown noticed that when you compare the mtDNA of two humans, th​e samples are much more similar than when the mtDNA of two other primates -- for example, two chimpanzees -- is compared. Brown found, in fact, that the mtDNA of two humans has only about half as many differences as the mtDNA of two other primates within the same species [source: Cann]. This suggests that humans share a much more recent common ancestor than other primates do, an idea tantalizing enough to launch the Nature investigation.
The study's lead author, Rebecca Cann, called her colleagues' and her choice to use Eve as the name "a playful misnomer," and pointed out that the study wasn't implying that the Mitochondrial Eve wasn't the first -- or only -- woman on Earth during the time she lived [source: Cann]. Instead, this woman is simply the most recent person to whom all people can trace their genealogy. In other words, there were many women who came before her and many women who came after, but her life is the point from which all modern branches on humanity's family tree grew.

When the researchers in the 1987 study looked at samples taken from 147 different people and fetuses, they found 133 distinct sequences of mtDNA. A few of the people sampled, it turned out, were recently related. After comparing the number of differences among the mtDNA samples within races, they found that Africans have the most diversity (that is, the most number of differences) of any single racial group. This would suggest that the mtDNA found in Africans is the oldest: Since it has had the most mutations, a process which takes time, it must be the oldest of lineages around today.

The two distinct branches they discovered contained the mtDNA found in the five main populations on the planet: African, Asian, European, Australian and New Guinean. Researchers found that in the branch that was not exclusively African, racial populations often had more than one lineage. For example, one New Guinean lineage finds its closest relative in a lineage present in Asia, not New Guinea. All of the lineages and both of the two branches, however, can all be traced back to one theorized point: Mitochondrial Eve.
So how did Eve end up being humanity's most recent common ancestor? We'll look at that in this article, as well as some arguments lodged against the Mitochondrial Eve theory. But first, what are mitochondria and why do scientists use mtDNA to track lineage?
A bit about Mitochondria

Biologists have been aware of mitochondria since the 19th century. But it wasn't until the late 1970s that the value of using the DNA within mitochondria to track ancient human history became clear. Mitochondrial DNA differs in a few key ways from nuclear DNA -- the variety of DNA located within the nucleus of each of your cells determines your eye color, racial features, susceptibility to certain diseases and other defining characteristics. mtDNA, on the other hand, contains codes for making proteins and carrying out the other processes mitochondria undertake.
The genes you carry in the form of nuclear DNA are the result of a merger between your mother's and father's DNA -- this merger is called recombination. mtDNA, however, is derived almost exclusively from your mother. This is because the egg of a female human contains lots of mtDNA, while male sperm contains just a bit of mitochondria. One of the functions of a single mitochondrion is generating power for the cell that contains it, and sperm use a few mitochondria in the tail to power their race towards the egg for fertilization. These mitochondria are destroyed after the sperm fertilizes the egg, and thus any mtDNA that could be passed on from the father's side is lost.

This means that mtDNA is matrilineal -- only the mother's side survives from generation to generation. A mother who gives birth only to sons will see her mtDNA lineage lost. Examination of mtDNA so far has yielded only rare and unusual cases where paternal mtDNA survives and is passed onto the child.
Mitochondria are also valuable to evolutionists because copies of the exact same mtDNA you have can be found in cells throughout your body. Within each cell, too, there may be thousands of copies of mtDNA. Conversely, the nuclear DNA in a cell usually contains just two copies. It's also easier to extract mtDNA than nuclear DNA, since it's found outside the fragile and more rapidly decaying nucleus of the cell.

What all this adds up to is that your mtDNA is the same as your mother's, since there is no recombination to form a third version, distinct from both your mother's and father's but a combination of both. This makes mtDNA much easier to track from an anthropological standpoint.

Humans have been around for a long time. In the hundreds of thousands of years we've been walking the planet, our numbers have grown. How is it that only about 200,000 years ago a single woman became the great-grandmother of us all? Shouldn't human history go further back than that?

Read the next page to find out about how humanity may have come close to extinction, setting the stage for Mitochondrial Eve to leave her enduring legacy.

All about Eve

Cann and her fellow researchers estimated that Mitochondrial Eve lived about 200,000 years ago. With their margin of error included, she would have been alive between 500,000 and 50,000 years ago. Given that Eve is thought to have lived duri​ng a time when there were other women alive, how is it that all of us alive today descended from her alone? There are a couple explanations for how only Eve’s mtDNA alone could have survived, and most likely a combination of converging factors is responsible.
The likeliest possibility is that an evolutionary bottleneck occurred among humankind while Eve was alive. This is a situation where a large majority of the members of species suddenly die out, bringing the species to the verge of extinction. This sudden decrease in numbers isn’t due to any kind of failure to adapt. Instead, it's more likely the result of a catastrophe of some sort, for example, the result of a comet hitting the Earth. Afterward, just a few members remain to repopulate the group and continue to evolve. Bottlenecks are suspected to have taken place at different times in humanity’s history, so it’s not a farfetched notion that an event like this could have taken place during Eve’s lifetime.

A report issued in 1998 concluded that about 70,000 years ago, humanity was reduced to only about 15,000 people on the whole planet [source: Whitehouse]. With very few people spread out across the planet, humankind was indeed on the verge of extinction. The event that caused the near-loss of our species was an eruption of Mount Toba in Sumatra. This volcanic eruption was so immense that it lowered global temperatures, killed off the animals and plants that nourished humans and spurred the coldest ice age the planet has seen, lasting 1,000 years.
​The Mitochondrial Eve theory evokes similar scenarios. If the human population was reduced dramatically, and there weren’t many women around to have kids, the stage is set for one “Lucky Mother,” as Cann puts it, to emerge as a most recent common ancestor. It’s possible that after a few generations, the mtDNA of the other women died out. If a woman produces only male offspring, her mtDNA won't be passed along, since children don’t receive mtDNA from their father. This means that while the woman’s sons will have her mtDNA, her grandchildren won’t, and her line will be lost.

It’s possible that this was the cause of Eve emerging as the sole “Lucky Mother” who in essence gave birth to us all.

Having a bit of trouble understanding? Not to worry. Read the next page for an illustration of what mtDNA is theoretically capable of on the next page. It’ll clear things up a bit.
An example of mtDNA research

Although talk of genetic mutations and DNA sequences makes it seem complex, at its core, tracking mtDNA is based on a deceptively simple notion: People whose ancestors were once closely related should have almost identical mtDNA. mtDNA can undergo mutations over time, but it takes time for these mutations to occur. 
Logically, the fewer there are, the less time has gone by since two families' ancestors diverged. Those people who have just a few differences in their mtDNA sequences would be more recently related than those sequences which bear many differences.
Think about it this way. Say your great-great-grandmother on your mom's side -- whom we'll call Mildred -- had a sister, whom we'll call Tillie. Both shared identical mtDNA which they received from their mother. But imagine that Tillie and Mildred had a terrible argument, and Tillie moved across the country, while Mildred's descendants -- including you -- stayed put.

Tillie and Millie never spoke again. Both women gave birth to girls, and so their matrilineal mtDNA was passed on. But as the generations continued, the families of the two grew less and less aware of the existence of the other branch, until neither line was aware of the other. But the two lines are about to be inadvertently reunited. Researchers placed a national advertisement asking for test subjects for a study of recent human population trends using mtDNA for mapping. By coincidence, you and a distant cousin of yours on Tillie's side of the family both decide to volunteer.
After they collect a DNA sample from you, the researchers compare your mtDNA to the sequences from the other candidates. Lo and behold -- they find that two volunteers are cousins. Comparing your mtDNA to your cousin's, the geneticists should be able to tell about how long ago Tillie and Mildred had their argument. If they checked the local populations of your area and your cousin's area, they should also be able to tell whether it was Tillie or Millie who migrated, by finding which population shared more of the mtDNA present in your family line -- more people with the same mtDNA means that that sequence has been around longer. What's more, they can also conclude that since you and your cousin share similar mtDNA, you have a most common recent ancestor, the woman who is mother to Tillie and Mildred.

Since it takes a while for mtDNA mutations to occur, it would be pretty difficult for these imagined geneticists to pin down you and your cousin with accuracy, but when this technique is extrapolated over a period spanning tens or hundreds of thousands of years, it becomes much more viable.

Not everyone buys the Mitochondrial Eve theory, however. Read the next page to learn about criticism of the study.

Eve under attack

Evolutionary mapping through the use of mtDNA is inexact. As mtDNA study continued after the late 1970s, scientists discovered a property known as heteroplasmy -- the presence of more than one sequence of mtDNA found in the same​ person. Even within a single person, there are differences between mtDNA that make comparing one person or group to another tricky.
The 1987 study that introduced the concept of Mitochondrial Eve to the world came under attack when it was pointed out that the "African" population the researchers sampled was actually made up almost entirely of African-Americans. Is it possible that in the few hundred years since Africans had been imported to the Americas against their will that African-Americans' mtDNA had mutated enough so as to render the sample useless? In the face of the criticism, Cann and her colleagues took an additional sample of Africans living in Africa, but found virtually the same results.

​Another problem with mtDNA study is the differences in the rate of mutation. Think about it this way, if you looked at how long it took for a particular sequence of mtDNA to develop a change -- a mutation -- and concluded that it took 1,000 years, then two strains of mtDNA from the same lineage with two mutations would have diverged about 2,000 years ago, right? This is how Cann and company decided Mitochondrial Eve was living around 200,000 years ago.
The researchers said that in their study they assumed that mtDNA mutates at a consistent rate. The problem is, science isn't exactly sure what the rate of mutation for mtDNA is, if there even is a measurable rate. If you look at the rate of mutation among a whole group of organisms, say, all people alive today -- called the phylogenetic rate -- you might conclude that mtDNA mutates at a consistent rate. But if you look at a single family line within that larger group -- the pedigree rate -- you'll most likely find an entirely different rate of mutation.

Since the "mutational clock" used by Cann and her co-authors was called into question, they expanded the date for Eve's existence to between 500,000 and 50,000 years ago.

Decades after the Mitochondrial Eve study was published, the results are still hotly debated. Are we all descended from a most recent common ancestor who lived 200,000 years ago? Can mtDNA even tell us precisely? These questions remain unanswered and frame the future work of evolutionary geneticists. But the 1987 study was groundbreaking enough that it changed the way we think about ourselves as humans. It pointed out that somewhere down the line of history, we are all related.
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Evolution and the Origin of Races
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By Eugene C. Scott
The movement called "scientific creationism" promotes the idea that a literal interpretation of the book of Genesis is scientifically demonstrable. Several organizations are attempting to have this view taught in American public school science classrooms. Rather than dealing with the general positions of the scientific creationists, I consider in this brochure some parts of the scientific creationist position dealing with the human fossil record and racial origins.
 

The Nature of Evolution
Anthropologists and other evolutionists accept the ample evidence that not only are plants and animals the products of evolution, but so also is Homo sapiens. By "evolution" we mean that living forms are ultimately related through shared ancestry and that they have changed from their ancestral forms. We do not assume that this change has necessarily led to greater complexity or "progress" -- merely that change has taken place. The earth is billions of years old, but life has not existed for this whole period. Some change takes place rapidly, some slowly, and evidence exists for both types of evolution. Although modern science no longer questions the evidence that change through time (evolution) has taken place, the rate and mechanisms are vigorously debated. New discoveries from both the fossil record and the laboratory require the rethinking and possible replacement of old ideas. This of course is the essence of vigorous science: the challenging and reworking of hypotheses and theories in the light of new data.

In contrast to much evidence from biology, scientific creationists hold that plants and animals have not changed through time, but were created separately and in essentially their present forms. This separate or special creation occurred during 6 days of 24 hours each. Scientific creationists differ as to how long ago this creation event took place, but most place it within 6,000-20,000 years ago. References at the end of this brochure discuss the lack of evidence for this view; it is clearly a theological, not a scientific, position. The science classroom is not an appropriate place for the teaching of theology.

The Human Fossil Record
Paleoanthropologists (who study ancient human remains) are never satisfied with the available fossils -- all want more. Nonetheless, even though more fossils are sought and details need to be worked out, the outline of human evolutionary history is fairly well understood. The human fossil record is discussed in detail in another NCSE brochure (Delson, "The Record of Human Evolution").

To the scientific creationists, however, there are no human fossils -- no evidence of forms intermediate between humans and other primates. To their way of thinking, all intermediate forms are either frauds/hoaxes perpetrated by deceitful evolutionists, or errors of interpretation; or the fossils can be dichotomized into "just apes" or "true man."

"Just Apes" and "True Man"
It is essential to the scientific creationist viewpoint that modern humans lived before or at the same time as more primitive humans, and so they proclaim a number of fossils to be "modern," even when the evidence refutes this view. Various fossils have been proclaimed modern, but they do not show the brain size or head and facial characteristics of modern humans. Others (such as the "Lucy" australopithecine) have been dismissed as "just apes," when in reality the bones used for locomotion are very different from those of apes and are much more similar to those of humans. Peking Man, discussed below, is also dismissed as an ape and proclaimed a fraud. However, fossils of this same type, called Homo erectus, are found at many sites and could not possibly be mistaken for apes in brain size, teeth, skulls, or bones of the body. Ironically, some scientific creationists consider Homo erectus a "true man." That creationists have trouble classifying intermediate forms only supports the status of these fossils as transitional.

Frauds and Hoaxes
Peking Man: A Fraud? The Peking Man remains were found in China between 1927 and 1937 by a number of Western and Chinese scientists. They were measured, described, and photographed. Accurate plaster casts and drawings were made. The Peking remains, now technically referred to as Homo erectus, are clearly human, but primitive. These people walked upright, made stone tools, and were hunters of large game animals. They differed from modern humans in that they had smaller brains, larger brow ridges, and large teeth. Both culturally as well as biologically, they bridge the gap between early and late human fossils.

Because of the outbreak of World War II, the physical remains themselves were lost. Casts, photographs, measurements, and other descriptive material survived the war, however, and can be studied today. Creationists claim that the original remains were those of monkeys, not people. The casts, photographs, measurements, and other data are all manufactured to look more human than were the actual remains, according to scientific creationists.

The creationist claim is untenable. First, Chinese scholars in recent years have excavated at the original Peking Man site, as well as in other places in China, and have uncovered new remains that look just like the older finds. In fact, two skull pieces found in 1966 fit exactly onto two found in the 1930s and all are clearly part of a single skull. Why should modern Chinese scientists go to considerable trouble to continue a fraud perpetrated 50 years ago by western scientists? We have no reason to doubt the recent Chinese finds are genuine. Furthermore, remains of Homo erectus have been found in many parts of Eurasia and Africa by scientists of many different nationalities. The scientific creationist claim that Peking man is a forgery is strange indeed.

A Real Fraud: Piltdown Man. The Piltdown fossil was discovered in 1912 and was hailed by almost all evolutionary scientists as a true "missing link." Most workers accepted it as genuine because it showed characteristics predicted by the accepted evolutionary scheme of the day: the main characteristic distinguishing humans from other animals was thought to be mankind’s intelligence. Scientists therefore presumed that the first humans would have large brains, as had the only known human fossils of the time. But scientists of the time did not conceive of the earliest humans as being quite different from their descendants in brain size. Piltdown had a large, modern skull and primitive dentition: just what the hypothesis predicted. As it turned out, Piltdown was a forgery composed of the skull of a human and the jaw of an orangutan, with teeth carefully filed, and the whole specimen stained to give it an appearance of antiquity. Whoever forged it knew well the expectations of the scientific community, thus ensuring the immediate acceptance of the hoax as genuine.

This preliminary acceptance was not shared by all scientists of the time. R.M.S. Taylor criticized the find as not having a human pattern of tooth wear, and some other critics expressed skepticism as well. But most scientists accepted Piltdown because it fulfilled the correct working hypothesis: that the earliest humans would be distinguished from apes by having large brains. In 1924, a series of fossils began to be discovered in South Africa that in time caused a replacement of the "big brain" model of evolution. These fossils, called Australopithecus had small, ape-sized brains, but human-like teeth -- exactly the opposite of Piltdown. As more of these two-legged early humans were discovered, a revision in the old view became necessary. Piltdown became more and more an anomaly, irreconcilable with increasingly abundant small-brained fossils. For a couple of decades Piltdown remained in limbo and was less and less frequently fit into evolutionary sequences -- or done so with a "?" or other indication of confusion. Finally the matter was laid to rest in 1953 by J.S. Weiner and colleagues, who demonstrated chemically that the skull and jaw belonged to two different creatures.

Piltdown is therefore an excellent example of how science works: the constant interplay between evidence and interpretation. The discovery of new fossils caused a revision in the way scientists looked at human evolution. Fitting Piltdown into the overall scheme became more and more difficult. There was only one Piltdown, and much contrary evidence. Eventually the idea of Piltdown as a human ancestor was abandoned. Another important point is that it was evolutionists themselves who exposed

Piltdown as a forgery, not scientific creationists, and in so doing demonstrated the self-correcting nature of science.

A Creationist Fraud? Scientists have explored the region around the Paluxy River near Glen Rose, Texas, since the 1930s, finding hundreds of dinosaur tracks. The geology and paleontology of the area are well known. Scientific creationists claim human tracks are found among the dinosaur tracks, which if true would challenge the interpretations of evolutionists. Contrary to television and comic book portrayals of "cave men" with dinosaur neighbors, humans evolved millions of years after dinosaurs became extinct, and remains of dinosaurs and humans are never found together.

What about the Paluxy River "man tracks," then? Some are, as one wag put it, carvings made by the hand of man, rather than his foot. This is admitted even by the creationists. Other tracks were made by feet, but not human feet: some alleged "man tracks" are modified or eroded dinosaur tracks. When a heavy animal withdraws its foot from soft mud, the mud will flow back along the sides of the track, making an oblong impression which can look superficially like a human footprint; some of the "man tracks" are formed in this fashion. A three-toed dinosaur places most of its weight on the center toe. In soft mud, the center toe print will be deeper. In some of the "man tracks" presented in creationist books, faint traces of side toes can be seen, suggesting that these footprints are really just eroded dinosaur tracks. These tracks show claw marks at the "heel" of the "human" print, another indication that the track is a misinterpreted dinosaur track. Also, in at least one footprint sequence, dinosaur tracks and human footprints alternate. Either people evolved very quickly from dinosaurs and then back again, or the "human" tracks are just indistinct dinosaur tracks.

These dinosaur prints lack the anatomy of human footprints, although some creationists claim to be able to see "big toes," "balls," and "arches" in eroded holes in the river bank. If the whole bank is surveyed, however, it can be seen that there are hundreds of erosion holes and washed-out places. The irregular shapes are like inkblot tests: one can imagine all kinds of figures. The "human" prints imagined from these erosional features are carefully selected examples that are best described as wishful projections of the hopes of scientific creationists to see what they want to see.

Other evidence also argues against the alleged human prints being genuine. Dinosaurs and humans are not the same size and weight, but both kinds of tracks are sunk to the same depth in the mud. Stride length is influenced by leg length, so dinosaurs and humans should not have had the same stride length. Yet when the distances between footfalls are measured, the human prints are spaced the same distance apart as are the dinosaur prints. 

Also, the creationist explanation for how human and dinosaur tracks came to lie together seems farfetched. Supposedly, the creatures who made the tracks were fleeing the rising waters of Noah’s Flood. However, creationists recognize that there are several thousand feet of water-deposited sedimentary rock beneath the footprints, and several thousand feet on top of them. Somehow, the Flood must have deposited the base rock, receded long enough for the dinosaurs and humans to run across the valley (leaving their tracks), and then covered the tracks with a tidal wave, sealing -- but not destroying -- the tracks with a layer of mud. This procedure would have had to occur numerous times, because the dinosaur and human tracks appear in several different layers. Many questions remain unanswered by such a scenario.

Dinosaurs became extinct about 63 million years ago; after this they do not appear in the fossil record. For over 150 million years before this date, however, they are quite abundant. If humans and dinosaurs coexisted, one would think that human remains would be found in all or at least some of the hundreds of dinosaur fossil sites that have been explored. Or, dinosaur bones should be found in the hundreds of human and mammal fossil sites that formed during the last 63 million years. The fraudulent Paluxy "man tracks" are offered as proof of dinosaur and human coexistence, but they are not convincing, being rather misinterpreted dinosaur tracks, erosional features, or out-and-out carvings.

The Origin of Races
People whose ancestors have been living in the same geographic area for a long time tend to show similarities in visible characteristics such as size and shape, skin color, and hair form, and also invisible characteristics such as blood groups. Some of these groups are large, as were native Americans before Europeans and Africans came to the New World. Some are small, as are neo-Hawaiians (the descendants of Europeans, Japanese, and Polynesians). Large groups can be subdivided, depending on the level of comparison being made: sub-Saharan Africans are more similar to one another than they are to Europeans, but within this groups there is considerable diversity, such as that between the brown-skinned Bushman-Hottentot people and Bantu-speaking ("black") Africans.

Human "racial" diversity is a result of people in a geographic area intermarrying, being exposed to a number of biological processes, and adapting slowly to local environments. These biological processes include combining and recombining inherited genetic material over the generations, which produces offspring and descendants who differ from their parents and ancestors. The environment may favor certain characteristics, producing populations that are on the average taller, or darker, or more rugged than other populations from other geographic areas. Isolation and inbreeding of some populations may produce differences as well. These natural processes occur in humans as well as other animals and are the source of much study in biology and anthropology.

However, even if people in different geographic areas differ, it is impossible to draw sharp lines between racial groups. Few if any populations are cut off from others, and even if laws, culture, and/or religion prohibit it, mating does take place. Characteristics of people change gradually from one geographic area to another; where across Central Asia do European "whites" leave off and Asian "yellows" begin? Anthropologists see races as temporary, changing phenomena, products of genetic processes and natural selection. The races we see today are different from those of yesterday and will be different tomorrow.

Scientific creationists, however, have a simple, Scriptural explanation for human diversity. All people today are descendants of the sons of Noah. Shem founded the Hebrews; Japheth gave rise to the other Semites, Europeans, and the people of India (Indo-Europeans); and Ham was the father of the rest of humanity (the "colored" peoples, as one of the scientific creationist writers puts it.) The appearance of all these varieties of humanity occurred within a few thousand years after Noah’s Flood and before recorded history. The three brothers and their descendants moved to different parts of the world, where according to the scientific creationists, normal processes producing genetic variation produced the diversity of races and nations we see today. Both scientific creationists and evolutionists recognize the existence of these processes in producing human variation and agree on their importance. The two groups differ considerably on how these processes can operate, however.

Scientific evidence of either visible or invisible characteristics found in our species does not support the scientific creationist view of human variation. Although Homo sapiens has considerable genetic variation as a species, and each individual has many different genes, it is incomprehensible that differences as great as those seen between small, black, lightly built, kinky-haired Negritos of Melanesia and tall, copper, broad-shouldered, straight-haired Greenland Eskimos could occur in only a few thousand years. To derive this much diversity in such a short time from only three people -- and these as closely related as brothers -- would require rates of mutation, natural selection, and other processes of evolution so high as to most likely cause the extinction of the population.

Historical movements of people have been described for 4000-5000 years, far longer than the time claimed to exist after the recession of the Flood waters and the beginning of recorded history. Why are there no records of great changes in human variation during this period that are comparable to those described in scientific creationist literature? There are no accounts of people changing so rapidly during the past 5000 years. The evidence we have from history and archeology suggests the current major racial groups have been around for tens of thousands of years. The scientific creationist view cannot be reconciled with scientific fact.

A Word in Closing
Anthropologists study religions and world views of peoples in every part of the globe. We do so without declaring any one view "superior," "advanced," "better," or "truer." These latter judgments are matters of belief, not of science. 

It is not our function as anthropologists to evaluate whether the scientific creationist view is theologically superior to other religious views, whether Christian or non-Christian. However, as scientists we have a duty to speak out on the nature of science. Whatever its theological merits or demerits, scientific creationism is not scientifically valid and should not be accepted as an alternate scientific view. The American public needs to be aware of the difference between believing in scientific creationism (a theological explanation seeking empirical support) and accepting evolution as the best scientific explanation for a wealth of data from all natural sciences.
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For centuries now the age old debate between Evolutionism and Creationism reigns.  While the Catholic Church has always maintained Creationism as its predominant stand, recently Pope Benedict (while he was pope) had even gone on record to call Evolution as Fiction.  However, with Pope Francis’ latest statement that both evolution and creation are compatible, we are now faced with two conflicting views.  Most of us Catholics have grown up with the clear understanding that Catholicism stood on the firm ground of Creationism. But now we are faced with another option that both Creationism and Evolutionism are compatible.  The Bible categorically puts forth its case for Creationism. Can both be right?  This is the confusion that I wish to address.
Firstly, let us set some basic definitions that arise on this subject which are as follows:
Creationist: A creationist is a person who rejects the theory of evolution and believes instead that each species on earth was put here by a Divine Being.  A Creationist rejects the notion that one species can– over time– become another species.

Young Earth Creationist: A young earth creationist believes that the earth is nowhere near the 4.6 billion or so years old that most scientists estimate, but is instead closer to between 6,000 or so years old, based on the assumption that Genesis contains a complete listing of the generations from Adam and Eve to historical times.

Intelligent Design Proponent: An ID proponent might or might not reject the theory of evolution.  At a minimum, the ID proponent rejects that evolution is randomly driven or, more generally, the notion that natural law and chance alone can explain the diversity of life on earth.  Instead, the ID proponent argues–often from statistics–that the diversity of life is the result of a purposeful scheme of some higher power (who may or may not be the God of the Bible).

Evolutionist: An evolutionist accepts the Darwinian argument that natural selection and environmental factors combine to explain the diversity of life we see on earth.  An evolutionist may or may not believe that evolution is the way in which a Divine Being has chosen to work in the world.  Evolutionists are known to have differing theories amongst themselves, but more or less hold to the Darwinian position.

Theistic Evolutionist: A theistic evolutionist holds to the basic tenets of evolution but adds God somewhere in the picture as the explanation to what he cannot understand.
Pope Francis Speaks: In the meanwhile, Pope Francis waded into the controversial debate over the origins of human life, saying the big bang theory did not contradict the role of a divine creator, but even required it.

The pope was addressing the plenary assembly of the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, which gathered at the Vatican to discuss “Evolving Concepts of Nature.”
The Vatican quotes Pope Francis:
“When we read in Genesis the account of Creation, we risk imagining God as a magus, with a magic wand able to make everything. But that is not so. He created beings and allowed them to develop according to the internal laws that He gave to each one, so that they were able to develop and arrive at their fullness of being. …

From his above statement it is clear and not surprising that Pope Francis accepts evolution and the billions-of-years timescale (big bang), for though the Catholic church has held a Creationism front, many of the past popes have been slowly edging towards evolution over the last few decades. However, serious Scripture study clearly teaches that God created over a period of six normal days around 6000 years ago.  Unfortunately, for those who don’t consider the Bible as God’s Word that holds final authority, there will be confusion galore. And so creation continued for centuries and centuries, millennia and millennia, until it became which we know today, precisely because God is not a demiurge or conjurer, but the Creator who gives being to all things. The beginning of the world is not the work of chaos that owes its origin to another, but derives directly from a supreme Origin that creates out of love. The Big Bang, which nowadays is posited as the origin of the world, does not contradict the divine act of creating, but rather requires it. The evolution of nature does not contrast with the notion of Creation, as evolution presupposes the creation of beings that evolve.”
The Apostle Peter looked at things differently.  His verdict, after having lived and talked with the Messiah was as follows:  “Where is the promise of his coming? For ever since the fathers fell asleep, all things are continuing as they were from the beginning of creation.’ For they deliberately overlook this fact, that the heavens existed long ago, and that the earth was formed out of water and through water by the word of God, and that by means of these the world that then existed was deluged with water and then perished. But by the same word the heavens and earth that now exist are stored up for fire, being kept until the day of judgment and the destruction of the ungodly”(2 Peter 3:4–7).

It is important to note that Peter completely accepts the biblical history of the world.  Scripture is his starting point, not other ideas in the culture.  The following points are to be noted from this:

1. Creation of the world from water by the Word of God. The world has not always existed, contrary to the popular philosophy of Peter’s day. Up until the 20thcentury, an eternally-existing world has been a theory that some scientists have tried to defend. Now they are forced to admit that the universe had a beginning, but the big bang has several important differences from the biblical account which means that it could not have been the way that God created.

2. Destruction of the world with water by the decree of God. Peter accepted that there was a global Flood that killed everyone except the eight people on board the Ark (1 Peter 3:20). We know from creation geology models that a catastrophe of this scale would account for the geological layers containing all sorts of fossils (which is why it’s not surprising to us that it has evidence of carnivory, cancer, and thorns—because it’s a record of the post-Fall world). And if a year-long global catastrophe explains the majority of the fossil record, there is no room for millions of years of earth history.

3. The future destruction of the world with fire by the decree of God. The next great discontinuity in earth history will be the end of the present world. Extrapolating today’s processes, it is clear that the universe is headed towards ‘heat death’ several billion years in the future when the universe is in the state of maximum entropy. But Scripture points to a much sooner demise of the universe, not by natural processes, but with fervent heat which will melt the elements. This will pave the way for the New Heavens and Earth and the resurrection of the dead.

Peter clearly stands on the firm foundation of scripture and is unafraid to flatly contradict the compromise of his own day. Secularists have long noted that not only is evolution by definition a godless process, but a god who would use evolution is certainly not the God of Christianity.

Jesus stated in (Mark 10:6) – “But from the beginning of the creation, God made them male and female.”

And in (Romans 1:20), the Apostle Paul says of God: “For his invisible attributes, namely, his eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly perceived, ever since the creation of the world, in the things that have been made. So they are without excuse”.

We need to remember that Evolution is based on Atheism and hence seeks to refute Creationism which clearly reveals the existence of God, the very thing the atheist refuses to accept.  Theistic Evolution is more or less the same but adds God in the picture and is nothing more than syncretism.
The atheistic formula for evolution is:
Evolution = matter + evolutionary factors (chance and necessity + mutation + selection + isolation + death) + very long time periods.

In the theistic evolutionary view, God is added:

Theistic evolution = matter + evolutionary factors (chance and necessity + mutation + selection + isolation + death) + very long time periods + God.

Both are false!  Consider the following points based on the above definitions:

God Misrepresented: The Bible states that God is the Prime Cause of all things. ‘But to us there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things … and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by Him’ (1 Corinthians 8:6).

However, in theistic evolution the only workspace allotted to God is that part of nature which evolution cannot ‘explain’ with the means presently at its disposal. In this way He is reduced to being a ‘god of the gaps’ for those phenomena about which there are doubts. This leads to the view that ‘God is therefore not absolute, but He Himself has evolved—He is evolution’.

Central Bible Teachings Denied: The entire Bible bears witness that we are dealing with a source of truth authored by God (2 Timothy 3:16), with the Old Testament as the indispensable ‘ramp’ leading to the New Testament, like an access road leads to a motor freeway (John 5:39). The biblical creation account should not be regarded as a myth, a parable, or an allegory, but as a historical report, because:

(Biological, astronomical and anthropological facts are given in didactic [teaching] form.

(In the Ten Commandments God bases the six working days and one day of rest on the same time-span as that described in the creation account (Exodus 20:8-11).

(In the New Testament Jesus referred to facts of the creation (e.g. Matthew 19:4-5).

(Nowhere in the Bible are there any indications that the creation account should be understood in any other way than as a factual report.

The doctrine of theistic evolution undermines this basic way of reading the Bible, as vouched for by Jesus, the prophets and the Apostles. Events reported in the Bible are reduced to mythical imagery, and an understanding of the message of the Bible as being true in word and meaning is lost.

Biblical basis for Jesus’ redemptive work is mythologized: 
The Bible teaches that the first man’s fall into sin was a real event and that this was the direct cause of sin in the world. ‘Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon all men, for that all have sinned’ (Romans 5:12).

Theistic evolution does not acknowledge Adam as the first man, nor that he was created directly from ‘the dust of the ground’ by God (Genesis 2:17). Most theistic evolutionists regard the creation account as being merely a mythical tale, albeit with some spiritual significance. However, the sinner Adam and the Saviour Jesus are linked together in the Bible—Romans 5:16–18. Thus any theological view which mythologizes Adam undermines the biblical basis of Jesus’ work of redemption.
Big Bang Blasted:
It has been well said that the Big Bang is quite a lot of “noise”.  More noise and no substance.

But what is interesting is what 33 secular scientists have to say about it:

Those who have swallowed the theory of the Big Bang have been deceived outright. A bombshell ‘Open Letter to the Scientific Community’ by 33 leading scientists has been published in New Scientist (Lerner, E., Bucking the big bang, New Scientist 182 (2448) 20, 22 May 2004). An online article on http://www.rense.com titled ‘Big bang theory busted by 33 top scientists’ (27 May 2004) says, ‘Our ideas about the history of the universe are dominated by big bang theory. But its dominance rests more on funding decisions than on the scientific method, according to Eric Lerner, mathematician Michael Ibison of Earthtech.org, and dozens of other scientists from around the world.’ [Readers are encouraged to look up the above site www.rense.com for a detailed statement]

The open letter includes statements such as:

( ‘The big bang today relies on a growing number of hypothetical entities, things that we have never observed—inflation, dark matter and dark energy are the most prominent examples. Without them, there would be a fatal contradiction between the observations made by astronomers and the predictions of the big bang theory.’

( ‘But the big bang theory can’t survive without these fudge factors. Without the hypothetical inflation field, the big bang does not predict the smooth, isotropic cosmic background radiation that is observed, because there would be no way for parts of the universe that are now more than a few degrees away in the sky to come to the same temperature and thus emit the same amount of microwave radiation. … Inflation requires a density 20 times larger than that implied by big bang nucleosynthesis, the theory’s explanation of the origin of the light elements.’ [This refers to the horizon problem, and supports what we say in Light-travel time: a problem for the big bang.]

( ‘In no other field of physics would this continual recourse to new hypothetical objects be accepted as a way of bridging the gap between theory and observation. It would, at the least, raise serious questions about the validity of the underlying theory [emphasis in original].’

( ‘What is more, the big bang theory can boast of no quantitative predictions that have subsequently been validated by observation. The successes claimed by the theory’s supporters consist of its ability to retrospectively fit observations with a steadily increasing array of adjustable parameters, just as the old Earth-centred cosmology of Ptolemy needed layer upon layer of epicycles.’

Those who urge Christians to accept the big bang as a ‘science fact’ point to its near-universal acceptance by the scientific community. However, the 33 dissidents describe a situation familiar to many creationist scientists: ‘An open exchange of ideas is lacking in most mainstream conferences … doubt and dissent are not tolerated, and young scientists learn to remain silent if they have something negative to say about the standard big bang model. Those who doubt the big bang fear that saying so will cost them their funding.’

Science is a wonderful human tool, but it needs to be understood, not worshipped. It is fallible, changing, and is severely limited as to what it can and cannot determine. As Creation Ministries has often pointed out, instead of a scientific concept, the big-bang idea is more a dogmatic religious one—based on the religion of humanism.

There are several reasons why we cannot just add the big bang to the Bible. Ultimately, the big bang is a secular story of origins. When first proposed, it was an attempt to explain how the universe could have been created without God. Really, it is an alternative to the Bible, so it makes no sense to try to “add” it to the Bible.

Let us look at just two more differences between the Bible and the secular big-bang view of origins.
Missing Monopoles
Most people know something about magnets—like the kind found in a compass or the kind that sticks to a refrigerator. We often say that magnets have two “poles”—a north pole and a south pole. Poles that are alike will repel each other, while opposites attract. A “monopole” is a hypothetical massive particle that is just like a magnet but has only one pole. So a monopole would have either a north pole or a south pole, but not both.

Particle physicists claim that many magnetic monopoles should have been created in the high temperature conditions of the big bang. Since monopoles are stable, they should have lasted to this day. Yet, despite considerable search efforts, monopoles have not been found. Where are the monopoles? The fact that we don’t find any monopoles suggests that the universe never was that hot. This indicates that there never was a big bang, but it is perfectly consistent with the Bible’s account of creation, since the universe did not start infinitely hot.
Where Is the Antimatter?

Consider the “baryon number problem.” Recall that the big bang supposes that matter (hydrogen and helium gas) was created from energy as the universe expanded. 
However, experimental physics tells us that whenever matter is created from energy, such a reaction also produces antimatter. Antimatter has similar properties to matter, except the charges of the particles are reversed. (So whereas a proton has a positive charge, an antiproton has a negative charge.) Any reaction where energy is transformed into matter produces an exactly equal amount of antimatter; there are no known exceptions.

The big bang (which has no matter to begin with, only energy) should have produced exactly equal amounts of matter and antimatter, and that should be what we see today. But we do not. The visible universe is comprised almost entirely of matter—with only trace amounts of antimatter anywhere.

This devastating problem for the big bang is actually consistent with biblical creation; it is a design feature. God created the universe to be essentially matter only—and it’s a good thing He did. When matter and antimatter come together, they violently destroy each other. If the universe had equal amounts of matter and antimatter (as the big bang requires), life would not be possible.

Evolution OR Creation (Part – 3) - All emphases the blogger’s
http://the-beacon.me/2014/11/16/evolution-or-creation-part-2/#more-735 

Source: The Beacon, November 16, 2014

“You adulterous people, don’t you know that friendship with the world means enmity against God? Therefore, anyone who chooses to be a friend of the world becomes an enemy of God” (James 4:4).
The Bible says unregenerate people are in rebellion against God. The ultimate rejection of any person would be to deny their existence (hence the idiom “You are dead to me”). Ultimately, some people reject God to the point that they deny His existence. The denial of God is often epitomized by the (in) famous atheist Nietzsche’s statement “God is dead.”

The scripture in James 4:4 is forceful and hard-hitting and will surely come across as offensive to some.  But it is God speaking and not any man and must be paid heed to therefore.

The question of origins (where did everything come from) has only two possible answers. Either the universe arose by itself or it didn’t. If it did then some sort of cosmic evolution must have taken place to account for reality. If it didn’t then there must be a Creator. There is no third option.

In a recent article by mediaite.com dated 2nd January, 2014, Bill Nye “the Science Guy” joined his friend, astrophysicist Neil deGrasse Tyson1 for a recent episode of the StarTalk Radio podcast and at the tail end of a conversation that covered the year in “pseudoscience,” they arrived at recent statements by Pope Francis about evolution and the Big Bang Theory.

“During an October address to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences, (covered in Evolution OR Creation part 1 & 2) the Pope said that God is “not a magician with a magic wand.” In a rebuke to many evangelical Christians in this country he said, “The Big Bang, that today is considered to be the origin of the world, does not contradict the creative intervention of God; on the contrary, it requires it. Evolution in nature is not in contrast with the notion of [divine] creation because evolution requires the creation of the beings that evolve.”

During the above podcast show Nyke jokingly stated whether the Catholic Church should be now be paid something for finally officially jumping onto the evolution-bandwagon. “Do we write you a cheque Catholic Church?” Nye joked. “Thank you! You have now joined the last two centuries, welcome aboard!”  Besides the above statements by Bill Nye and Neil, there are other statements made by blogger Elise Andrew that clearly reveal her atheistic3 roots.

Clearly, this erroneous statement made by Pope Francis is going to have far reaching consequences among all Catholics worldwide who are not rooted in the Word of God.  Even evangelical protestants who have been wooed by him will probably enter into this error. Friendship with the world is enmity against God, indeed! 
However, in striking contrast, it is interesting to note that the Kolbe Center for the Study of Creation (A Catholic Center) 2 begs to differ on the above compromise.  In their classic article titled “A Summary of Theistic Evolution” by Dr. Robert Bennet (some of which have already been covered in part 1 & 2 in my articles titled – Evolution OR Creation), have the following to state and are reproduced below for your perusal.
A Summary of Theistic Evolution  (by Dr. Robert Bennett)
What does theistic evolution mean and why do Catholic creationists oppose it?

The atheistic formula for evolution is:

Evolution = inert matter + random chance + positive mutation + natural selection + death + eons of time.

In the theistic evolutionary view, God is integrated into materialistic philosophy, not as omnipotent Lord of all things, but as an enabler of evolution:

Theistic evolution = Evolution + God ……. as a single symbolic concatenation, thevolution.

Evolution is the mechanism for all life on earth, but God set evolution in progress and guided the process of development, leading eventually to man. Genesis is styled as an allegory, in the genre of figurative language and fairy tales. Being more socially and politically acceptable than creation, theistic evolution tries to accommodate evolution and creation at the same time, as a shot-gun marriage of contraries. We are still responsible to our Creator, yet somehow the Darwinist is also seen to be credible.

Allied to theistic evolution is progressive creation, proposing that God intervened at various points in natural development, periodically creating new kinds. It allows a considerable degree of change after that, an evolutionary envelope within which further limited variation is possible. The progressive creationist would support multiple descent – a model of multiple progenitors as a forest, where kinds created in different periods would not share the same genealogical tree.
Thevolution is an ideology masquerading as both naturalism and theology. Creation and evolution are so strongly divergent that reconciliation is logically impossible. Theistic evolution’s attempted conflation reduces the message of the Bible to insignificance. By lacking Scriptural support, theistic evolution loses meaning through its own reductionism.

The theistic evolutionist generally believes in:

(an old Earth, billions of years old

(wholly natural processes being responsible for life, once initial matter was created by God

(a figurative and non-literal interpretation of the Genesis creation account (Biblical illiteracy?)

(a God who uses evolution as a secondary and indirect means of creating life

(a Bible containing no usable or relevant ideas which can be applied in present-day origins science

(evolutionistic pronouncements that have priority over biblical statements

(reinterpreting Scripture when and wherever it contradicts the present evolutionary world view

Theistic Evolution: Conflicts with Theology, Revelation and the Magisterium
1) Magisterial teaching is that Scripture interpretation begins with a literal and holistic exegesis, which always considers literary styles and genres in context. Thevolution specifically violates this teaching by:

Denial of the supernatural – Having days be megayears and miracles a natural process refutes Scripture in order to believe evolution’s story of origins.

Denial of Adam’s maturity – Adam was fully developed when created, able to tend the garden, hear and understand divine law, name the animals, speak and make moral decisions. Adam is not evolution’s ape-man, Homo erectus or Homo habilis, a hominid that lacked these faculties.

Denial that Eve came directly from Adam, but by some sort of simultaneous sexual evolution. The two sexes just happened to evolve in the same part of the planet, mate and human natural history started. The myth of Eve is refuted by:

Have you not read that he who made them from the beginning made them male and female? – Matthew 19:4
But I am afraid that as the serpent deceived Eve by his cunning, your thoughts will be led astray from a sincere and pure devotion to Christ – 2 Corinthians 11:3
For Adam was formed first, then Eve – 1 Timothy 2:13.
Denial of a six day creation – Apes learned to walk upright and became men, it is said, by using the Genesis ‘day’ figuratively as a long time. Yet in Genesis 1 the days are numbered. Nowhere in scripture is that done if it doesn’t mean a twenty-four hour period. The exposition in Genesis is very clear that all the world was made in six days, while evolution demands more time. The details of Adam’s creation contrasts strongly with the origin of the other creatures created ex nihilo, implying that God acted in a special way when he brought the first man into being. These two different views of origins cannot ever be reconciled.

Denial of core Biblical integrity – The Bible is regarded as a myth, a parable, or an allegory, not as a historical report of biological, astronomical and anthropological facts given in didactic [teaching] form. Scriptural events are reduced to mythical imagery, and an understanding of the message of the Bible as being true in word and meaning is lost. Yet nowhere are there any indications that the creation account should be understood in any other way than as a factual report.

The work of salvation is undercut – Adam’s fall into sin was a real event, the direct cause of sin in the world:

Therefore as sin came into the world through one man and death through sin, and so death spread to all men because all men sinned–Romans 5:12.

Theistic evolution does not recognize Adam as the first man, created directly from the dust of the ground by God:

Then the LORD God formed man of dust from the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living being. – Gen 2:7.

However, the sinner Adam and the Saviour Jesus are linked together in the Bible by Romans 5:17-19:
If, because of one man’s trespass, death reigned through that one man, much more will those who receive the abundance of grace and the free gift of righteousness reign in life through the one man Jesus Christ. Then as one man’s trespass led to condemnation for all men, so one man’s act of righteousness leads to acquittal and life for all men. For as by one man’s disobedience many were made sinners, so by one man’s obedience many will be made righteous.
Any Biblical view which deconstructs Adam’s role undermines Jesus’ work of redemption.
2) Original sin brought death into the world for all living things. Death before the fall of man must have occurred over the eons of evolution.

The nature of God as good is falsely represented because death and suffering are ascribed to the Creator as principles of creation.

Death due to Adam’s sin is a serious challenge to theistic evolution, as many creatures already would have died in the theistic evolution process.

Evolution portrays fossils (which imply death, disease and bloodshed) as formed before people appeared on earth. Yet Scripture says that everything is in ‘bondage to decay’ because of Adam’s sin:

For the creation was subjected to futility, not of its own will but by the will of him who subjected it in hope; because the creation itself will be set free from its bondage to decay and obtain the glorious liberty of the children of God. (Romans 8:20-21)
3) Theistic evolution is a compromise based on a contradiction. The Bible doesn’t teach evolution, and evolutionists cannot believe the Bible. Sin is made meaningless, a harmless evolutionary factor, in opposition to the declaration of the Holy Spirit that sin means breaking our relation to God. This isn’t resolved by adding “God” to the evolutionary scenario.

4) The Church teaches the impossibility that the first man could have been the son of an animal, generated by a beast in the proper natural sense of the term. “Only from a man can another man descend, whom he can call father and progenitor.”

5) Theistic evolution transgresses the liberty of discussion allowed by the Magisterium regarding evolution. It assumes the origin of the human body from preexisting and living matter were already fully demonstrated by the scientific facts discovered up to now. Then, by reasoning on them, it ignores the sources of revelation which demand the greatest reserve and caution in this controversy.

6) It is a consensus of modern theologians, not a Magisterial declaration, that transformism, the evolution of the first man’s body from a lower species, is compatible with the faith. Two conditions are added to this concession:

the soul was immediately created by God out of nothing

somehow God exercised a special providence over whatever process preceded the origin of man’s body, so that the first man was not literally generated by a brute beast.

7) The only niche allotted to God is whatever evolution cannot explain with current scientific theory. God is reduced to filling in the unknown gaps of knowledge. Far from being immutable God Himself is changing and evolving – a God of the gaps!

8) The Bible provides a time-scale for history:

Both beginning and end are defined –

In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth – Genesis 1:1
And this gospel of the kingdom will be preached throughout the whole world, as a testimony to all nations; and then the end will come. Matthew 24:14.

The duration of creation was six days –

for in six days the LORD made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them, and rested the seventh day – Exodus 20:11.

The age of the universe may be estimated, but not computed exactly, in terms of the Patriarchal genealogies, as more than six thousand years, not billions. But thevolution favors time-scales involving gigayears, for which there is no convincing and undisputed physical basis. This undermines the credibility of Scripture in other places.

9) Theistic evolution worships the false idol of Darwinism as its god, as the Hebrews worshipped the golden calf at Mt. Sinai. Scientifically it differs not from atheistic evolution, accepting purposeless, naturalistic and material processes for the origin and development of life.

10) Human presence in evolution is accidental and unplanned, a vagary of random natural selection, likely never to occur again. This view destroys the basic message of Scripture, God’s love for us.

Theistic Evolution: Conflicts with Science
All scientific arguments against evolution hold as well for theistic evolution. A few of these are:

1) The 2nd law of thermodynamics and overall increase of entropy would have caused the heat death of the universe over billions of years.

2) The increase of genetic information complexity required for evolution has never been observed.

3) Even cultural anthropology does not confirm that the bridge between man and animal has been crossed by any credible facts. To read man’s nature, detecting thought and volitional powers, distinguishing purely animal instincts, all from the incomplete earliest known archaeological remains – all this is raw speculation, not science.
Theistic Evolution: Conflicts with Philosophy
1) Intelligence and the capacity for free choice involve self-reference and self-causation. This presupposes the personal self, which only human beings possess. Nor can these capacities be rooted in matter as modifications of organically based functions, as matter has never demonstrated such capacities.

2) Fossil remains and primitive tools do not necessarily show the presence of morally responsible persons. Subhuman primates today evidence some tool-making ability which can be explained through imitation or instinct.

3) It is philosophically inconsistent to conflate God (theism) with evolution (naturalism). God’s use of evolution would make Him unnecessary. Evolution has no purpose or teleology, contrary to the God of Scriptures. Theistic evolution is inherently paradoxical, promoting a ‘providential randomness’ where God disguises His goals with evolution as though without purpose – a purposeless purpose.
Theistic Evolution: Some Questions and Puzzles
If man’s creation took millions of years through successive transformations of life-forms, why does Scripture tell us that God made man from dust?

If truly an apelike prehuman, Adam would die; so why the warning – but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat, for in the day that you eat of it you shall die. – Genesis 2:17.

If Adam was the end of the evolutionary line and thousands of evolving men had already died, then how could death come by Adam?

If Adam was surrounded by his ape brothers, why was he lonely? The Bible recounts that there was not found among the animals a suitable mate or helper for Adam.

Did God erase from Adam’s mind what he used to be?

Did God also remove from his hominid relatives all recognition of Adam?

Why couldn’t God have started from dirt to make man, as in the literal reading, not just re-soul an existing creature?

Did Adam evolve but not Eve? The Bible says she was made from Adam’s side.

In what language or myth does ‘human evolution’ mean ‘create from dust’ (Adam) or ‘create from Adam’s side’(Eve)? Certainly not Hebrew.

When Cain wed and bred with a woman from Nod, was she human or simian?

If Cain’s wife was neither, had God made a hybrid variant of human and beast, one that wasn’t sterile?

When did Adam lose his ape hair?

After the first man was ensouled and then sinned, didn’t his ape brothers become potential food?

How do you understand the goodness of God if He used evolution, ‘nature red in tooth and claw’, to create everything?

If death and suffering did not arise with Adam’s sin and the resulting curse, how can Jesus’ suffering and physical death pay the penalty for sin and give us eternal life? The Word of God clearly says – For as in Adam all die, so in Christ all shall be made alive – 1 Cor 15:22.

If the first 11 chapters of Genesis are allegorical, though written as plain narrative and understood by Jesus to be so, what other Biblical facts are figurative?

It is written –
But by the same word the heavens and earth that now exist have been stored up for fire, being kept until the day of judgment and destruction of ungodly men…. But the day of the Lord will come like a thief, and then the heavens will pass away with a loud noise, and the elements will be dissolved with fire, and the earth and the works that are upon it will be burned up. 2 Peter 3:7, 10, and

Then I saw a new heaven and a new earth; for the first heaven and the first earth had passed away, and the sea was no more – Rev 21:1 .

Why then should God want to destroy creation and build a new heaven and earth, if the world now is just as it was when created, and He called all creation ‘good’?
How long is a day?
Probably nothing typifies the battle of theistic vs. creationist Catholics more than the debate over the Genesis meaning of the Hebrew word for day, yom. Its liberal and fuzzy interpretation is key to undermining faith in the Word of God right from the very beginning of Holy Scripture and to plant the seeds of doubt which bloom ultimately in evolution.

Yom is said to be flexible to the point of incredulity. Hiding within these three letters is said to be a span of epochs, as many as 3 gigayears or over a trillion days (in the common use of day). Parallels are drawn to the use of day in modern English, which usually means the 24 hour variety, but on occasion has other colloquial meanings, such as “daytime”, the length of sunlight, or an indefinite period or era, as when using “the present day” to mean modern times.  It’s this last sense which the theistics apply in the attempt to conflate modernity with Church dogma.

Indeed, some uses of yom in the Bible do follow the English semantics. There are instances where the use of day there does follow the current English usage. But this is more a proof of the unity of human thought over four and a half millennia, as expressed orally in language patterns. Pointing out possible meanings for ‘day’ has nothing to do with the actual correct choice of exegesis for yom in Genesis.

A biblical hermeneutics based on the myriad translations available today would be fruitless, as they differ on the translation of the first use of  yom in the phrase “yom echad”, rendered in various versions as ‘one day’, ‘day one’, ‘a first day’ , or ‘the first day’.  Those that do agree on this phrase’s translation will typically then disagree on the exact phrasing or meaning of the other six days. 1
The use of the surrounding context, however, is a useful approach, as is also researching the original Hebrew text.  As pointed out by many creationists, the use of ‘morning’ and ‘evening’ as delimiters is a convincing argument for interpretation of yom as a 24 hour day, along with the associated numbering of the days, which always means a 24 hour day in Scripture.  Convincing, that is, to those with an open mind and no hidden agenda.

It is rarely noted that the syntax of sentences containing yom in Genesis 1 & 2 is variable and unusual. For each day the literal translation from Hebrew is:

Gen 1:5          one day

Gen 1:8          a second day

Gen 1:13        a third day

Gen 1:19        a fourth day

Gen 1:23        a fifth day

Gen 1:31        the sixth day

Gen 2:2          the seventh day

Note that the correct translation of ‘yom echad’ is ‘one day’ and the phrasing for the other 6 days is not exactly the same as for Gen 1:5.  The form of the Gen 1:5 sentence is associated with a definition or equation, as in ‘3 and 4 is 7’.  This is the first time that a day is quantified as: evening and morning.

So we read ‘evening and morning is/equals one day’. Gen 1:5 is actually defining what yom means in unequivocal mathematical terms, as if aware of the potential ambiguity in the word’s usage and spelling out its sense when first used. There is no escape from the meaning intended in the source language:

An evening and a morning = 1 day.    A simple sentence with a simple message: The Genesis yom is a single 24 hour calendar day.

The literal sequence of days first defines the meaning of yom as 24 hours long, then indicates a sequence of ordinary days (as defined in Gen 1:5) up to the sixth and seventh days, which are specially noted by the definite article for the creation of man and the day God stopped creating from nothing.

The Torah scholar Nachmanides says the word ‘erev’, translated as ‘evening’, has as root the Hebrew letters Ayin, Resh, Bet – which means chaos, mixture, disorder. Evening is derived from ‘erev’, because when the sun goes down, vision becomes blurry. The root’s literal meaning is ‘there was disorder’. The word for ‘morning’ – ‘boker’ – has just the opposite root meaning: orderly, able to be discerned.  Each day represents a sequence of steps that progress from disorder to order.  This analysis of the core or primitive meanings of the Hebrew words clarifies two problems of theistic revisionists:

There is no evening and day phrase in Gen 2:2 for the seventh day of rest ... because the creation of order from chaos was complete!

The absence of the Sun – a light source – for the first three days is of no significance to the root translation!

Many translators use ‘first’ for echad, but there is a qualitative difference, Nachmanides says, between “one” and “first.” One is absolute; first is comparative On Day One, time was created. The use of “first” implies comparison – an existing series. But there was no existing series. Day One was all there was, the very beginning of the Jewish calendar.

There are at least two important lessons here.

When Scriptural meaning is important (and when is it not?) the source language must be used and interpreted in the deepest literal sense when possible (the root stem of derived words).

There is no wiggle room in the length of the Genesis ‘day’. From the very start it’s defined as 24 hours long, anticipating those modernists who would have it ambiguous.

Note: Of 15 Bibles sampled only two translated the Hebrew source correctly (2 of 15), the American Standard Bible and Young’s Literal Translation.
Conclusion
Theistic evolution is rejected by both sides of its attempted dualistic embrace.

William of Ockham’s razor calls for science to ‘cut cleanly’, by eliminating extraneous contributions to its knowledge base and choose the simplest option. To today’s materialist that choice would be evolution. But at least the Darwinists recognize this principle of contradiction between evolution and religion by dispensing with any reference to religion, God or special creation. Theistic evolution desperately seeks the secular approval of the scientific establishment, but attempts to somehow cling desperately to spiritual values. As they are unable to face the ultimate nihilism that evolution implies, their equivocation is also found contemptible by Darwin’s followers. Ockham’s principle applied to theistic evolution requires a choice that the thevolutionist is unwilling to make.

The objective spiritual side of Catholic tradition realizes that this unholy alliance in thevolution is not a merger of equals. In the face of (m)any conflicts, it is the immutable Word of God which must yield to the fickle words of Darwin or Dawkins. This cannot stand. Of all the Scripture cited above against thevolutionary ideas, perhaps these two verses best summarize the case:

No servant can serve two masters; for either he will hate the one and love the other, or he will be devoted to the one and despise the other. Luke 16:13
I know your works; I know that you are neither cold nor hot. I wish you were either cold or hot. So, because you are lukewarm, neither hot nor cold, I will spit you out of my mouth. Rev 3:15,16
What we witness today is an attempt at delayed compensation, a reparation by modern theologians for the perceived error and inherited guilt of the Galilean controversy. There is no comparison between that 17th century misunderstood event and the heresy of accepting both evolution and special creation as an individual world view compatible with salvation. In some future Church council, hopefully in our lifetime, thevolution will be recognized and declared anathema. Until then, we pray that the evolutionists within the Church may come to believe the Word of God as written, and return to the faith in special creation handed down to us by the Church fathers. (Source)

The above article by the Catholic Kolbe Center is nothing short of an indictment towards all those within Catholic confines who hold or uphold the lie of evolution or any of its variant positions. 
A note to all discerning Christians – It is necessary to check everything that is said or written in these days against the written Word of God which once and for all constitutes the faith handed down to the saints (Jude 1:3).  We live in perilous times (2 Timothy 3:1-9) and as this scripture says – of those who resist this truth of God’s Word – their folly will be manifest to all… 
Reference & Notes:
1. It is to be noted that Bill Nye and Neil deGrasse Tyson are infamous for cherry picking the science they want to pay attention to.

2. The Kolbe Center aims to equip Catholic evangelists with a decisive advantage in the third millennium by rooting their apologetics in the true Catholic doctrine of creation, supported by sound arguments from theology, philosophy and natural science. 
Once persuaded of the bankruptcy of molecules-to-man evolution and of the reasonableness of special creation, the practical atheist will be able to hear the Gospel of Jesus Christ and the claims of the Catholic Church.

3. Atheism – For the atheist the starting point is an active belief in the proposition ‘There is no God’ (a-theos), despite some revisionism claiming that it’s merely an absence of belief in God. If one starts with that premise, what would the logical interpretation and explanation of the general facts we observe (the universe, the earth, the diversity of life, human experience, etc.) be?  Atheism is a movement in decline, has been since the 1970’s. Only reason you hear about it in the news is because enough old rich white baby boomers from the counter culture have money to put into it and into the court rooms. In another 40 years, it will be less relevant than it is now.

*

ON DARWINISM… 

God made pre-humans into people, Vatican newspaper says 
http://www.catholicnews.com/data/stories/cns/0802496.htm
By Carol Glatz, Vatican City, May 6, 2008 

While apes evolved naturally into pre-human creatures, it was the will and desire of God that turned them into humans, an article in the Vatican newspaper said.
"The formation of human beings necessitated a particular contribution by God, though it remains that their emergence was brought about by natural causes" of evolution, it said.
The article, published in the May 5-6 edition of L'Osservatore Romano, was written by Italian evolutionary biologist Fiorenzo Facchini.
The article said that, "when the biological conditions necessary for supporting a being capable of reflective thought were attained, the will of God, the creator, freely desired it, and man came to be."
The article posed the question: Does this mean that humans evolved from chimpanzees?
"No, it might be better to say that at some point God willed a spark of intelligence to light up in the mind of a nonhuman hominid and thus came into existence the human as a being, as a subject capable of thought and the ability to decide freely," it said.
So rather than picturing it as humans descending from the apes, it said, humans ascended or rose up from the animal kingdom to a higher level, thanks to the hand of God.
As Pope Benedict XVI wrote in 1968 when he was Father Joseph Ratzinger, God wanted to create a being that could know him and be able to turn to him, the article said.
The emergence of the human is neither a casual or accidental event, nor is it something that was "strictly necessary," demanded by God or the evolutionary process, it said.
Evolution could have ended at the pre-human stage, it said, but thanks to "the free choice of God," humans emerged from their pre-human ancestors.
This divine intervention "does not represent an unwarranted intrusion (of theology) in the field of science -- as is the case with intelligent design -- but is called for in order to explain the presence of man's spirit" which cannot come from or evolve out of the material world, the article said. 
The movement from being a creature of the animal and physical world to also the spiritual was a gift from God "even if it came at the end of a natural process of evolution," it said.
Official: Bible and Darwin Could Both Be Right - Vatican Plans Conference to Study Evolution Theory
https://zenit.org/articles/official-bible-and-darwin-could-both-be-right/ 
Vatican City, September 19, 2008 
There is no a priori incompatibility between the Bible and Darwin's theory of evolution, says the president of the Pontifical Council for Culture. Archbishop Gianfranco Ravasi, also president of the Pontifical Commission for the Cultural Heritage of the Church, affirmed this Tuesday when he presented an upcoming international conference that will gather theologians and scientists to discuss Charles Darwin's theory.
The March 3-7 conference, to be held in Rome, marks 150 years since Darwin publicized his findings in "Origin of Species."
The conference is organized as part of the Science, Theology and the Ontological Quest project, a venture sponsored by the Pontifical Council for Culture. The Pontifical Gregorian University and the University of Notre Dame are also sponsoring the event.
According to Archbishop Ravasi, the congress aims to establish dialogue between philosophy, theology and science.
Theologians, philosophers and scientists move in "different terrains," he said. What is important "is that the line of demarcation not be turned into a 'Wall of China' or an 'Iron Curtain,' which looks upon the other with contempt. [...] The distinction is not separation. The distinction is necessary.
"Hence, an act of humility is also necessary on the part of the theologians who must listen and learn; on the other hand, the arrogance of some scientists must be overcome, [people] who slap those who have faith, and regard faith and theology as a heritage of a Paleolithic intellectual."
Jesuit Father Marc Leclerc, a professor at the Gregorian University, added that "the debate on the theory of evolution is ever more heated, both in the Christian as well as in the strictly evolutionist realm."
Explaining the motives that led to convoking the congress, the Jesuit priest said, "We think it is our duty to try to clarify some points, given that Christian scientists, philosophers and theologians are directly involved in the debate, along with colleagues of other confessions or those who have no confession."

The conference is an attempt to have "an ample exchange of opinions from the rational point of view, to foster fruitful dialogue between experts of different areas," Father Leclerc added. "The Church is profoundly interested in this dialogue, fully respecting each one's field."

Church Reconciles With Evolution 
Panaji, Goa (SAR NEWS) February 24, 2009 
This year the world celebrates the bicentennial of the birth of Charles Darwin in February (already gone by) and the 150th anniversary of his magnum opus On the Origin of the Species in November. However, faith-based opposition to the theory of evolution continues to find strong resonance in the world today. 
But the Vatican, probably Darwin€ ¦’²s bitterest foe, has admitted that Charles Darwin was on the right track when he claimed that Man descended from apes. It is seen as a landmark in relations between faith and science. A leading Vatican official declared that Darwin€ ¦’²s theory of Evolution was compatible with Christian faith. In fact, what we mean by evolution is the world as created by God, said Archbishop Gianfranco Ravasi, head of the Pontifical Council for Culture. 
Darwin€ ¦’²s theories on Evolution have never been formally condemned by the Roman Catholic Church, Monsignor Ravasi insisted. His rehabilitation had begun as long ago as 1950, when Pius XII described Evolution as a valid scientific approach to the development of humans. In 1996, John Paul II said it was more than a hypothesis. 
There are three fundamental theories Creationism: The universe and living organisms originated from direct acts of divine creation. This belief embraces the biblical account literally and rejects theories in which natural processes such as evolution are central. 
In India, there are many instances of scepticism that man could have evolved from the apes. Islamic creationists openly reject evolution in favour of Quranic creation theory. 
Evolution: Different kinds of living organisms have developed and diversified from earlier forms. Darwin€ ¦’²s theory of gradual evolution holds that this development took place by natural selection of varieties of organism better adapted to the environment tend to survive and are more likely to transmit their genetic characteristics in increasing numbers to their descendants. 
Meanwhile, those less adapted tend to be eliminated. For instance, those giraffes who possessed even a minimum advantage of height due to individual variations would reach slightly higher leaves and eat a little bit more. They had a better chance of surviving and over time producing more of their kind while the slightly shorter giraffes were doomed to extinction. 
Intelligent Design: The most fashionable contemporary theory to bridge the gap is intelligent design. It posits the view that life is too complex to be explained by evolution alone. Certain features of the universe and of living things are best explained by an intelligent cause, and not by an undirected process such as natural selection. Though not based on the Bible, proponents claim that its roots are in the teachings of Plato and Aristotle, who articulated early versions of the theory. 
Therefore, a greater being was responsible for the changes that helped the evolutionary process along. Physicist Fred Hoyle used the following analogy. A hurricane sweeping cannot by random choice assemble a Boeing 747 through a junkyard. Therefore, God, like a Boeing engineer, is working his intelligent design from behind the scenes. But who created the Boeing engineer, retort the neo-Darwinists. 
The Vatican also dealt the final blow to speculation that Pope Benedict XVI might be prepared to endorse the theory of Intelligent Design, whose advocates credit a higher power for the complexities of life. Three years ago advocates of Intelligent Design seized on the Popes reference to an intelligent project as proof that he favoured their views. Intelligent Design is now considered, poor theology and poor science. It is merely a cultural phenomenon, rather than a scientific or theological issue, organisers of a recent Vatican Conference on Evolution affirmed. 
Though Darwin himself was not an avowed atheist, today more than ever his theory represents the frontline in the confrontation between religion and militant atheism, as espoused by neo-Darwinists like Richard Dawkins, Sam Harris and others. This battle has queered the pitch in scientific discourse to an extent that dialogue is well-nigh impossible. 
Recently, Michael Reiss, a biologist and an ordained Anglican priest, was forced to resign from his position as education director because his remarks on Evolution were misconstrued by the media. If creationism was raised in the class, he argued, teachers should explain why creationism is not science but Evolution is. 
Two hundred years after the birth of Charles Darwin, the debate between scientists and creationists over the origin of the human species remains as explosive as ever.

Vatican conference finds Darwin's theories compatible with faith
https://www.indcatholicnews.com/news.php?viewStory=5685  
By Claire Bergin, March 6, 2009
Some of the world's top biologists, paleontologists and molecular geneticists have been meeting with theologians and philosophers for a five day seminar at the Pontifical Gregorian University, to mark the 150th anniversary of Darwin's 'The Origin of Species.'
Speaking to the press on Tuesday, Cardinal William Levada who heads the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, said there was a "wide spectrum of room" for belief in both the scientific basis for evolution and faith in God the creator.
"We believe that however creation has come about and evolved, ultimately God is the creator of all things," he said.
But while the Vatican did not exclude any area of science, it did reject as "absurd" the atheist notion of biologist and author Richard Dawkins and others that evolution proves there is no God, he said.
"Of course we think that's absurd and not at all proven. But other than that ... the Vatican has recognised that it doesn't stand in the way of scientific realities." 
Conference participant Fr John McDade SJ, who is principal of the University of London's Heythrop College and a lecturer in systematic theology said there were many ways science and religion are compatible.
He said: "Whatever someone like Darwin or any other scientist comes up with, that shows the complexity and the processes that work in the world, and is perfectly compatible with the Christian belief that the world is sustained by God...


"When Galileo was condemned in 1770, it was forbidden to teach Galilean theories in the area of astronomy and the Church observed that," he said.
"It went on teaching Galileo's theories in the area of natural philosophy because in the end the evidence spoke for itself and religion was simply wrong in all those areas. For religion to actually recognise the autonomy of science within its particular area is I think for the good of both disciplines." © Independent Catholic News 2009

The Failure of Darwinism to Explain Morality 

http://insidecatholic.com/Joomla/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=6951&Itemid=48 
By Benjamin Wiker, September 29, 2009  
"As an explanation of the world, materialism has a sort of insane simplicity. It has just the quality of the madman’s arguments; we have at once the sense of it covering everything and the sense of it leaving everything out." G.K. Chesterton 
In the struggle to survive, the fit win, and so it is also the fit who breed. The winners pass on their winning characteristics to the next generation, and on marches Darwinian evolution. 

Nothing could be simpler. Yet Darwin thought this process could account not only for the most stunningly complex biological organs, such as the human eye, but also for the just as stunningly complex moral nature of humanity. From Darwin’s Descent of Man down to the present day, most evolutionists have assumed that natural selection has produced all moral codes, beliefs, and actions. The question was, how? 

The newest approach for research in this area involves game theory. Game theory, as conceived and executed by evolutionists, tries to understand the essence of moral judgments by submitting research participants to variously contrived games. The results are then construed according to the dictates of natural selection. Karl Sigmund, Ernst Fehr, and Martin Nowak outlined the whole project in the January 2002 issue of Scientific American in an article titled "The Economics of Fair Play." Realizing that such contrived games are defined by "artificial constraints that rarely apply in real-life interactions," game theory proponents claim that "such constraints, rather than being a drawback, let us study human behavior in well-defined situations, to uncover the fundamental principles governing our decision-making mechanisms. The process is somewhat like physicists colliding particles in a vacuum to study their properties." 

Allow me (since we are going to be playing games for rather high stakes) to lay my own cards on the table. I find this sort of talk absurd. Darwinian game theory is not new but simply a rehash of liberal political theory disguised as cutting-edge science. Give it a few vigorous scratches and we find Thomas Hobbes, the very father of modern political liberalism, back to haunt us from the 17th century. Hobbes was also the father of modern materialism, and his political liberalism was rooted in his mechanistic account of nature and human nature.
In truth, Darwinian game theory is not even science, for its mode of investigation (the crudely simple game) is entirely disconnected both from its Darwinian presuppositions and its subject matter (i.e., actual people living real lives). These presuppositions are undemonstrated and pernicious; they undermine the only source of sanity in human morality, the natural law.
Let the Games Begin
So exactly what are the Darwinian game theorists up to? The Darwinian game theorists play two research games more than any other, the Ultimatum Game and the Public Goods Game.
The Ultimatum Game is painfully simple, especially considering how much it claims to explain. There are two players, a proposer and a responder, and a sum of money. The players may share the money if they can agree on the portions, but it’s a one-shot deal. The proposer makes an offer. If the responder accepts, they split the money accordingly. If, however, the responder rejects the offer, then neither player gets anything.
The Public Goods Game is a tad more complicated. Each of four players is given an equal amount of money at the outset. Each player must decide, independent of the others, how much he will contribute to the common pot. The experimenter then divides equally whatever the players have decided to put in, and the game begins again. To spice things up a bit, the rules allow the punishment of other players. If Henrietta thinks Finley is a freeloader, she can fine him a dollar -- but it will cost her 30 cents.
Seems harmless enough, doesn’t it? Not a bad way for a labcoat and some willing mouseys to spend a rainy Saturday afternoon. But remember: By using games with fewer rules than Candy Land, the Darwinian game theorists are claiming "to uncover the fundamental principles governing our decision-making mechanisms." We’d better take a closer look, starting with their presuppositions.
To begin with the Ultimatum Game, Darwinian game theorists assume for the sake of simplicity that at bottom man is not to be defined as Homo sapiens but as Homo economicus -- "a rational individual relentlessly bent on maximizing a purely selfish reward." And Homo economicus is, at bottom, Homo darwinianus, relentlessly bent on the desire for self-preservation -- or, rather, the preservation of his genes.
In an article in Science called "Fairness Versus Reason in the Ultimatum Game," Martin Nowak, Karen Page, and Karl Sigmund write that the only "rational" thing for the proposers to offer in the Ultimatum Game is as little as possible. Rational responders, on the other hand, "should accept even the smallest positive offer, since the alternative is getting nothing."
The Theory Evolves
Did the Ultimatum Game reveal the Homo darwinianus in its players? Clearly disappointed, the researchers report that "the outcome was always far from what rational analysis would dictate for selfish players." Participants were plagued by "the irrational human emphasis on a fair division."
The Public Goods Game was spoiled as well. The "canonical prediction" based on the idea of man as Homo darwinianus "is that everyone will free-ride, contributing nothing," writes Joseph Henrich in the American Economic Review ("In Search of Homo Economicus," May 2001). If nature really is red in tooth and claw, and gene is set against gene in mortal combat, it is only rational to be a first-class welcher and contribute nary a penny to the community.
But alas, "Real people don’t play that way," concede the authors of "The Economics of Fair Play." What happens? At the beginning, contrary to expectation, everybody throws about half his money into the kitty. If free-riders are discovered, then everyone tends to stop feeding the pot in subsequent rounds.
So strong is the attachment to fairness that participants would rather punish freeloaders than maximize profits. According to the rules of the Public Goods Game, players can punish others, but both the fines imposed and the cost of punishment go to the mediator in charge of the experiment, not the common pool. So the rational thing to do -- if all that counts is the selfish reward -- is to forgo punishment of freeloaders. Actual human beings, however, invariably nail the loafers until they shape up, whatever the cost.
Seeking an out from these embarrassing results, the Darwinian game theorists reasoned that perhaps the problem was that they were using only university students as subjects. So off they went on a hunt for the noble savage who had no notions of nobility -- to the Machiguenga of Peru, the Hadza of Tanzania, the Quichua of Ecuador, the Khazax in Mongolia, the Mapuche in Chile, the Sangu of Tanzania, the Orma of Kenya, the Aché of Paraguay, and the Lamelara of Indonesia.
Did their assumptions fare better abroad? "We can summarize our results as follows. First, the canonical model is not supported in any society studied," Joseph Henrich writes. Backed into the corner of common sense, Henrich admits that, contrary to the expectations of researchers, "preferences or expectations [of players in these games] are affected by group-specific conditions, such as social institutions or cultural fairness norms." Translation: No society consists of relentless profit pursuers, unconsciously trying to flood the gene pool; rather, individuals are almost invariably governed by a desire for fairness as filtered through the particular conditions of their society.
Rather than give up and look elsewhere for a more suitable theory, Darwinian game theorists assume that their failure to substantiate the theory is a sign of its enviable plasticity. How, then, to incorporate irrational desires for fairness into a theory that assumes we are all merely selfish genes writ large?
The solution, evidently, is to say the irrational desires that contradict Darwinian presuppositions are also the result of natural selection. So Henrich conjectures that "long-run evolutionary processes governing the distribution of genes and cultural practices could well have resulted in a substantial fraction of each population being predisposed in certain situations to forgo material payoffs in order to share with others, or to punish unfair actions, as our experimental subjects did."
"Yes, but how do we know natural selection was really the cause?" one asks.
The answer seems to be that whatever has survived must be the most fit; therefore whatever exists must have been the result of natural selection. Fairness exists; therefore, it must be the result of natural selection. Q.E.D.
It is always convenient to have a theory that cannot possibly be proved wrong. And so the Darwinian game theorists forge ahead, unshaken in their confidence that the theory stands firmer than ever, whatever the results of their research may indicate. "Many of us prefer to explain our generous actions simply by invoking our good character. We feel better if we help others and share with them. But where does this inner glow come from? It has a biological function." So it must be the case that "social emotions such as friendship, shame, generosity and guilt prod us toward achieving biological success in complex social networks" ("The Economics of Fair Play"). Undaunted by the failure of their predictions, the authors triumphantly announce that as a result of their efforts, humanity has reached a new scientific plateau, "a stage at which we can formalize" the effects of natural selection governing our decision-making mechanisms by using "game-theory models that can be analyzed mathematically and tested experimentally." Moral science has finally come of age.
The Search for Homo Hobbesianus
Contrary to the claim of Darwinian game theorists that they are on the cutting edge of science, the ultimate source of their presuppositions and procedures is modernity’s first great materialist and avowed enemy of the natural law, Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679).
Like the new Darwinians, Hobbes tried to wipe away the complexity of human morality by reducing human beings to desire-driven machines. We can "put for a general inclination of all mankind," wrote Hobbes in his Leviathan, "a perpetual and restless desire of power after power, that ceaseth only in death." This desire for ceaseless power is, at heart, the desire for physical self-preservation at all costs.
Homo hobbesianus is the source of both Homo economicus and Homo darwinianus, the first expressing the desire for self-preservation through the desire for profit, the second through the desire to propagate. Darwinism is often spoken of as if it were an entirely original discovery; in fact, it is merely part of the peculiar current of modern thought that has its headwaters in Hobbes’s work. Darwin did not empirically verify the struggle for survival in nature at large and then apply it to human nature. Quite the contrary: He read Hobbes’s materialistic account of human nature back into nature at large.
This becomes clearer when we examine Hobbes’s famous "state of nature," a fictional condition in which human beings, abstracted from all actual social, natural, and moral connections, relentlessly pursue individual self-preservation. "Notions of right and wrong, justice and injustice have there no place," Hobbes wrote. Such moral niceties are no part of our natural condition. Indeed, the state of nature is really "a state of war" in which "the life of man [is] solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short."
According to the tenets of Darwinism, the categories of right and wrong are epiphenomena of genetic drives: Nature is itself amoral. In Hobbes’s "state of nature" -- and it is remarkable how often Darwin used this same phrase in his Origin of Species -- the only rule is self-preservation at all costs, and this ceaseless conflict is the fuel firing the engine of evolution.
This explains why the Darwinian game theorists hoped to flush out the real causes underneath the apparent moral complexity of human beings by colliding human particles in a moral vacuum -- that is, under the abstract conditions of contrived games. These games merely aim at constructing newer models of the abstract and unreal conditions that define Hobbes’s state of nature. Like Darwin and Hobbes, Darwinian game theorists assume that the desire for fairness must ultimately be the result of the amoral desire of organisms to preserve and reproduce their genes.
The Darwinian game theorists are also animated by the very Hobbesian ambition of constructing a new moral science. Hobbes was in a swoon over the precision of Galileo's new mechanistic account of motion. He thought that by reducing human beings to inert projectiles hurtling through a vacuum he could instill moral science with a similar precision.
Reading the game theory literature, one sees a similar desire -- the desire to discover the "fundamental principles governing our decision-making mechanisms" so that they can be "analyzed mathematically and tested experimentally." The literature is filled to overflowing with abstract, impenetrable mathematical and logical equations standing in the place of ordinary speech about human things.
The Darwinian game theorists do not seem to understand that their gain in precision comes about only as a result of jettisoning the actual complexity of human moral desires and actions. Simply invoking mathematical formulae does not a moral science make. The various sciences are defined by what they study. If scientists distort what they study in an effort to gain precision, that does not make them either more scientific or more precise. If human moral desires and actions are actually complex, it is the moral scientist’s duty to take that complexity as his beginning point rather than to deny it in an effort to shoehorn the facts into a cherished theory.
Over and above all of this, there is no evident connection between the Darwinian assumption that human beings are relentlessly driven to propagate their genetic line and the actual structure of the game theorists’ experiments. The games, as games, could just as easily be used to (1) test the strength of a nun’s vow to poverty, (2) demonstrate the tendency to sin unless punished, (3) show that human beings, even under the abstract condition of games, exhibit a natural desire for fairness, (4) undermine Darwin’s theory that natural selection drives all moral decisions, and so forth.
Natural Selection vs. Natural Law
Perhaps the most remarkable feature in the literature about Darwinian game theory is the tenacious unconcern expressed by the theorists themselves whenever the facts uncovered by their games run counter to the expectations of their theory. This continued confidence in the face of the evidence plagues Darwinism at large. Even when faced with strong contradictory evidence -- such as the lack of intermediate species in the fossil record, the stark differences in embryological development, the speed with which evolution would have to work given the time available, the inability to give convincing accounts of morphological transformation, and, above all, the complex nature of actual biological structures -- Darwinists remain convinced that, whatever the facts, the simple principle of natural selection must be the cause.
But when Darwinian game theorists carry this habit of confidence into the moral arena, much more is at stake. The result is pernicious. If, as Sigmund, Fehr, and Nowak assure us in "The Economics of Fair Play," behind all moral complexity "stands the evolutionary program commanding us to survive and to procreate," so that "social emotions such as friendship, shame, generosity and guilt" can safely be reduced to sub-moral impulses that "prod us toward achieving biological success in complex social networks," then we ought to latch directly onto the real principle at work -- biological success -- and cast off the moral window dressing. In short, we ought to take evolution into our own hands. That is just what the bravest of the Darwinians are now counseling us to do.
In contrast to Darwinism, the theory of natural law assumes that human beings are distinct from all other animals. As St. Thomas Aquinas argued in his Summa Theologiae, human beings alone among the animals have "a share of the Eternal Reason," since they are made in the image of God, and "this participation of the eternal law in the rational creature is called the natural law." Such reasoning assumes that human nature is permanently defined and that all human beings are of the same species, subject to the same moral dictates of the natural law. Thus, for example, "Do not murder is a moral command rooted in and defined by the nature of the human species.
Darwinism, on the other hand, must treat the human species as something accidentally cobbled together by natural selection. The result: Species distinctions can no longer provide moral distinctions. That explains why cutting-edge Darwinians like Peter Singer reject the natural law assertion that human beings are morally distinct. According to Singer, a full-grown gorilla has more rights than a newborn human baby -- especially if the newborn is somehow deformed or handicapped, in which case he may be dispatched without compunction as "unfit."
The insane simplicity of attempting to explain human morality by means of natural selection results in the inability to make moral distinctions at all. In Darwinian game theory, this amorality is hidden -- perhaps even from the game theorists themselves -- by the abstract conditions of the game. But the abstraction itself is no game. By making self-preservation-at-all-costs the only intelligible virtue, the theorists leave behind the actual complexity of human nature -- a complexity that includes the desire for fairness.
Benjamin D. Wiker is a senior fellow at the Discovery Institute and the author of the new book, The Darwin Myth: The Life and Lies of Charles Darwin (Regnery, 2009). This article originally appeared in the May 2002 issue of Crisis Magazine.
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Why the vs.? 
I don't quite understand why Natural Selection has to be set against Natural Law.
Do we really have to think that natural law is programmed exclusively into our souls and not in our bodies as well?
Doesn't it make sense that God would generate our bodies through a process that would encode in them the behavioral tendencies to live as he intended?  -Peter Freeman 
"The Darwinian Sky is Falling!" 
Actually, the behavior discovered by this experiment falls right in line with what we would expect from Natural Law AND prior game theory experiments: behavior which is "tit for tat," a behavior described for the Prisoner's Dilemma game that has been found through "Darwinian game theorist" modeling to be a stable strategy. Basically, people (or animals) cooperate until cheating is discovered, at which point they retaliate or at least stop cooperating. This is the kind of behavior of which Jesus said "Do not the pagans do the same?" Surely some of this behavior could have evolved. Does everything people do have to do with their souls? No: if we are hungry, we eat. 
Also, why exactly is evolution the whipping boy in this article about work done by political scientists and economists? "Darwinian" game theorists got this whole field from economics, and know that, and have said that before every game theory talk I've gone to. Evolutionary biologists have used game theory to understand virus population booms and immunology and lizard mating habits and other things like that. It's not really about trying to disprove Natural Law. Not sure why Darwin has to be a whipping boy here; even believers in the Natural Law are free to believe in evolutionary biology. Scientists interested in testing models usually test the simplest model first. The "humans are always totally selfish" is the easiest to test and therefore the first to test. It's the one I would test, and I am a Natural Law-believing Catholic. Even if I don't think it's true, I see that it needs to be ruled out before proceeding. Now the behavior scientists will come up with other models and test them. This is what people do with several models, both ecological, behavioral, and evolutionary. It's not a grand Darwinian conspiracy. 
I do think some of the work done to try to explain how moral behavior evolved is rather silly and contrived, that the results are often overstated and over-interpreted, and that game theory has its limits, but this article is not really addressing them. These experimenters tested their simplest model (a hypothesis) and disproved it. Now they get to test something more complicated. That's how science works. I don't appreciate the overuse, and wrong use of the adjective "Darwinian," either. These experimenters are called "game theorists" or "behavioral scientists," or "political scientists," and using "Darwinian" as a scare word diminishes the value of this article on a field of science that Catholics should know about and understand. If the book this article talks about is over-reaching, the authors should be taken to task, but by someone who is not unnerved by the very idea of trying to test and understand human behavior. Heck, they should be happy: we believe in the Natural Law, not just random impulses, so trying to figure out a human constant behavior is actually quite in line with Catholic thought. I was really excited by this article's title, and then really frustrated by its content and approach. It is wrong for people (generally not game theorists themselves) to use game theory results to say "There is no God! There is no soul! There is no right or wrong!" We need to fight this preposterous misinterpretation that is leading people astray and propping up Cultural Relativism, but not by being appalled by the very idea of modeling or game theory. -HBanan 
I second HBanan on this one 
This article seems to have a "keep your science out of my religion" mentality that strikes me as un-Catholic compared to my lifelong experience of faith and science in harmony- from family (Dad is a biotech computer programmer), to parochial schools, to a Jesuit college. I understand that this particular field may be full of superstitious atheist meanies (maybe), but promoting the idea that we should reject offhand anything related to Darwin's theories (and maybe all of science, just to be safe) does more harm than good to the mind of the average Catholic (who probably never has to hear about "Darwinian" Game Theory anyway).
Coming from a hard-science background, I think that game theory (and to some extent, all the social sciences) can be a bit silly in their assumptions/simplifications and often over-reach their jurisdiction. But I trust that most reasonable people take the latest "I've proven how humanity works, using science!" claim with a tablespoon of salt. 
I don't think this type of dramatic reaction is necessary or good for the times when science oversteps its bounds and makes foolish claims about humanity. I say, laugh that one off, and unleash hell when science breaks moral/ethical rules. -Chrissy
... pong 
After reading the previous comments I had to go back and reread parts of the article to make sure I hadn't completely missed what the author was saying. One of the questions asked was why is "evolution the whipping boy?", implying (to me) that there is no obvious connection between the game theory experiments described and Darwinism other than the author's "dramatic reaction."
So what, exactly, were the game theorists seeking to find and did it have anything to do with Darwinian evolution? Based on their own "canonical prediction" it appears that they expected to find at the lowest (most basic) level of human behavior an entirely rational creature without a moral code beyond self-maximization - that is, without a moral code at all. They may not have called this an experiment in evolutionary theory but I don't think it is possible to deny that that's what it was nonetheless. 
The undeniable existence of moral behavior has always been a difficulty for Darwinian evolution to explain and if were shown that it doesn't exist in man's nature but is merely a societal construct then this difficulty is removed. 
I don't necessarily believe the theorists set out to remove this difficulty, nor does it matter. 
Their underlying assumption, however, appears to be that man evolved without a moral code. That surely seems like the basic position of the canonical model - the one "not supported in any society studied."
I don't see this article as attempting to keep science away from religion (nor do I believe the author has any such concern - the Church certainly doesn't) but as a counter move (P-K4) in a game the author believes is being played for "rather high stakes." -Ender 
Re: ...pong 
I think my post was rather unclear. Also, you may have read my words back into HBanan-- HBanan said evolution was the whipping boy; I called the article dramatic. To clarify on my own thoughts:
I do not assume that the author's actual belief is that "we should reject offhand anything related to Darwin's theories (and maybe all of science, just to be safe)"-- rather, that is the tone of the article. It bothered me precisely because I know that the Church has no problem with evolutionary biology. As I said, I know that the Church and authentic science don't contradict one another-- they study different aspects of the same universe made by the same Creator. That's why I was troubled by the idea that the author's aggressive defense of Natural Law against what I perceive as a very minor threat might have the side effect of giving some readers the impression that we should mistrust or reject modern science (and not just the ridiculous offshoots of it).
Ender, you say that "The undeniable existence of moral behavior has always been a difficulty for Darwinian evolution to explain", but I would argue that this is only a difficulty to those who want to apply the theory of evolution to the human will or soul (where it does not belong). This is in no way a challenge to the rise of man as an animal species, who was miraculously endowed with a soul by the Creator God. Meaning, it's no problem for the Church. Evolution, left to its proper use in biology (rather than sociology/psychology/spirituality) is a widely accepted, religion-neutral, highly useful scientific principle and would hate to see it lightly dismissed due to the way it is used in other contexts. Written by Chrissy G 
Wait for it 
Sir, your question is premature. With the triumph of Western "liberalism" and a "free" market increasingly becoming global, morality will continue to take a back sit. But, what should one expect with capitalism now so predatory?
Even in this country, we'll soon be witnessing horrors Dickens could never have imagined. -Athanasius
No apology for Darwin: Vatican official 
http://www.cathnews.com/article.aspx?aeid=9061 
September 17, 2008

A senior Vatican official yesterday said the Catholic Church will not apologise for religious controversies over Charles Darwin and his theory of evolution. 

EarthTimes reports that Archbishop Gianfranco Ravasi was commenting on an appeal by the Church of England's public affairs head that the Church should say sorry for initially misunderstanding the 19th century English scientist's work. 

"It is curious and significant, but also indicates the cultural differences between us," Ravasi, president of the Pontifical Council for Culture, said of the Anglican initiative. 

"Maybe we need to abandon the habit of issuing apologies and treating history as if it were a court always in session," Archbishop Ravasi said. 

He was addressing journalists ahead of a conference entitled Biological Evolution: Facts and Theories. A Critical Appraisal 150 years after The Origin of Species to be held in Rome from March 3 to 7, 2009. 

The congress has been organised by the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome and the University of Notre Dame in Indiana, United States, and will include scientists, philosophers and theologians from around the world. 

Archbishop Ravasi stressed that, unlike many Protestant Christians, the Catholic Church never condemned Darwin nor was his book, the Origin of the Species, placed on the Church's list of banned books. 

Evolution theory "is not incompatible from the outset with the teachings of the Catholic Church, nor the message of the Bible," he said. 

The Rome conference would offer participants an opportunity to debate issues related to evolution on the 150th anniversary of the publication of Darwin's book, Ravasi explained. 

But he also said the wider relationship between religion and science would also be examined. 

Source: Vatican official: Catholic Church doesn't owe Darwin an apology (EarthTimes, 16/9/08) 

Vatican, ally defend legitimacy of evolution (International Herald Tribune, 16/9/08) 

Catholic universities plan scientific examination of evolutionary theory (Catholic News Agency, 16/9/08) 

Scholars Aim to Disprove Darwin. As Theory Turns 150, Scientists Say it’s impossible
http://www.zenit.org/article-27351?l=english 
Rome, October 26, 2009
As the theory of evolution turns 150 years old, one group of scholars is calling it a scientific impossibility.
After a year of conferences celebrating the 150th anniversary of Darwin's 1859 book, "On the Origin of Species," a Nov. 9 conference is planned to provide empirical proof to debunk evolution.
Rome's Pope Pius V University will host the daylong conference that will present a scientific refutation of evolution theory.
Peter Wilders and H. M. Owen, organizers of the event, told ZENIT that the conference is aimed to "stimulate debate among scientists" and that it is particularly geared to university students.
"Being young, they have less built-in resistance to new data that conflicts with establishment dogma," a statement from the organizers explained.
"Darwinian evolution has become the accepted paradigm of the scientific community," they noted. "New research data that challenges that paradigm is automatically rejected for philosophical rather than scientific reasons.
"Results of recent empirical research published by scientific academies refutes the basic principles of the geological time-scale. It reduces the age of rocks and therefore the fossils in them. The theory of evolution is undergirded by both the time-scale and the age of fossils.
"This evidence from sedimentology harmonizes with the latest findings in genetics, paleontology, physics, and other scientific disciplines. The implications of this research are fatal for Darwinism."
According to Russian sedimentologist Alexander Lalamov, "Everything contained in Darwin's 'Origin of Species' depends upon rocks forming slowly over enormous periods of time. The November conference demonstrates with empirical data that such geological time is not available for evolution."
Recently returned from a geological conference in Kazan, sedimentologist Guy Berthault will present the findings of several sedimentological studies conducted and published in Russia. In one of these, the age of the rock formation surveyed was found to be 0.01% of the age attributed to it by the geological time-scale -- instead of an age of 10,000,000 years, the actual age was no more than 10,000 years.
"Contrary to conventional wisdom," Lalamov observed, "these rocks formed quickly, and the fossils they contain must be relatively young. This finding contradicts the evolutionary interpretation of the fossil record."
According to U.S. biophysicist Dean Kenyon, "Biological macroevolution collapses without the twin pillars of the geological time-scale and the fossil record as currently interpreted. Few scientists would contest this statement. This is why the upcoming conference concentrates on geology and paleontology. Recent research in these two disciplines adds powerful support to the already formidable case against teaching Darwinian macroevolution as if it were proven fact."
"The Scientific Impossibility of Evolution" conference is being held in direct response to Benedict XVI's request that both sides of the evolution controversy be heard.
Thomas Seiler, a participant in the conference, said: "In the light of astounding new scientific breakthroughs, particularly in geology, we hope the worldwide scientific community will acknowledge the overwhelming evidence against the theory of evolution."
Abstracts of the presentations: http://sites.google.com/site/scientificcritiqueofevolution/

Scientists disprove earliest apelike human ancestor

http://trak.in/news/scientists-disprove-earliest-apelike-human-ancestor/17773/ 
Washington, October 28, 2009 (ANI)
In a new research, scientists have disproved the theory that the 50-million-year-old fossil of an "apelike" creature, discovered in 1992 in what is now northern Africa, was the earliest human ancestor, which adds weight to the idea that our earliest ancestors arose in Asia, not in Africa.
The ancient Algeripithecus has long been seen as the strongest evidence that humans and apes originated in Africa.
Now, according to a report in National Geographic News, a new study of the 3-ounce (85-gram) fossil species has determined that Algeripithecus was nothing like an ape, after all.
Discovered in 1992 in what is now northern Africa, Algeripithecus is considered to be the oldest known ancestor of apes on that continent.
But, the new analysis suggests the creature belonged to another ancient primate group, the crown strepsirhines.
Crown strepsirhines, which are not related to humans, gave rise to modern-day lemurs, galagos, and lorises.
Asia is the only other known region where ape ancestors have been found. Whether apes arose there or in Africa is a "hotly contested issue" in the study of ancient primates, according to the study.
The Africa theory rests heavily on Algeripithecus, now apparently exposed as a non-ape.
Other than Africa, Asia is the most logical ape "birthplace," said study leader Rodolphe Tabuce, of France’s University of Montpellier.
Algeripithecus fossils were first found in 1992 by researchers from France’s University of Montpellier at the Glib Zegdou site in northeastern Algeria.
The French team has continued to unearth new, and more Algeripithecus fossils, notably skull fragments and jawbones, some nearly complete.
The jaw and skull of Algeripithecus lack classic apelike features, such as distinct teeth, according to the study.
Instead, Algeripithecus’ jawbone has a long, thin formation, which the study says is "entirely compatible" with a "toothcomb," comb like lower front teeth used for grooming-common in strepsirhines, including modern lemurs.
Despite the new evidence, Algeripithecus is still a crucial figure in early primate evolution-but instead as one of the oldest known examples of a crown strepsirhine, the study said.
According to evolutionary anthropologist Blythe Williams, the study’s findings are helpful for scientists tracing how apes became human.
The new study does "focus our attention on Asia"-though it’s impossible to say yet if apes originated there, she said.

The Dark Side of Darwin's Legacy 
http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1942483,00.html 
By Eben Harrell, November 24, 2009
This year marks the 200th anniversary of the birth of Charles Darwin, and Nov. 24 marks the 150th anniversary of the publication of On the Origin of Species, the landmark work in which Darwin laid forth his theory of natural selection. While celebrations have emphasized the British naturalist's giant role in the advancement of human progress, British political journalist Dennis Sewell is not convinced. In a new book, The Political Gene: How Darwin's Ideas Changed Politics, he highlights how often — and how easily — Darwin's big idea has been harnessed for sinister political ends. According to Sewell, evolution is scientifically undeniable, but its contribution to human well-being is unclear. 
Should we reassess Darwin's legacy?
Bicentennial celebrations have portrayed Darwin as a kindly old gentleman pottering around an English house and garden. What that misses is the way his ideas were abused in the 20th century and the way in which Darwin was wrong about certain key issues. He asserted that different races of mankind had traveled different distances along the evolutionary path — white Caucasians were at the top of the racial hierarchy, while black and brown people ranked below. [Racism] was a widespread prejudice in British society at the time, but he presented racial hierarchy as a matter of science. He also held that the poor were genetically second-rate — which inspired eugenics. (See a photo-essay on Darwin.)
In your research, you found vestiges of this warped way of thinking in an unexpectedly modern setting: school shootings.
Pekka-Eric Auvinen, a Finnish schoolboy who murdered eight people at his high school in November 2007, wrote on his blog that "stupid, weak-minded people are reproducing ... faster than the intelligent, strong-minded" ones. Auvinen thought through the philosophical implications of Darwin's work and came to the conclusion that human life is like every other type of animal life: it has no extraordinary value. The Columbine killers made similar arguments. One of the shooters, Eric Harris, wore a "Natural Selection" shirt on the day of the massacre. These are examples of how easily Darwin's writings can lead to very disturbed ways of thinking.

You believe that Darwin should continue to be taught in schools. But how can we teach Darwin and also teach that humans are somehow exceptional in the natural world? Wasn't his great breakthrough to show that humans, like all animals, share a common origin?
I think we have to decide what status we are going to give to the human race. Most of the world's religions hold that human life is sacred and special in some way. In teaching our common descent with animals, we also have to examine what is special about human beings, and why they deserve to be treated differently and granted certain rights.

Are you concerned that your ideas will be trumpeted by the creationist movement?
Science is a big enough interest group. It can look after itself. (Read "The Ever Evolving Theories of Darwin.")
We understand now that eugenics was an illegitimate science, so why even worry about it today?
The thinking behind eugenics is still present. Many senior geneticists point to a genetically engineered future. As the technology for this falls into place, there has also been an explosion of the field of evolutionary psychology that tries to describe every element of human behavior as genetically determined. What we will begin to see is scientists arguing for the use of genetics to breed out certain behavioral traits from humanity. 

Is it that you oppose artificial selection in principle, or that you feel scientists are still too far away from a full understanding of genetics to be making such decisions?
Who is going to make the value judgment of what is human enhancement and what makes a human better? I don't feel comfortable with such judgments being left to scientists.

All things considered, do you believe Darwin was a great luminary in the path of human progress?
What has the theory of evolution done for the practical benefit of humanity? It's helped our understanding of ourselves, yet compared to, say, the discovery of penicillin or the invention of the World Wide Web, I wonder why Darwin occupies this position at the pinnacle of esteem. I can only imagine he has been put there by a vast public relations exercise.

Read more: http://www.time.com/time/health/article/0,8599,1942483,00.html#ixzz0Xvow9y6j
Darwin's idea has cost lives - The naturalist is a secular saint yet he has left a legacy of mass sterilisation and murder, argues Dennis Sewell 
http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/features/f0000503.shtml 
4 December 2009
We have heard a great deal during this year's bicentennial celebrations about Charles Darwin's magnificent achievements, but very little about the great naturalist's catastrophic errors. This is a shame, because anyone who gives their name to an -ism or becomes the centre of a personality cult should always have their intellectual legacy scrutinised in its entirety. 
Although his work has inspired subsequent generations of scientists to make great strides in advancing our knowledge of the natural world, Darwin's ideas have also fathered some of the most grotesque instances of man's inhumanity to man. 
Darwin's decision to represent as a scientific fact that the several races of mankind had travelled different distances down the evolutionary path - that white Europeans were, in short, more highly evolved than Africans or Australian Aborigines - has had appalling consequences. Today, Darwin's supporters frequently make light of his racial views, claiming that he was no more racist than the average upper-middle-class gentlemen of his day, and warning that we should not try to impose the politically correct attitudes of our own times on to the past. But Darwin's racism was very different from that of his contemporaries.

Though any Victorian Englishman might have regarded himself as socially superior to the lawless, savage tribes he encountered throughout the Empire, only Darwin - as the man who discovered evolution by natural selection - could provide an underpinning for racial superiority in biology and evolutionary science. Only Darwin could establish the notion of a hierarchy of races as a scientific orthodoxy that would prevail through much of the following century.
In the autumn of 1906 a group of the most eminent figures in American science decided to give the New York public an object lesson in human evolution. They put a 23-year-old African from the Congo on display in the monkey-house of the Bronx Zoo alongside an orang-utan and a gorilla, presenting the unfortunate young pygmy as the missing link between ape and human. I have found that many people are not in the least surprised to hear of this appalling violation of a person's dignity, perhaps believing such outrages were common in the United States before the Civil Rights Movement of the Sixties. Yet black people had been entitled to vote in New York State for more than a century by the time this Congolese pygmy was put on such humiliating display.

The scientists responsible defended their actions in Darwinian terms. As a member of one of the "lower races" in the evolutionary scale, the pygmy was closer to a dog or a pig than to a white New Englander, therefore his life should be accorded a different value. Certainly the organisers of the exhibit felt no more compelled to ask for the pygmy's consent than to obtain the permission of the orang-utan or the gorilla to their incarceration and display. 
In any case, Darwin had shown that human life was not qualitatively different from animal life, and Darwin's theories, it was stressed, were "no more contestable than the multiplication tables". 
Truths that America's founding fathers had held to be self-evident - that all men were created equal and endowed with certain inalienable rights - were now scorned as gross sentimentalities that had been overtaken by Darwinian science. Within a decade the self-styled "scientific racialists" had begun to classify other groups as genetically inferior. Immigrants from Spain and Italy were held to be a threat to the quality of the American gene pool and spurious scientific evidence was adduced to "prove" that Jewish immigrants were near-imbeciles whose admission in large numbers might lead to a lowering of the average level of intelligence of the American people. In fact, this cohort of Jewish immigrants would go on to supply more Nobel Prize winners than any other immigrant group. But in the early Twenties it was the voice of the genetic-alarmists in the science establishment that prevailed and the US Congress imposed strict quotas on the admission of Jewish and south European immigrants. One unforeseen consequence of the quotas was that many Jews seeking to escape Nazi persecution in the Thirties found the doors to the United States barred to them.
Nowhere were Charles Darwin's teachings on racial evolutionary hierarchy taken up with more enthusiasm than in Nazi Germany itself, where they were used to support a taxonomy of an Aryan master race and expendable subhumans. Darwin was originally popularised in Germany through the efforts of his friend and collaborator Ernst Haeckel, whose slogan "politics is applied biology" became a founding principle of National Socialist ideology. Darwin's racial theory may not be a sufficient condition in explaining the Holocaust (and the part played by Christian anti-Semitism should certainly not be ignored) but a strong case can be made that it was a necessary one. The part played by leading German geneticists in both the early growth of the Nazi Party and in pressing for the extermination of the Jews is one of the few under-explored areas in the history of the period.
Darwin's second catastrophic error was to promote the view that the poorest sections of society were genetically inferior to the educated middle class and that most, if not all, the traits that led to pauperism were hereditary. Darwin's analysis generated a fear that if the working class continued to breed faster than the middle class, then the society would continue down a spiral of genetic degeneration. 
It was this fear that animated the eugenics movement, which in Britain was largely led by members of Darwin's own family. His son, Leonard, became the chairman of the Eugenics Society, agitating for the establishment of flying squads of scientists with powers of arrest over the poorest third of the population. The plan was that anyone deemed "unfit" by these tribunals would be segregated in colonies or sterilised to prevent them breeding. Fortunately, the eugenicists did not get all they wanted in Britain. Nevertheless, they did succeed in getting measures passed by Parliament that led to the imprisonment without trial of more than 40,000 people. Many were detained for "moral imbecility" - having children out of wedlock, committing petty crimes, or displaying homosexual inclinations. Some would remain incarcerated for 20 years.
In the United States the eugenicists did succeed in getting compulsory sterilisation laws passed in 33 states. At least 60,000 Americans were forcibly sterilised and perhaps a further 100,000 bullied into consenting to the procedure. The last state to revoke its eugenic sterilisation statute did so in 1982.
Denied the powers they sought to sterilise large numbers of the British working class, our home-grown eugenicists turned to promoting contraception and abortion as alternative means to limit the fertility of those they and their supporters on the Fabian Left termed the "problem class" or "social residuum". Marie Stopes was one of the most fanatical eugenicists. She obsessed over the slightest genetic imperfection and even disinherited her own son because he chose a bride who wore glasses. Her money and her clinics were left to the Eugenics Society instead. 
The Abortion Law Reform Association (ALRA) was founded by three leading eugenicists, housed in the offices of the Eugenics Society, and funded by a cash grant from the society. David Steel has publicly acknowledged the crucial part played by the ALRA in the passage of the 1967 Abortion Act and has paid particular tribute to the contribution of Vera Houghton, who was a vice-president of the Eugenics Society in the year the Bill went through. Both of David Steel's medical advisers also had long associations with the eugenics movement. But any Catholic caught pointing out these connections nowadays risks being labelled a conspiracy theorist.
Although many of today's scientists admit Darwin did make some terrible mistakes, not all do.
It would be a mistake to imagine that "scientific racialism" and eugenics have entirely gone away. The fierce controversy over alleged racial differences in IQ that came to a head with the publication of The Bell Curve in 1994 will seem tame compared to the coming furore - perhaps only a few years off - when evolutionary psychologists start claiming they have found racial differences in moral traits such as honesty, criminality, mendacity and so on. Meanwhile, genetic science has now progressed to the point where scientists are already predicting that before long they will be in a position to re-design humanity at will - not only in terms of physical constitution and appearance, but in terms of moral inclination and political outlook too. 
What will it mean to be human then? 
The Political Gene: How Darwin's Ideas Changed Politics by Dennis Sewell is published by Picador, £16.99 

Darwinism: is it a threat to the Catholic faith? Clive Copus and Stratford Caldecott debate the theory of evolution 
http://www.catholicherald.co.uk/features/2010/08/18/darwinism-and-the-faith/ 
By Stratford Caldecott & Clive Copus, August 18, 2010 
Dear Stratford,

I’d like to begin by briefly outlining why I believe this issue is so important. 
You do not need me to remind you of the huge problems afflicting our society: the annual slaughter of the unborn, the increasing perception of the elderly as a burden, the high incidence of depression among our young people, often manifested in self-harming. The root cause is the increasingly widespread belief that human life has no ultimate meaning, value or purpose, and this in turn derives from our society’s rejection of the supernatural.

The Church, of course, has the answer to these problems, but, in the current climate, it is increasingly difficult for her to obtain a hearing. Child sex abuse scandals do not help in this regard, but the problem goes much deeper. The Church is no longer taken seriously because many people regard Christianity as the intellectual equivalent of a fairy tale. Secularists make no secret of the belief system that underpins this view: Darwinian evolution. If, as Darwin held, life is simply the unintended consequence of natural selection acting on random mutations, there really is no need to invoke God as the ultimate cause of our existence, or to seek any meaning in life beyond the struggle to survive and procreate.

Let me summarise what the Catechism teaches on these matters. It states in paragraph 295 that “God created the world according to his wisdom. It is not the product of any necessity whatever, nor of blind fate or chance”; and, in paragraph 356: “He [Man] is the only creature that God has willed for its own sake.” Paragraph 36 teaches that ‘…God, the first principle and last end of all things, can be known with certainty from the created world by the natural light of human reason’. If there is one thing that the Pope and Richard Dawkins ought to be able to agree on, then, it is that Darwinian theory and Catholic teaching are diametrically opposed.

However, the response of many in the Church has been to accept the Darwinian view at face value, and to attempt to reconcile it with the Church’s teachings. These attempts invariably entail an acknowledgement that we are the products of natural selection acting on random mutations, coupled with an assertion that God set this process in motion. This deist conception of God effectively reduces Him to the status of a cosmic lottery player, and mankind to His rollover jackpot prize. Not surprisingly, it is viewed with disdain by most Darwinians, who recognise that, if you don’t require God as part of the explanation, there really is no reason to include Him at all. As their high priest, Richard Dawkins, succinctly put it: Darwin made it possible to be an intellectually fulfilled atheist.

Best wishes, Clive

* * * * *

Dear Clive,

Eloquently put. I find myself having some sympathy with your concerns, but I cannot go along with your conclusions. Certainly I agree that in our highly secularised society Catholic teaching can seem to many people like a fairy tale. That is understandable. As C S Lewis came to see after a famous conversation with Tolkien, it is like a fairy tale. But it also happens to be true.

Let me start my side of the argument, as you did yours, with the Catechism. You cite three sections that you say prove the incompatibility of Catholicism with Darwinism. They do nothing of the sort. Take paragraph 295, which states that the world “is not the product of any necessity whatever, nor of blind fate or chance”. What the Catechism has in mind here – as the context makes clear – is the creation of the world from nothing. That would apply whether evolution takes place or not. The question is, why does anything exist at all? Why do the laws of nature, whatever they are, describe a real world? If everything evolved out of energy, where did the energy itself come from – or the many physical constants and laws that seem to determine the way it develops and how it acts? God is the answer to that question. According to para 301: “He not only gives them being and existence, but also, and at every moment, upholds and sustains them in being, enables them to act and brings them to their final end.”

In para 283, the Church in fact seems quite well-disposed towards the theory of evolution: “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. These discoveries invite us to even greater admiration for the greatness of the Creator, prompting us to give him thanks for all his works and for the understanding and wisdom he gives to scholars and researchers.”

As you say, man is deliberately willed by God (para 356), and in fact God’s providential care extends to all His created works, not just man. Why could that care not include some provision for the evolution of species? In para 302 we learn that “Creation has its own goodness and proper perfection, but it did not spring forth complete from the hands of the Creator. The universe was created “in a state of journeying” (in statu viae) toward an ultimate perfection yet to be attained, to which God has destined it.” The question is left open whether this “journeying” from imperfection includes some kind of evolutionary process. Surely that is a matter for empirical investigation.

You rightly disdain the idea that God simply set the process in motion, which then proceeded by random mutation without any further involvement on His part. But the Catechism talks of God sustaining things in being and bringing them to their final end, not merely letting them get on with it. He does the same with us individually. Believers know that the “random” events that happen to us each day form part of a wise order in which we are led towards God. Perhaps the same applies to genetic mutations.

Best wishes, Stratford

* * * * *

Dear Stratford,

Thank you for your response. I take your points about the Catechism, although it seems to me that paragraph 295 encompasses more than just the world in the limited sense of land and sea, as it refers to God making creatures to share in His being. But, while I accept that the Church has not dismissed the notion of evolution in the broadest sense, I remain of the view that the Catechism does not – and cannot – endorse the Darwinian version, because it is incompatible with her view that all creatures (including Man) have been willed by God. If God wills something, it cannot also be attributed to chance.

Further, we should not underestimate the difficulty of formulating a philosophically and scientifically robust “non-Darwinian” version of evolution that is compatible with Church teaching. 
First, such theories invariably assume the existence of God. So, for example, you say that believers “know” that random events form part of a wise order in which we are led towards God. That may be true, but it will cut little ice with the unbelievers we are trying to reach out to. Further, such theories are generally unable to demonstrate that Darwinism is a causally inadequate explanation, so they have no grounds for invoking God as an additional causal factor in the evolutionary process. It follows that, if God is not required to explain evolutionary change, the best that they can do is demonstrate that evolution does not preclude the possibility of His existence, and that is an extremely weak philosophical basis for theism.

This huge concession to materialism is actually quite unnecessary. As you say, these are matters for empirical investigation, and modern science has taught us that what sets life apart from “non-life” is information. The genetic code – or DNA – is nothing less than an astonishingly complex set of instructions on how to build a human being. Sets of instructions do not (and cannot) evolve by natural selection acting on random mutations. By analogy, undirected natural causes can place letters on a scrabble board, but they cannot arrange them as meaningful words or sentences. To obtain a meaningful arrangement requires an intelligent agent.

This is not “god of the gaps”, as critics of Intelligent Design often allege. Rather, it is a straightforward inference to the best explanation, based on what we know about the origin of complex, specific and functional information. It does not simply assume the existence of God, and it dovetails neatly with traditional Church teaching that we can know Him from creation.

When Einstein demonstrated that the universe must have had a beginning, he provided compelling evidence for the traditional Christian view that it was created. Now science is providing compelling evidence that man was designed, just as the Church has always held.

Faith and reason do indeed go hand in hand, but there should be no room for outdated Darwinian materialism in this relationship.

Best wishes, Clive

* * * * *

Dear Clive,

First, I question your assertion that “if God wills something, it cannot also be attributed to chance”. To attribute something to chance is simply to say that there is no cause known to science, no particular reason for the event. “Chance” is not an entity that might be responsible for the event: it is just an admission of ignorance. But a theist might well see the hand of God in a concatenation of circumstances that in scientific terms “just happened”. For God is the orchestrator of chance. As I said before, we believe that events are governed by a wise order, and God’s will is the source of that order, as it is of the very existence of things. So there is no conflict here. A thing may happen “by chance” and yet be willed by God, or at least permitted by God.

Similarly, we are not invoking God as an additional causal factor simply because Darwinism (to use that shorthand name) is inadequate. Whether the theory of evolution by natural selection is inadequate or not is for scientists to determine within their own terms of reference. Let us assume for the sake of argument that some future supercomputer, fed with all the assumptions of science and information about the early state of the universe, could model exactly how complex life forms developed from simple molecules under environmental pressure. Even then, God would still be needed to ground the existence of every stage in the process, and the laws that govern it. God is the Act of Being.

I am not arguing for Darwinian materialism. Writers like Richard Dawkins and Daniel Dennett seem to think evolution is the “theory of everything”. It isn’t. I am simply saying that a theory of evolution is not necessarily incompatible with a Christian understanding of providence and design. Professor Ernan McMullin, for example, argues that we should take a closer look at St Augustine’s idea of “primordial seeds” or “seminal reasons”. His view was that God implanted in nature, from the beginning, the potential to unfold into the various species or families of creatures. We can trace these “seeds” back to the ideas in the mind of God, and then follow the way they unfolded in time through the process of evolution. The forms of creatures pre-existed in God, in other words, and the world was designed in such a way that they would emerge from it in due time.

In order to make sense of this today, we need to rescue notions of formal and final causality that have fallen into oblivion. I think this is part of what is meant by the “broadening of reason” the Pope was calling for in his Regensburg speech back in 2006.

Best wishes, Stratford

* * * * *

Dear Stratford,

Thanks for your reply. Are you saying that mankind was merely permitted to come into existence by God? I am fairly sure that this is not the meaning of “willed” intended by paragraph 356 of the Catechism; nor does it accord with the teaching of the Scriptures. It does, however, highlight the dangers of attempting to reconcile Church teaching with the Darwinian view. Indeed, I hope that I am not being too melodramatic if I say that it leads to one of the most fundamental principles of our faith being compromised. Further, it makes it much more difficult to make the case for the uniquely precious and privileged status of humanity that is the basis for the Church’s teachings on everything from abortion to social justice.

The concept of “primordial seeds” is interesting but it is similar to your own “wise order applying to genetic mutations” in that it assumes the existence of God, and then tries to find a role for Him in the evolutionary process. The difficulty with this is that if, as Darwinists claim, that process works perfectly well without any divine input, why should we invoke God at all? Unless, therefore, we can show that Darwinism is unable to explain particular features of the natural world, we will never be able to develop a convincing case for God’s role in creation.

As I have already mentioned, Darwinism cannot account for the existence of biological information. Pointing up its inadequacies is, however, only half the battle: we also need to make a positive case for the design alternative. The key to this is the relatively simple and straightforward insight that only a designer – that is, an intelligent agent – could be responsible for the information in DNA. The beauty of this approach is that it does not simply assume the existence of God; nor does it try to accommodate Him within an essentially materialist framework that could manage perfectly well without Him.
In one sense, there is nothing particularly new or radical in this: it is simply an updated and powerful restatement of St Thomas Aquinas’s argument from design. It is only “controversial” to the extent that secular philosophy had assumed that Darwin had rendered the design argument (and God) obsolete, and is therefore unable to come to terms with its re-emergence. The Church, of course, should have no such problems, but seems strangely reluctant to endorse it. Perhaps, however, that should form the basis of another discussion.

Best wishes, Clive

* * * * *

Dear Clive,

Your patience with me is appreciated. The main point I want to make is one made by Cardinal Christoph Schönborn in Chance or Purpose (and Conor Cunningham in his forthcoming Darwin’s Pious Idea) – that people on all sides of the debate tend to make dubious philosophical assumptions without realising they are doing so. The problem with Intelligent Design approaches is that they make God into an agent within the cosmos, missing the point that he is not a cause within the world, like other causes investigated by science. God is a different type of cause: the cause of the world as such. This does not mean that God merely “permits” the development of a new species. He actively wills it, but he brings it about and shapes its ends by a kind of “vertical causation” that is not amenable to scientific investigation.

Evolutionists are just as bad. The scientific case for macro-evolution does not appear to be as strongly established as many of them would like us to believe. James Le Fanu in Why Us? argues that evolutionary science and genetics are on the brink of a paradigm shift. I am not qualified to judge the scientific debate, but it is clear to me that many exponents of evolution assume their theory must be a complete explanation not for good scientific reasons but because of their ill-founded commitment to atheistic materialism.

Daniel Dennett’s blockbuster, Darwin’s Dangerous Idea, denies that biological information needs a conscious creator. There are no instructions from on high, just molecules and chains of molecules that combine and recombine in different ways, leading to the replication (with occasional variations) of certain cells. The accumulation of “positive mutations” over time remains hypothetical, it has not been demonstrated, and yet Dennett’s faith in evolution is religious in its fervour. What is more, he assumes the human mind is a product of material evolution, even though our conscious experience is itself clearly a non-material phenomenon. I am left feeling that while evolution may indeed occur, it cannot offer a complete account of reality, and there are plenty of hints that an even bigger idea will be needed to take science to the next level.

So perhaps we are not so far apart after all. I recommend Joseph Bolin’s booklet Darwin and Evolution (CTS) for a more developed discussion of many of the points we have raised. Among other things, he says that St Thomas’s view of creation “leaves room for a natural sequence such as evolution in the created world, whereby one type of living being comes from another”. Brolin also distinguishes the view that evolution is a fact from the theory that natural selection and random mutation constitute the principal cause of evolution.
The jury is still out. What we can be sure of is that human beings are not the product of “chance” alone but are willed by God, in love and for love.

Best wishes, Stratford

Clive Copus is a director of the Prolife Alliance. The views expressed here are his and not those of the Alliance. Stratford Caldecott is the editor of Second Spring and the author of Beauty for Truth’s Sake. He lives in Oxford
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