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“The Lord does nothing without telling His servants the prophets” (Amos 3:7). Thus did the prophet Amos guarantee that in every generation God would raise up prophets to interpret the “signs of the times” correctly.  But St. Paul in his letter to the Thessalonians added that while God’s people should “despise not prophesy,” they should “test everything and hold fast” only to “what is good” (1 Thessalonians 5:21-22). To which St. John the Beloved added that we should “believe not every spirit, but try the spirits if they be of God: because many false prophets are gone out into the world” (1 John 4:1).

The Magisterium of the Church has already ruled that St. Symeon the New Theologian, St. Hildegard of Bingen, St. Bridget of Sweden, Venerable Maria of Agreda, and Blessed Anne Catherine Emmerich were true prophets, the last of whom bore witness to the truth of the Mosaic account of creation and the early history of mankind in the face of Enlightenment skepticism that heaped scorn upon Divine Revelation.  When the Queen of Prophets appeared at Fatima, she then warned of the errors of Russia which would spread throughout the world. The greatest of these errors was evolutionism, which in its atheistic form denied God’s existence and in its theistic form denied the perfect beauty, truth, and goodness of His character.

To those conversant with spiritual warfare, it is not surprising to learn that at the very moment that Our Lady warned the faithful against the “errors” of Russia, the same errors were being introduced surreptitiously into Catholic academia.  Indeed, less than two years after the Miracle of the Sun at Fatima, when the three child-seers had had their last public encounter with the Queen of Prophets, Teilhard de Chardin, the future prophet of a “new Christianity” centered on evolution, had a pivotal, life-changing mystical encounter with what he later called “the Thing.”  Describing his experience in the third person, Chardin wrote that:
the Thing swooped down. . . Then, suddenly, a breath of scorching air passed his forehead, broke through the barrier of his closed eyelids, and penetrated his soul.  The man felt he was ceasing to be merely himself; an irresistible rapture took possession of him as though all the sap of all living things, flowing at one and the same moment into the too narrow confines of his heart, was mightily refashioning the enfeebled fibers of his being . . . And at the same time the anguish of some superhuman peril oppressed him, a confused feeling that the force which had swept down up him was equivocal, turbid, the combined essence of evil and goodness . . .

“You called me here: here I am” [said “the Thing”].  “Grown weary of abstractions, of attenuations, of the wordiness of social life, you wanted to pit yourself against Reality entire and untamed . . . I was waiting for you in order to be made holy.  And now I am established on you for life, or for death . . . He who has once seen me can never forget me: he must either damn himself with me or save me with himself.”[1]
In the light of these revelations, it is not surprising to learn that Teilhard held that even “evil spiritual powers” are the “living instruments” of Christ [2]  In the decades that followed, in his work as a paleontologist and theologian, Teilhard opposed every tenet of the traditional Catholic doctrine of creation with a new tenet of a new evolutionary creed.
The Fathers, Doctors, Popes and Council Fathers in their authoritative teaching had all distinguished between God’s work of fiat creation and the natural order of providence which only began after the creation was finished with the creation of Adam and Eve.  Teilhard asserted that the creation and providence had always been “fused” together.

The Magisterium had always held that the different kinds of creatures had been created by “fiat.”  But Teilhard insisted that everything had come into existence through an evolutionary process.

The Magisterium had defined that Adam was created body and soul, and Eve from Adam’s side.  But Teilhard asserted that human evolution was “an indisputable fact of modern science.”

The Magisterium had taught that the first created world was complete and harmonious and that Original Sin brought human death, disease and deformity into the universe.  But Teilhard protested that “[Original sin] drags us back inexorably into the overpowering darkness of reparation and expiation.”[3]
In 1962, Cardinal Ottaviani, then head of the Holy Office, issued a monitum*, stating that De Chardin’s books were full of “serious errors that offend Catholic doctrine” and warning all bishops and seminary rectors to keep his books out of their libraries and especially out of the hands of the young.  But De Chardin’s works exerted a powerful influence on the progressive bishops and their theological advisors throughout the Second Vatican Council.  
Historian Roberto De Mattei has noted that:
The discussion of schema XIII [Gaudium et Spes] revealed how strong Teilhard de Chardin’s influence was on the council. The name of the French paleontologist frequently resounded in the hall. On October 22, Archbishop Hurley of Durban, saluted “the illustrious son of the Church, Teilhard de Chardin,” and compared his eschatology with that of St. Paul. On October 26, Bishop Otto Spulbeck, bishop of Meissen, stressed the great influence of Teilhard de Chardin on the modern scientific world . . . [4]
The final text of Gaudium et Spes** strongly reflected Teilhard’s influence, going so far as to assert that:

the human race has passed from a rather static concept of reality to a more dynamic and evolutionary one (5) . . . Man is on the way to a more thorough development of his personality, and to a growing vindication of his own rights. (41) . . . We are witnesses of the birth of a new humanism, one in which man is defined first of all by his responsibility to his brothers and toward history (55).

The Pope had made clear that the Second Vatican Council was a pastoral council and that none of its pronouncements were infallible unless so stated – except for those that reaffirmed doctrines previously defined.  
A Preliminary Note was inserted before the text of Gaudium et Spes, which explained that:

In view of the conciliar practice and pastoral purpose of the present Council, the sacred Synod defines matters of faith and morals as binding on the Church only when the Synod itself openly declares so.[6]
No better example could be given of the necessity of this clarification than the Teilhardian propositions from Gaudium et Spes.  How could the Catholic Church teach that the human race had “passed” from a “static concept of reality” to a “more . . . evolutionary one,” when the Magisterium had always taught that a natural law exists which flows from an unchanging human nature?  How could “rights” be determined in an objective manner, when the “evolutionary concept of reality” rejects the very notion of an unchanging human nature?  And how could the Church approve of the perverse notion that man is defined first by his responsibility to his brothers and toward history and not by his responsibility toward God, his Creator and Redeemer?  Only by subordinating these statements to the prior infallible teaching of the Church on the nature of man and his relationship with God could these Teilhardian statements in Gaudium et Spes be prevented from sowing seeds of confusion and error in the minds of the faithful.

Teilhard de Chardin and the Religion of Antichrist
The fundamental difference between Teilhard de Chardin’s theistic evolutionary concept of god and the true Catholic doctrine on the divine nature is that the god of theistic evolution is not the perfect, transcendent, unchanging Creator, Redeemer, and Sanctifier of the world.  Instead, the god of evolution is identified with the world.  Thus, the god of evolution did not create a perfectly harmonious world out of nothing for man in the beginning of time – nor did the character of that world change because of the Original Sin of Adam, requiring the transcendent God to assume a human nature and atone for the sins of the world.  On the contrary, the god of theistic evolution intentionally uses demons, death, destruction, mutation, struggle for existence and extinctions to evolve his handiwork, providing the energy and intelligence to accomplish the biological “leaps” that undirected material processes cannot achieve.  In the evolutionary view, as summarized by popular author Ken Wilber, Jesus is not the Second Person of the Most Holy Trinity made man, but a “spiritual guide” who helps all human beings, without exception, to become sons and daughters of God.  According to Wilber:

Jesus’ primary religious activity was to incarnate in and as his followers, in the manner, not of the only historical Son of God (a monstrous notion), but of a true spiritual Guide helping all to become sons and daughters of God . . . there are three essential strands as revealed in the Gnostic Gospels: 1) “Self-knowledge is knowledge of God; the [highest] self and the divine are identical.” 2) “The ‘living Jesus’ of these texts speaks of illusion and enlightenment, not of sin and repentance.” 3) “Jesus is presented not as Lord but as spiritual guide.”[5]
Catholic doctrine holds that God created a perfectly harmonious world for man in the beginning. According to theistic evolution, however, perfection has never existed in the past.  Perfection lies at the “Omega point” in the future; and the god of evolution uses everything that happens to reach that “Omega point.”  Catholic doctrine holds that man was created in the state of grace, sharing in God’s very own life, until sin separated Adam and Eve from God and deprived them of grace.  However, in the theistic evolutionist system of Teilhard de Chardin:
grace represents a physical super-creation.  It raises us a further rung on the ladder of cosmic evolution.  In other words, the stuff of which grace is made is strictly biological.[6]
One of Teilhard’s favorite themes was that the evolution of the individual man had come to an end and had given way to a collective evolution of mankind. According to Teilhard, this collective evolution requires the erection of some kind of global government that will guide mankind to its ultimate fulfillment.  Both of these themes appear in Gaudium et Spes, which boldly asserted that the eradication of war:  
requires the establishment of some universal public authority . . . endowed with the effective power to safeguard, on behalf of all, security, regard for justice and respect for rights. (82)

The traditional teaching of the Church has always been that the tranquility of order is achieved through the social reign of Christ the King, and not through merely human efforts or institutions.  However, after Gaudium et Spes, Pope Paul VI hailed the United Nations as the “last great hope for concord and peace” . . . and exhorted the world to “Let unanimous trust in this institution grow, let its authority increase . . . “[7] 
Pope St. John Paul II reinforced this new attitude, expressing the “esteem of the Apostolic See and the Catholic Church for this institution” . . . and hailing the United Nations as “a great instrument for harmonizing and coordinating international life.”[8]
That the “coordination of international life” by the United Nations might not be favorable to the glory of God or to His Church has become increasingly apparent, as the various agencies of the United Nations use their moral authority and financial resources to advance the anti-culture of death, promoting godless sex education, sexual immorality, abortifacient contraception and abortion, while hailing as “rights” sins which cry out to heaven for vengeance and undermining traditional morality throughout the world. To make matters worse, the champions of global government have intensified their efforts to enforce these “rights” through an International Criminal Court which will have authority over the whole world.

Seemingly undeterred by the prospect of having abortion and other unnatural “rights” enforced on Catholic nations by the ICC, the Vatican ambassador to the United Nations hailed the establishment of the Court as a substantial contribution to the “rights of all men and women”:

The creation of an International Criminal Court is a very important initiative which will touch upon the rights and lives of nations and communities . . . May almighty God bless our efforts to so that future generations will look upon this Court as a substantial contribution to respect for law and for the rights of all men and women throughout the world.[9]
Theistic Evolution and the New World Order
According to Teilhard de Chardin, the evolution of consciousness and global government must be accompanied by a new religion that will bring all prior religions to their fulfillment. Teilhard even waxed poetic over the exciting evolutionary breakthroughs that could be achieved as man – dare we add, through his enlightened global government? – discovers how to manipulate his “biological” make-up to assist in his own evolution.  Enraptured by the possibilities opened up by atomic fission and the detonation of the first atomic bomb, Teilhard asked:

Was it not simply the first act, even a mere prelude, in a series of fantastic events which, having afforded us access to the heart of the atom, would lead us on to overthrow, one by one, the many other strongholds which science is already besieging?  The vitalization of matter by the creation of super-molecules.  The remodeling of the human organism by means of hormones.  Control of heredity and sex by manipulation of genes and chromosomes.  The readjustment and internal liberation of our souls by direct action upon springs gradually brought to light by psychoanalysis.  The arousing and harnessing of the unfathomable intellectual and effective powers still latent in the human mass.[10]
In the fifty years since The Future of Mankind was published, the world has seen plenty of “remodeling of the human organism by means of hormones” in the form of birth control pills – resulting in the deaths of a quarter of a billion tiny children each year by conservative estimates, ten times the number of children murdered in surgical abortions. During the same period, the world has witnesses an orgy of “control of heredity and sex” not so much by the manipulation of genes as by the destruction of tens of millions of little girls (for the crime of being girls) and of children of both sexes for the crime of having some real or imagined genetic defect.  And as to the “liberation of our souls” through “psychoanalysis,” there is no doubt that the psychologist and psychiatrist have replaced the priest and confessor as the liberators of souls, offering secular humanist counseling and drugs in place of Catholic teaching and the life-giving sacraments.  Moreover, the fulfillment of Teilhard’s vision has been accomplished in large part through the work of that “last great hope for concord and peace,” the United Nations.

Towards the Omega Point
Since “the stuff of which grace is made is strictly biological,” in Teilhard’s system, it is not a gift of participation in the divine nature, conferred upon our first parents at creation or restored to souls through baptism.  It is a by-product of evolution.  Even Christ is “saved by evolution” since His incarnation is a product of the same evolutionary process by which He, according to Teilhard, evolves the entire universe to its cosmic fulfillment. Indeed, in this system, even atheists participate in the evolutionary process which propels them along with adherents of the Catholic religion towards the “Omega point.”  Of Marxism and Christianity, Teilhard wrote:

The two extremes confronting us at the moment, the Marxist and the Christian, each a convinced believer in his own particular doctrine . . . [must be] we must suppose, fundamentally inspired with an equal faith in Man . . . Is it not incontestable that despite all ideological differences they will eventually, in some manner, come together on the same summit? . . . for in the nature of things everything that is faith must rise, and everything that rises must converge.[11]
This brand of Teilhardian theistic evolutionism has become the predominant religious belief of the champions of global government and a New World Order.  Transpersonal psychologist Ken Wilber, a favorite of such globalist luminaries as Bill Clinton and Al Gore, has become one of the most widely translated academic authors in the United States by peddling an elaborated version of Teilhard’s theistic evolutionary religion. Wilber rejoices that Teilhard’s vision of the Omega point:

as a future attractor for present evolution – a notion borrowed from Schelling and Hegel – freed many Christians from the impossible mythic belief in a literal Garden of Eden and a morbid fixation (a Romantic death wish) to the long-deceased past.[12]
Wilber credits Teilhard with hastening the Western world’s acceptance of the most important shift in modern thought – from

The idea of history as devolution (or Fall from God) . . . [to the idea] of history as evolution (or a growth toward God) . . . Evolution is simply Spirit-in-action, God in the making, and that making is destined to carry all of us straight to the Divine.[13]
The appeal of this way of thinking to powerful individuals and groups seeking a justification for harsh measures deemed necessary to hasten mankind’s “growth toward God” appears starkly in the statements of Adolf Eichmann at the end of his life. As Hitler’s choice to implement the “final solution” and eliminate as many Jews as possible, Eichmann was kidnapped from South America after the Second World War and taken to Israel to stand trial for crimes against humanity.  As he awaited execution, he was interviewed several times by a Lutheran pastor who sought to reconcile him with God before his death.  Eichmann repeatedly dismissed the pastor’s call to faith and repentance, arguing that he believed in the god of evolution who had used millions of years of struggle for existence to evolve the first human beings.  Rather than take responsibility for his part in the murder of hundreds of thousands of human beings, Eichmann insisted that such actions were an inevitable part of the evolutionary process which would be overcome, not through repentance and conversion to a new life in Christ, but through evolution, which would gradually transform human nature, willy-nilly, over aeons of time.

Reading the works of Wilber and his fellow travelers brings home how much the architects of the New World Order resemble Eichmann and his Nazi colleagues in their willingness to use whatever means will achieve their evolutionary ends.  The cooperation of Church leaders in the establishment of a godless global government supported by a Teilhardian one-world religion is suicidal; it shockingly demonstrates what Sister Lucia of Fatima referred to as the “diabolical disorientation” of our times.

The material in this article has been taken from the book Genesis through the Eyes of the Saints which is available at this link as an e-book.  
Notes 

[1] Quoted in Fr. SERAPHIM ROSE, Genesis Creation and Early Man (Platina, CA: St. Herman of Alaska Brotherhood, 2000), p. 580.

[2] TEILHARD DE CHARDIN, Christianity and Evolution, 184-185.

[3] TEILHARD DE CHARDIN, Ibid, pp. 70-80.

[4] ROBERTO DE MATTEI. The Second Vatican Council: The Unwritten Story, p. 387

[5] KEN WILBER, quoted in SERAPHIM ROSE, Genesis, Creation and Early Man (Platina, CA: St. Herman Brotherhood, 2000), pp. 571-572.

[6] TEILHARD DE CHARDIN, quoted in Teilhardism and the New Religion, WOLFGANG SMITH, p. 217.

[7] PAUL VI, Address to the United Nations, October 4, 1965.

[8] JOHN PAUL II, Address to the United Nations, October 5, 1995.

[9] RENATO MARTINO, Osservatore Romano, June 17, 1998.

[10] TEILHARD DE CHARDIN, The Future of Mankind, p. 149.

[11] Ibid, pp. 198-199.

[12] K. WILBER, quoted in S. ROSE, Genesis, Creation and Early Man (Platina, CA: St. Herman Brotherhood, 2000), p. 565.

[13] K. WILBER, quoted in S. ROSE, op. cit., p. 562.

**GAUDIUM ET SPES-ON THE CHURCH IN THE MODERN WORLD PAUL VI, VATICAN COUNCIL II DECEMBER 7, 1965

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/GAUDIUM_ET_SPES-ON_THE_CHURCH_IN_THE_MODERN_WORLD.doc
CAN DOCUMENTS OF THE MAGISTERIUM OF THE CHURCH CONTAIN ERRORS? 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CAN_DOCUMENTS_OF_THE_MAGISTERIUM_OF_THE_CHURCH_CONTAIN_ERRORS.doc
HAS VATICAN COUNCIL II REALLY BEEN MISINTERPRETED BY SOME CATHOLICS-OR NOT 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/HAS_VATICAN_COUNCIL_II_REALLY_BEEN_MISINTERPRETED_BY_SOME_CATHOLICS-OR_NOT.doc
THERE ARE AMBIGUITIES IN VATICAN COUNCIL II-BISHOP ATHANASIUS SCHNEIDER 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THERE_ARE_AMBIGUITIES_IN_VATICAN_COUNCIL_II-BISHOP_ATHANASIUS_SCHNEIDER.doc
VATICAN COUNCIL II TEXTS WERE MISINTERPRETED-POPE BENEDICT XVI 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/VATICAN_COUNCIL_II_TEXTS_WERE_MISINTERPRETED-POPE_BENEDICT_XVI.doc
VATICAN COUNCIL II-LUMEN GENTIUM-CLARIFICATIONS YET TO BE MADE 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/VATICAN_COUNCIL_II-LUMEN_GENTIUM-CLARIFICATIONS_YET_TO_BE_MADE.doc
CRITICIZING VATICAN COUNCIL II-IS IT HERESY? 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/CRITICIZING_VATICAN_COUNCIL_II-IS_IT_HERESY.doc
STEVE RAY ON THE DOCUMENTS OF VATICAN COUNCIL II 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/STEVE_RAY_ON_THE_DOCUMENTS_OF_VATICAN_COUNCIL_II.doc
AN ANALYSIS OF THE COUNTERFEIT SPIRIT OF VATICAN II-FR FINBARR FLANAGAN 

http://ephesians-511.net/docs/AN_ANALYSIS_OF_THE_COUNTERFEIT_SPIRIT_OF_VATICAN_II-FR_FINBARR_FLANAGAN.doc
THE FRANCIS EFFECT & WHO AM I TO JUDGE-THE SPIRIT OF VATICAN COUNCIL II 
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/THE_FRANCIS_EFFECT_&_WHO_AM_I_TO_JUDGE-THE_SPIRIT_OF_VATICAN_COUNCIL_II.doc
New Age guru Marilyn Ferguson found the French Jesuit priest/paleontologist Teilhard de Chardin to be the single most influential individual in the thinking of 185 New Agers who she surveyed when writing ‘The Aquarian Conspiracy’, a manifesto on the New Age Movement. 

Most named in order of frequency was de Chardin at number 1 with psychologist C. G. Jung at number 2
In the 3rd February 2003 Vatican Document Jesus Christ the Bearer of the Water of Life, A Christian Reflection on the New Age he is ranked as New Ager No. 1. “No one has contributed more to the merger of science and religion than the French priest/ paleontologist Teilhard de Chardin. Treated as an apostate by the Vatican, banned from teaching, and forbidden to publish his writings, the controversial Jesuit, who was known as the father of the New Age… expounded ‘a new theology’ leading to the ‘awakening to a collective superconsciousness… [and] a new age of the earth’,” say Dave Hunt & T. A. McMahon in The Seduction of Christianity, 1985, page 77

“In his writings- considered unorthodox and suppressed by the Roman Catholic Church- Teilhard talked about multiplicity and unity; the one, the many. Matter and energy, said the priest, are a single principle, two aspects of one energy. And he considered spirit to be a function of matter… In fact, he was not even afraid to speak of matter becoming spirit: ‘There is in the world neither spirit not matter: the ‘stuff of the universe’ is rather spirit-matter’,” says Russell Chandler in Understanding the New Age, 1988, pages 186, 187.
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While he may have been sympathetic toward an unconditional Incarnation, Fr. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, S.J., was not a Scotist. At any rate, since his name comes up in discussing the primacy of Christ, especially when using the biblical titles of Alpha and Omega, we do well to keep the solid reflections of the great Catholic philosopher Dr. Dietrich von Hildebrand in mind. I post it here in full. -Fr. Maximilian

Teilhard de Chardin: A False Prophet
From: Trojan Horse in the City of God
By Dietrich von Hildebrand 
(Franciscan Herald Press, Chicago, Illinois, 1967. Sophia Institute Press, Manchester, New Hampshire, 1993.)

I met Teilhard de Chardin in 1949 at a dinner arranged by Father Robert Gannon, S.J., then president of Fordham University. Previously, the noted scholars Father Henri de Lubac and Msgr. Bruno de Solages had highly recommended him to me. I was, therefore, full of expectations. After the meal, Father Teilhard delivered a long exposition of his views.

Teilhard’s lecture was a great disappointment, for it mani​fested utter philosophical confusion, especially in his conception of the human person. I was even more upset by his theological primitiveness. He ignored completely the decisive difference between nature and supernature. After a lively discussion in which I ventured a criticism of his ideas, I had an opportunity to speak to Teilhard privately. When our talk touched on St. Augustine, he exclaimed violently: “Don’t mention that unfortunate man; he spoiled everything by introducing the supernatural.” This remark confirmed the impression I had gained of the crass naturalism of his views, but it also struck me in another way. The criticism of St. Augustine, the greatest of the Fathers of the Church, betrayed Teilhard’s lack of a genuine sense of intellectual and spiritual grandeur.

It was only after reading several of Teilhard’s works, however, that I fully realized the catastrophic implications of his philosophical ideas and the absolute incompatibility of his theology fiction (as Etienne Gilson calls it) with Christian revelation and the doctrine of the Church.

Teilhard was not a careful scientist
Many Catholics view Teilhard de Chardin as a great scientist who has reconciled science with the Christian faith by introducing a grandiose new theology and metaphysics that take modern scientific findings into account and thus fit into our scientific age. Although I am not a competent judge of Teilhard as a scientist, this opinion may be questioned without expertise. For one thing, every careful thinker knows that a reconciliation of science and the Christian faith has never been needed, because true science (in contradistinction to false philosophies disguised in scientific garments) can never be incompatible with Christian faith. Science can neither prove nor disprove the truth of the faith. Let us also note several judgments of Teilhard by outstanding scientists.

Jean Rostand has said of Teilhard’s works: “I have argued that Teilhard did not cast the slightest light on the great problem of organic evolution.” Sir Peter Medawar, the No​bel Prize winner, speaks of Teilhard’s mental confusion and the exaggerated expression that borders, he says, on hysteria. He insists that The Phenomenon of Man is unscientific in its procedure. Sir Peter adds that Teilhard’s works in general lack scientific structure, that his competence in his field is modest, that he neither knows what a logical argument is nor what a scientific proof is, that he does not respect the norms required for scientific scholarship.

Thus, since the halo surrounding Teilhard is not unrelated to the opinion that he was a great scientist, it should be noted that his scientific accomplishments are, at the very least, controversial. My purpose here, however, is to examine Teilhard’s philosophical and theological thought and its bearings on Christian revelation and the doctrine of the Church. I wish to make it clear from the beginning that writing on Teilhard is no easy matter. I do not know of another thinker who so artfully jumps from one position to another contradictory one, without being disturbed by the jump or even noticing it. One is driven therefore to speak of the underlying trend of his thought, to identify the logical consequences of the core of his doctrine – of what was dearest to him.

Teilhard fails to grasp the nature of the person
One of the most striking philosophical shortcomings of Teilhard’s system is his conception of man. It is a great irony that the author of The Phenomenon of Man should completely miss the nature of man as a person. He fails to recognize the abyss separating a person from the entire impersonal world around him, the wholly new dimension of being that a person implies.

Teilhard sees “self-consciousness” as the only difference between man and a highly developed animal. But a comparison of the limited type of consciousness that can be observed in animals with the manifold aspects of a person’s consciousness shows instantly how wrong it is to regard the latter as merely an addition of self-consciousness. Personal consciousness actualizes itself in knowledge – in the luminous consciousness of an object that reveals itself to our mind, in the capacity to adapt our mind to the nature of the object (adequatio intellectus ad rem), in an understanding of the object’s nature. It also actualizes itself in the process of inference, in the capacity to ask questions, to pursue truth, and last, but not least, in the capacity to develop an I-thou communion with another person. All of this implies a completely new type of consciousness, an entirely new dimension of being.

But this marvel of the human mind, which is also revealed in language and in man’s role as homo pictor (imaginative man, man as artist),is altogether lost on Teilhard because he insists on viewing human consciousness as merely an awareness of self that has gradually developed out of animal consciousness.

The schol​astics, on the other hand, accurately grasped the dimensions of personal consciousness by calling the person a being that possesses itself. Compared with the person, every impersonal being sleeps, as it were; it simply endures its existence. Only in the human person do we find an awakened being, a being truly possessing itself, notwithstanding its contingency.

Teilhardian “fusion” of persons is impossible
Teilhard’s failure to appreciate the person again comes to the fore when he claims in The Phenomenon of Man., that a collective consciousness would constitute a higher state of evolution:

The idea is that of the earth not only becoming covered by myriads of grains of thought but becoming enclosed in a single thinking envelope so as to form, functionally, no more than a single vast grain of thought on the sidereal scale.

Here several grave errors are combined. First, the idea of a non-individual consciousness is contradictory. Second, it is wrong to suppose that this impossible fiction could con​tain something superior to individual personal existence. Third, the idea of a “superconsciousness” is, in fact, a totalitarian ideal: It implies an absolute antithesis to true community, which essentially presupposes individual persons.

The existence of a human person is so essentially individual that the idea of fusing two persons into one or of splitting one person into two is radically impossible. It is also impossible to wish to be another person. We can only wish to be like another person. For at the moment we became the other person we would necessarily cease to exist. It belongs to the very nature of the human being as person that he re​main this one individual being. God could annihilate him, though revelation tells us that this is not God’s intention. But to suppose that a human being could give up his individual character without ceasing to exist, without being annihilated by that act, amounts to blindness to what a person is.

Some men claim to experience a kind of “union with the cosmos” which “enlarges” their individual existence and presents itself as the acquisition of a “superconsciousness.” In reality, however, this union exists only in the consciousness of the individual person who has such an experience. Its content – the feeling of fusion with the cosmos – is in reality the peculiar experience of one concrete person, and in no way implies a collective consciousness.

Our consideration of Teilhard’s ideal of the “col​lective man” reveals that he fails to understand not only the nature of man as person but also the nature of true communion and community. True personal communion, in which we attain union much deeper than any onto​logical fusion, presupposes the favorable individual character of the person. Compared to the union achieved by the conscious interpenetration of souls in mutual love, the fusion of impersonal beings is nothing more than juxtaposition.

Teilhard does not recognize the hierarchy of being
Teilhard’s ideal of “superhumanity” – his totalitarian conception of community – shows the same naive ignorance of the abyss that separates the glorious realm of personal existence from the impersonal world. It also reveals his blindness to the hierarchy of being and to the hierarchy of values. Pascal admirably illuminated the incomparable superiority of one individual person to the entire impersonal world when to his famous remark, “Man is but a reed, the most feeble thing in nature,” he added the words, “but if the universe were to crush him, man would still be more noble than that which killed him. He knows that he dies, and the advantage which the universe has over him. The universe knows nothing of this.”

Another aspect of Teilhard’s blindness to the essentially individual character of the person is his inordinate interest in man as species. Again he overlooks the differences between humans and mere animals. A dominant interest in the species is quite normal as long as one deals with animals, but it becomes grotesque when human beings are involved. Kierke​gaard brought out this point when he stressed the absolute superiority of the individual human being to the human species. Teilhard’s own approach is betrayed by his attitude toward the atomic bombing of Hiroshima. The “progress” of humanity which he sees in the invention of nuclear weapons matters more to him than the destruction of in​numerable lives and the most terrible sufferings inflicted on individual persons.

It is true that time and again Teilhard speaks of the per​sonal and of the superiority of the personal over the impersonal. Indeed, he often explicitly rejects the possibility that the existence of the individual person will dissolve. He writes, for instance, in Building the Earth: “Since there is neither fusion nor dissolution of individual persons, the center which they aspire to reach must necessarily be distinct from them, that is, it must have its own personality, its autonomous reality.” Yet just a few pages later we find him rhapsodizing: “And lastly the totalization of the individual in the collective man.” Teilhard then explains how this contradiction will dissolve in the Omega: “All these so-called impossibilities come about under the influence of love.”
Teilhard tries to eliminate antitheses
It has recently become fashionable to accept contradictions as a sign of philosophical depth. Mutually contradictory elements are regarded as antagonistic as long as the discussion remains on a logical level, but are considered unimportant as soon as it reaches the religious sphere. This fashion does not do away with the essential impossibility of combining contradictories. No number of modish paradoxes, of emotional effusions, of exotically capitalized words can conceal Teilhard’s fundamental lack of understanding of the nature of the person. The notion of the “personal” in Teilhard’s system is stripped of any real meaning by the system’s underlying pantheism. In Teilhard’s thought “collective man” and the “totalization” of man represent an ideal that is objectively incompatible with the existence of the individual person – or, rather, that necessarily implies the annihilation of the person.

His monistic tendency leads him to try to liquidate all real antitheses. He wants to keep the integrity of the person, but raves about totalization. He reduces all contraries to different aspects of one and the same thing, and then claims that the antithetical nature of the propositions in question is due merely to the isolation or overemphasis of a single aspect. Yet by reading Teilhard closely, one can always detect his primary concern and see where he is going.

A passage comparing democracy, communism, and fascism in Building the Earth illustrates this. A superficial reading of the passage (which, incidentally, contains several excellent remarks) might give the impression that Teilhard does not deny the individual character of man. A closer, critical study against the background of other passages clearly reveals not only an impossible attempt to link together individuality and totalization, but also Teilhard’s intention, what his main ideal is, where his heart is. It is, once again, with totalization, with superhumanity in the Omega.

Teilhard misunderstands communion and community
The penchant for liquidating antitheses also sheds light on Teilhard’s false conception of the community, of the union of persons. It is all conceived upon the pattern of fusion in the realm of matter, and thus misses the radical difference between unification in the sphere of matter and the spiritual union that comes to pass through real love in the sphere of individual persons. For Teilhard, love is merely cosmic energy: “That energy which, having generally agitated the cosmic mass, emerges from it to form the Noosphere, what name must be given to such an influence? One only – love.” A man who can write that has obviously failed to grasp the nature of this supreme act which, by its very essence, presupposes the existence both of a conscious, personal being and a thou.

Teilhard leaves no place for love
There is no place in the unanimity and harmony of Teilhard’s totalitarian communion for a real giving of oneself in love. This unanimity and harmony is actualized through a convergence into one mind; it thus differs radically from the concordia, from the blissful union of which the Liturgy of the Mandatum speaks: “Congregavit nos in unum Christi amor.” (The love of Christ has gathered us into one.) The latter is not a “co-thinking,” but rather a mutual, reciprocal love and a unification in Christ based on the per​sonal love-response which every individual gives to Christ.

In a monistic world, there is absolutely no place for the intentio unionis (the intention of union) and the intentio benevolentiae (good will) proper to real love. For in such a world “cosmic energy” moves everything independently of man’s free response. When we interpret things that are merely analogous as constituting an ontological unity, or when we use as literal and univocal a term that is analogous, we necessarily bar the way to a real understanding of the being in question. Every monism is ultimately nihilistic.

Teilhard misses the difference between matter and spirit
Another grave philosophical error is closely linked to Teilhard’s conception of man: his failure to grasp the radical difference between spirit and matter. Teilhard deals with energy as though it were a genus and then proceeds to make matter and spirit two differentiae specificae (distinct species) in this genus. But there is no genus energy. Energy is a concept applicable to both of these radically different realms of being only in terms of analogy. Teilhard does not understand this; he even speaks of the “spiritual power of matter.”

Teilhard forces reality to fit into his system
Teilhard, then, is the type of thinker who indulges in constructions and hypotheses without caring much about what is “given.” Maritain once said: “The main difference be​tween philosophers is whether they see or do not see.” In Teilhard, there is much imagination but no intuition, no listening to experience. From this comes his attempt to project consciousness into inanimate matter – a project for which there is simply no foundation apart from Teilhard’s desire to erect a monistic system. Instead of listening to experience, to the voice of being, he arbitrarily infuses into the being in question whatever corresponds to his system. It is indeed surprising that a man who attacks traditional philosophy and theology for abstractness and for trying to adjust reality to a closed system should himself offer the most abstract and unrealistic system imaginable into which he attempts to force reality, thereby following the famous example of Procrustes.

The ambiguity underlying Teilhard’s thought also emerges in a passage that accuses Communism of being too materialistic, of striving only for the progress of matter and, consequently, ignoring spiritual progress. His admirers might point to this passage as proof that Teilhard clearly distinguishes between matter and spirit and acknowledges the superiority of the latter.

Actually, it proves no such thing. Teilhard always distinguishes between matter and spirit, but he regards them as merely two stages in the evolutionary process. Physical energy becomes – is transformed into – spiritual energy. But to regard the difference between the two as simply stages of a process – or, as we may put it, to regard the difference as a “gradual” one – is utterly to fail to understand the nature of the spirit. Again, monism prevents an understanding of reality and creates the illusion of being able to combine what cannot be combined.

Teilhard implicitly denies man has free will
Teilhard’s incomprehension of man’s nature is further evidenced in his implicit denial of man’s free will. By grounding man’s spiritual life in an evolutionary process which by definition acts independently of man’s free will and transcends the person, Teilhard clearly denies the decisive role of human freedom. Freedom of will is obviously one of the most significant and deepest marks of a person. Thus, once again, he overlooks the radical difference between man as person and a highly developed animal.

The role of freedom of will emerges decisively in man’s capacity to bear moral values and disvalues. This highest characteristic of man presupposes free will and responsibility. But Teilhard blithely reduces the antithesis between good and evil to mere stages of evolution, to mere degrees of perfection – surely a classic case of philosophical impotence. Moreover, he ignores the critical importance of the moral question, which is strikingly expressed in Socrates’ immortal dictum: “It is better for man to suffer injustice than to commit it.” In Teilhard, the entire drama of man’s existence, the fight between good and evil in his soul, is ignored or, rather, overshadowed by the evolutionary growth toward the Omega.

Teilhardism and Christianity are incompatible
Teilhard’s thought is thus hopelessly at odds with Christianity. Christian revelation presupposes certain basic natural facts, such as the existence of objective truth, the spiritual reality of an individual person, the radical difference between spirit and matter, the difference between body and soul, the unalterable objectivity of moral good and evil, freedom of the will, the immortality of the soul, and, of course, the existence of a personal God. Teilhard’s approach to all of these questions reveals an unbridgeable chasm between his theology fiction and Christian revelation.

Teilhard adapts religion to modern man
This conclusion inescapably follows from Teilhard’s oftrepeated arguments for a “new” interpretation of Christianity. Time and again he argues that we can no longer expect modern man, living in an industrialized world and in the scientific age, to accept Christian doctrine as it has been taught for the last two thousand years. Teilhard’s new interpretation of Christianity is fashioned by asking, “What fits into our modern world?” This approach combines historical relati​vism and pragmatism with a radical blindness to the very essence of religion.

We have considered the myth of modern man throughout this book. It suffices here to insist that man always remains essentially the same with regard to his moral dangers, his moral obligations, his need of redemption, and the true sources of his happiness. 
We have also examined the catastrophic error of historical relativism, which confuses the socio-historical aliveness of an idea with its validity and truth. Now, if it is sheer nonsense to claim that a basic natural truth can be true in the Middle Ages but is no longer so in our time, the absurdity is even greater when the subject is religion.

With a religion the only question that can matter is whether or not it is true. The question of whether or not it fits into the mentality of an epoch cannot play any role in the acceptance or the rejection of a religion without betraying the very essence of religion. Even the earnest atheist recognizes this. He will not say that today we can no longer believe in God; he will say that God is and always was a mere illusion. From the position that a religion must be adapted to the spirit of an epoch there is but a short step to the absurd drivel (which we associate with Bertrand Russell or the Nazi ideologist Bergmann) about having to invent a new religion.

In 1952 letter Teilhard wrote: “As I love to say, the synthesis of the Christian God (of the above) and the Marx​ist God (of the forward) – Behold! that is the only God whom henceforth we can adore in spirit and in truth.” In these remarks the abyss separating Teilhard from Christianity is manifest in every word. To speak of a Marxist God is very surprising to say the least, and would never have been accepted by Marx. But the idea of a synthesis of the Christian God with an alleged Marxist God, as well as the simultaneous application of the term God to Christianity and to Marxism, demonstrates the absolute incompatibility of Teilhard’s thought with the doctrine of the Church. Note, moreover, the words “henceforth” and “can.” They are the key to Teilhard’s thinking and expose unmistakably his historical relativism.

Teilhard’s Christ is not the Christ of the Gospels
In Le paysan de la Garonne, Jacques Maritain remarks that Teilhard is most anxious to preserve Christ. But, adds Maritain, “What a Christ!” It is here, indeed, that we find the most radical difference between the doctrine of the Church and Teilhard de Chardin’s theology fiction. Teilhard’s Christ is no longer Jesus, the God-man, the epiphany of God, the Redeemer. Instead, He is the initiator of a purely natural evolutionary process and, simultaneously, its end – the Christ-Omega. An unprejudiced mind cannot but ask: Why should this “cosmic force” be called Christ?

It would be utter naiveté to be misled by the mere fact that Teilhard labels this alleged cosmogenic force Christ or by his desperate effort to wrap this pantheism in traditional Catholic terms. In his basic conception of the world, which does not provide for original sin in the sense the Church gives to this term, there is no place for the Jesus Christ of the Gospels; for if there is no original sin, then the redemption of man through Christ loses its in​ner meaning.

In Christian revelation, the stress is laid on the sancti​fication and salvation of every individual person, leading to the beatific vision and, simultaneously, to the communion of saints. In Teilhard’s theology, the stress is laid on the progress of the earth, the evolution leading to Christ-Omega. There is no place for salvation through Christ’s death on the Cross since man’s destiny is part of pancosmic evolution.

Teilhard redefines basic Christian doctrine
Teilhard’s conception of man and his implicit denial of free will, his tacit amoralism and his totalitarian collectivism cut him off from Christian revelation – and this notwithstanding his efforts to reconcile his views with the Church’s teaching. He writes: “Yes, the moral and social development of humanity is indeed the authentic and natural consequence of organic evolution.” For such a man, original sin, redemption, and sanctification can no longer have any real meaning. Yet Teilhard does not seem quite aware of this incompatibility:

Sometimes I am a bit afraid, when I think of the transposition to which I must submit my mind concerning the vulgar notions of creation, inspiration, miracle, original sin, resurrection, etc., in order to be able to accept them.

That Teilhard applies the term vulgar, even if not in the pejorative sense, to the basic elements of Christian revelation and to their interpretation by the infallible magisterium of the Church should suffice to disclose the gnostic and esoteric character of his thought. He writes to Leontine Zanta:

As you already know, what dominates my interest and my preoccupations is the effort to establish in myself and to spread around a new religion (you may call it a better Christianity) in which the personal God ceases to be the great neolithic proprietor of former times, in order to become the soul of the world; our religious and cultural stage calls for this.

Not only, then, is the Christ of the Gospels replaced by a Christ-Omega, but also the God of the old and new covenants is replaced by a pantheistic God, “the soul of the world” – and again on the strength of the unfortunate argument that God must be adapted to the man of our scientific age.

Teilhard banishes grace and the supernatural
No wonder Teilhard reproaches St. Augustine for introducing the difference between the natural and the supernatural. In Teilhard’s pantheistic and naturalistic “religion” there is no place for the supernatural or the world of grace. For him, union with God consists principally in assimilation into an evolutionary process – not in the super​natural life of grace which is infused in our souls through baptism.

Why does the one tend to exclude the other? If Teilhard’s notion of a participation in an evolutionary process were reality, it could only be a form of concursus divinus. Yet great and mysterious as is the concursus divinus – that is, the support God gives at every moment of our natural existence, without which we would sink back into nothingness – there is an abyss separating this natural metaphysical contact from grace.

Whether or not Teilhard explicitly denies the reality of grace does not matter much: His ecstasy in the presence of the natural contact with God in the alleged evolutionary process clearly discloses the subordinate role, if any, that he assigns to grace. 
Or, to put it otherwise: After Teilhard has replaced the personal God, Creator of heaven and earth, by God the soul of the world, after he has transformed the Christ of the Gospels into the Christ-Omega, after he has replaced redemption by a natural evolutionary process, what is left for grace? Maritain makes the point admirably. After granting that Teilhard’s spectacle of a divine movement of creation toward God does not lack grandeur, he observes:

But what does he tell us about the secret path that matters more for us than any spectacle? What can he tell us of the essential, the mystery of the Cross and the redeeming blood, as well as of the grace, the presence of which in one single soul has more worth than all of nature? And what of the love that makes us co-redeemers with Christ, what of those blissful tears through which His peace enters into our soul? The new gnosis is, like all other gnoses, ‘a poor gnosis.’

Teilhard inverts the hierarchy of values
In Teilhard we find a complete reversal of the Christian hierarchy of values. For him, cosmic processes rank higher than the individual soul. Research and work rank higher than moral values. Action, as such (that is, any association with the evolutionary process) is more important than contemplation, contrition for our sins, and penance. Progress in the conquest and “totalization” of the world through evolution ranks higher than holiness.

The vast distance between Teilhard’s world and the Christian world becomes dramatically clear when we compare Cardinal Newman’s priorities with Teilhard’s. Newman says in Discourses to Mixed Congregations:

Saintly purity, saintly poverty, renouncement of the world, the favor of Heaven, the protection of the angels, the smile of the blessed Mary, the gifts of grace, the interposition of miracles, the intercommunion of merits, these are the high and precious things, the things to be looked up to, the things to be reverently spoken of.

But for Teilhard it is otherwise:

To adore once meant to prefer God to things by referring them to Him and by sacrificing them to Him. Adoring today becomes giving oneself body and soul to the creator – associating ourselves with the creator – in order to give the finishing touch to the world through work and re​search.

Teilhardism is incompatible with Christianity
Teilhard’s ambiguous use of classical Christian terms cannot conceal the basic meaning and direction of his thought. We find it impossible, therefore, to agree with Henri de Lubac that Teilhard’s theology fiction is a “possible” addition to Christian revelation. Rather, the evidence compels our agreement with Philippe de la Trinité that it is “a deformation of Christianity, which is transformed into an evolutionism of the naturalistic, monistic, and pantheistic brand.”

Teilhard’s theories are based in equivocations
In his works, he glides from one notion to another, creating a cult of equivocation deeply linked with his monistic ideal. He systematically blurs all the decisive differences between things: The difference between hope and optimism; the difference between Christian love of neighbor (which is essentially directed to an individual person) and an infatuation with humanity (in which the individual is but a single unit of the species man). And Teilhard ignores the difference between eternity and the earthly future of humanity, both of which he fuses in the totalization of the Christ-Omega. To be sure, there is something touching in Teilhard’s desperate attempt to combine a traditional, emotional attraction to the Church with a theology radically opposed to the Church’s doctrine. But this apparent dedication to Christian terms makes him even more dangerous than Voltaire, Renan, or Nietzsche. His success in wrapping a pantheistic, gnostic monism in Christian garments is perhaps nowhere so evident as in The Divine Milieu.
Teilhard substitutes efficiency for sanctity
To many readers, the terms Teilhard uses sound so familiar that they can exclaim: How can you accuse him of not being an orthodox Christian? Does he not say in The Divine Milieu, “What is it for a person to be a saint if not, in effect, to adhere to God with all his power?” Certainly, this sounds absolutely orthodox. Nonetheless, his notion of adhering to God conceals a shift from the heroic virtues that characterize the saint to a collaboration in an evolutionary process. Attaining holiness in the moral sphere through obeying God’s commands and imitating Christ is tacitly replaced by an emphasis on developing all of man’s faculties with – this seems the appropriate word – efficiency.
This is clearly the case, although Teilhard veils the point in traditional terminology:

What is it to adhere to God fully if not to fulfill in the world organized around Christ the exact function, humble or important, to which nature and supernature destine it?”

For Teilhard, then, the very meaning of the individual person lies in his fulfillment of a function in the whole – in the evolutionary process. The individual is no longer called upon to glorify God through that imitation of Christ which is the one common goal for every true Christian.

Teilhard’s “religion” is worldly
The transposition of the Cross into the Christ-Omega is also wrapped in apparently traditional terms:

Towards the summit, wrapped in mist to our human eyes and to which the Cross invites us, we rise by a path which is the way of universal Progress. The royal road of the Cross is no more nor less than the road of human endeavor supernaturally righted and prolonged.

Here, Christian symbols conceal a radical transformation of Christianity that takes us out of the Christian orbit altogether into a completely different spiritual climate. Sometimes, however, Teilhard does discard the Christian guise, and openly reveals his true stand. In 1934, in China, he wrote:

If in consequence of some inner revolution, I were to lose my faith in Christ, my faith in a personal God, my faith in the spirit, it seems to me that I would continue to have faith in the world. The world (the value, infallibility, and goodness of the world) this is – definitely – the first and only thing in which I believe.

Teilhard’s optimism wins converts to his views
Yet, clear as is the heterodoxy of Teilhard’s theology, some Catholics have elevated him to the rank of a Doctor, indeed, even a Father of the Church. For many unsophisticated Catholics, he has become a kind of prophet. That “progressive” Catholics relish Teilhard is, of course, not surprising. The “new theologians” and the “new moralists” welcome Teilhard’s views because they share his historical relativism – his conviction that faith must be adapted to “modern man.” Indeed, for many “progressive” Catholics, Teilhard’s transposition of Christian revelation does not go far enough.

But it is astonishing, on the other hand, that many faithful Christians are carried away by Teilhard – that they fail to grasp the complete incompatibility of his teaching with the doctrine of the Church. This popularity, however, becomes less surprising when viewed in the context of our contemporary intellectual and moral climate. In a period familiar with Sartre’s “nausea” and Heidegger’s conception of the essentially “homeless” man, Teilhard’s radiant and optimistic outlook on life comes for many as a welcome relief. His claim that we are constantly collaborating with God (whatever we do and however insignificant our role) and that “everything is sacred” understandably exhilarates many depressed souls. Another reason for such enthusiasm – perhaps more important – is that Teilhard is credited with having overcome a narrow asceticism and false supernaturalism.

Teilhard claims Catholicism disparages nature
There is no doubt that in the past many pious Catholics con​sidered natural goods primarily as potential dangers that threatened to divert them from God. Natural goods – even those endowed with high values (such as beauty in nature and in art, natural truth, and human love) – were approached with suspicion. These Catholics overlooked the positive value that natural goods have for man. They frequently advocated the view that natural goods should only be used, that they should never evoke interest and appreciation for their own sake.

But in this view, they forgot the fundamental difference between natural goods and worldly goods (such as wealth, fame, or success). They forgot that natural goods, endowed as they are with intrinsic value, should not only be “used,” but appreciated for their own sake – that it is worldly goods that should be “used” only.

It cannot be denied, moreover, that this unfortunate oversimplication often gained currency in seminaries and monasteries, notwithstanding the fact that it was never part of the doctrine of the Church.

This is why Teilhard is able with superficial plausibility to accuse the Catholic tradition of disparaging nature; and because he himself praises nature, it is understandable that for many his thought has seemed to be a just appreciation of natural goods.

Teilhard accuses Christianity of dehumanizing man
And Teilhard’s related claim that traditional Christianity has created a gap between humanness and Christian perfection has also impressed many sincere Catholics. In The Divine Milieu he attributes to traditional Christianity the notion that “men must put off their human garments in order to be Christians.”

Again, it cannot be denied that Jansenism reflects this attitude, or that certain Jansenistic tendencies have crept anonymously into the minds of many Catholics. For instance, the arch-Christian doctrine that insists that we must die to ourselves in order to be transformed in Christ has often been given an unwarranted dehumanizing emphasis in certain religious institutions. The view has been encouraged in some monasteries and seminaries that nature must, in effect, be killed before the supernatural life of grace can blossom. In the official doctrine of the Church, however, such dehumanization is flatly rejected. As Pope Pius XII said:

Grace does not destroy nature; it does not even change it; it transfigures it. Indeed, dehumanization is so far from being required for Christian perfection that this may be said: Only the person who is transformed in Christ em​bodies the true fulfilment of his human personality.

Teilhard’s own theories dehumanize man 
Now, the point we wish to make is that Teilhard himself ignores the value of high natural goods and that, contrary to his claim, a real dehumanization takes place in his monistic pantheism. We have seen that his ideal of collective man and superhumanity necessarily implies a blindness to the real nature of the individual person and, derivatively, to all the plenitude of human life. But dehumanization also follows inevitably from his monism which minimizes the real drama of human life – the fight between good and evil – and reduces antithetical differences to mere gradations of a continuum.

Teilhard misses the supernatural aspect of natural goods
Teilhard’s failure to do justice to the true significance of natural goods is clear at the very moment he stresses their importance for eternity. Anyone can see that in dealing with natural goods he is primarily concerned with human activities, with accomplishments in work and research. 
He does not mention the higher natural goods and the message of God they contain, but only activities, performances, and ac​complishments in the natural field. Teilhard applies to these actions the biblical words “opera ejus sequuntur illos” (His deeds follow them.), but he does so in contradistinction to the original meaning of opera, in which “works” are identical with morally significant deeds.
Still more important is the relation he sees between natural goods as such and God. Teilhard sees no mes​sage of God’s glory in the values contained in these great natural goods; nor does he find in them a personal experience of the voice of God. Instead, he posits an objective and unexperienced link between God and our activities that results from the concursus divinus. He says: “God is, in a way, at the end of my pen, of my pickax, of my paintbrush, of my sewing needle, of my heart, of my thought.”

The real object of Teilhard’s boundless enthusiasm, then, is not natural goods themselves, but an abstraction: the hypothesis of evolution. The nature that moves him is not the colorful, resounding beauty of which all the great poets sing. It is not the nature of Dante, Shakespeare, Keats, Goethe, Hölderlin, Leopardi. It is not the glory of a sunrise or sunset, or the star-studded sky – the evidences of the natural world which Kant regarded, along with the moral law in man’s breast, as the most sublime thing of all.

Teilhard levels the hierarchy of values
There is another way in which Teilhard’s thought necessarily results in a dehumanization of the cosmos and man’s life. In his world view there is no place for an antithesis of values and disvalues. Yet every attempt to deny these ultimately important qualitative antagonisms always produces a kind of leveling, even a nihilism. The same thing happens when the hierarchy of values is overlooked, if only because man then responds to all levels of value with the same degree of enthusiasm.

The principle “everything is sacred,” which sounds so uplifting and exhilarating, is in reality fraught with a nihilistic denial of low and high, of good and evil. This fallacious and treacherous approach of praising everything actually results in denying everything. It reminds me of a remark made by a violinist I once met. “I love music so much,” he said, “that I do not care what kind of music it is, as long as it is music.” This statement, designed to suggest an extraordinary love for music, in fact revealed an absence of any true understanding of music and therefore of any capacity to love music. The same thing happens to man when qualitative distinctions are not made.

Let us now examine a little more closely the Christian view of nature, as compared with that of Teilhard. The revelation of God in nature has always been affirmed by the Christian tradition. The Sanctus says, “pleni suns caeli et terra gloria tua.” The Psalms are filled with praise of God as the Creator of the marvelous features of nature. St. Augustine’s exemplarism emphasizes time and again the message of God in the beauty of nature. The same idea is found in St. Francis’ love of nature.

Teilhard’s nature has no transcendent dimension
But an appreciation of this natural revelation of God implies an “upward direction toward God” – to use Teilhard’s terminology. Natural revelation speaks to us of God by suggesting the admirable wisdom that pervades creation and by providing a reflection, in the values of natural goods, of God’s infinite beauty and glory.

Our response to this revelation is either trembling reverence and wonder for the wisdom manifest in the finality of the cosmos and its mysterious plenitude, a looking up to God the Creator; or, at least, a deep awareness of the beauty of nature and of all the high natural goods. The latter also lifts up our vision. In either case, we are able to grasp the message from above; for all true values are pregnant with a promise of eternity. By lifting up our hearts we are able to understand that these authentic values speak of God’s infinite glory. All of this unmistakably implies an “upward direction.”

But Teilhard’s “nature” is not linked to an “upward direction”; it is not a message from above. Since, for Teilhard, God is behind nature, we are supposed to reach Him in the Christ-Omega by moving in a “forward direction.”

In Teilhard’s forward direction, where everything is involved in an evolutionary movement, natural goods lose their real value. The suggestion they contain of something transcendent is replaced by a merely immanent finality; they become links in the chain of evolution.

When evolution is viewed as the main and decisive reality – when it is, in fact, deified – then every natural good becomes, on the one hand, a mere transitory step in the forward movement of the evolutionary process, and, on the other hand, a mute thing, cut off by a leveling monism from its real, qualitative, inherent importance.

It follows that we can do justice to high natural goods only if we discern in them a reflection of an infinitely higher reality, a reality ontologically different from them. This “message character” of natural goods is admirably expressed in Cardinal Newman’s remarks about music.

Can it be that those mysterious stirrings of the heart, and keen emotion, and strange yearnings after we know not what, and awful impressions from we know not whence, should be brought in us by what is unsubstantial, and comes and goes, and begins and ends in itself? It is not so; it cannot be. No; they have escaped from some higher sphere, they are the outpourings of eternal harmony in the medium of created sound; they are echoes of our home; they are the voice of angels, or the Magnificat of the Saints.

Teilhard overvalues industrialization
Another aspect of this problem deserves notice. The fact that Teilhard sees a higher stage of evolution in today’s industrialized world reveals the lack of a real sense of the beauty of nature and of the qualitative message of God that it bears. 
Even the most enthusiastic “progressive” cannot deny that industrialization consistently ruins the beauty of nature.

Moreover, industrialization (though perhaps the process is inevitable) certainly cannot be considered a univocal progress, either from the point of view of increasing human happiness or of fostering higher culture and a real humanism. As Gabriel Marcel correctly shows in his Man Against Mass Society, industrialization implies the danger of a progressive dehumanization. The replacement of the “organic” in human life by the artificial – from artificial insemination to social engineering – is symptomatic of this dehumanization.

Yet Teilhard heedlessly jumps from an enthusiasm for nature to elation over the progress of technology and industrialization. We are thus again confronted with his blind​ness to antitheses, with his monistic leveling.

It is clear, nevertheless, that Teilhard’s first love is technological progress. The creation of God has to be completed by man – not in St. Paul’s sense, not by cooperating with nature, but by replacing nature with the machine.

Teilhard does not give the response due to matter and spirit
The poetic expressions that appear when Teilhard presents his vision of evolution and progress make clear that he never saw the authentic poetry of nature or of the classical “forms” of creation. Instead, he tries to project poetry into technology – again revealing a monistic denial of the basic differences between the poetic and prosaic, the organic and the artificial, the sacred and the profane.

To be sure, it is always impressive when a man seems to have achieved a deep vision of being, and, instead of taking it for granted, gives it a full and ardent response. So with Teilhard. We are far from denying that he discovered in matter many aspects which had generally been overlooked. For example, the mysterious structure and the multiplicity of matter, which natural science is increasingly unfolding, call for genuine wonderment about this reality and respect for this creation of God.

But because Teilhard does not recognize the essential differences between spirit and matter and because his response to the spirit is not in proportion to his praise of matter (recall his “prayer” to matter) the advantage of this unusual insight into matter is, for him, quickly lost.

We must put this question of “matter” in its proper perspective. To overlook the marvels hidden in a creature that ranks lowest in the hierarchy of being is regrettable. But the oversight does not affect our knowledge of higher ranking creatures; it is therefore not a catastrophe.

On the other hand, to grasp the lower while overlooking the higher is to distort our entire world view; and that is a catastrophe. Moreover, to esteem a lower good as a higher is to misunderstand the hierarchical structure of being and thus to lose the basis for property evaluating either higher things or lower things.

Teilhard’s blindness to the real values in, for example, human love is shown in these unfortunate remarks about eros and agape:

Naturally, I agree with you that the solution of the eros-agape problem is simply to be found in the evolutionary trend (dans l’évolutif), in the genetic, that is to say, in sublimation. [It is to be found in] the spirit emerging from matter through the pancosmic operation.

Teilhard misses the grandeur of conscience and morality 
We have already seen that Teilhard’s conception of the moral sphere (virtue and sin) is incompatible with Christian revelation. We may now note that the role he grants to the moral sphere is yet another factor leading to dehumanization.

The unique contact with God that takes place in one’s conscience, in one’s awareness of his moral obligations, plays no role in Teilhard’s system. He does not understand that man in the realm of nature never reaches so intimate a contact with God as he does when he listens to the voice of his conscience and consciously submits to moral obligation. In comparison, how pale – in purely human and natural terms – is Teilhard’s notion of the “conscious” and the “unconscious” participating in a “cosmic progress”!

And how pale are the scope and breadth of cosmic events in contrast with the liberating transcendence of a man authentically contrite! What event could hold more grandeur than David’s response to the challenge of the prophet Nathan? The secondary role which Teilhard assigns to man’s conscious and personal dialogue with Christ – Teilhard’s preference for objective cooperation in the “evolutionary process” – reveals as clearly as anything can the truly dehumanized character of his “new world.”

Many people are impressed by a thinker who constructs a new world out of his own mind in which everything is interconnected and “explained.” They consider such conceptions the most eminent feat of the human mind. Accordingly, they praise Teilhard as a great synthetic thinker. In truth, however, the measure of a thinker’s greatness is the extent to which he has grasped reality in its plenitude and depth and in its hierarchical structure. If this measure is applied to Teilhard, he obviously cannot be considered a great thinker.

Let us once again dramatize the non-Christian nature of the Teilhardian speculation by comparing his presentation of the meaning and purpose of Christianity with that of Cardinal Newman. Teilhard proclaims that Christ becomes

the flame of human efforts; he reveals himself as the form of faith which is most appropriate for modern needs – a religion for progress, the religion even for progress on earth; I dare say: the religion of evolution.

Cardinal Newman, however, reveals the true purpose of our faith:

St. Paul . . . labored more than all the Apostles; and why? Not to civilize the world, not to smooth the face of society, not to spread abroad knowledge, not to cultivate the reason, not for any great worldly object . . . Not to turn the whole earth into a heaven, but to bring down a heaven upon earth. This has been the real triumph of the Gospel . . . It has made men saints.

Challenging the Rehabilitation of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin
https://www.crisismagazine.com/2015/challenging-rehabilitation-pierre-teilhard-de-chardin
By Scott Ventureyra, January 20, 2015  
As the sixtieth anniversary of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin’s death approaches this April, a renewed interest in his thought has found its way into the popular consciousness. A play praising the life of Teilhard, titled The De Chardin Project, ran from November 20 until December 14 in Toronto, Canada. Additionally, a two-hour biography on Teilhard’s life, tentatively titled The Evolution of Teilhard de Chardin, is scheduled to be released this year. The purpose of this documentary is expressed clearly on The De Chardin Project website: “The time is ripe to introduce Pierre Teilhard de Chardin to a new generation—the man, the paleontologist, the visionary French Jesuit priest, whose relentless effort to reframe his beliefs in the light of evolution led to a paradigm shift in the relationship of science and religion.”
Such praise for Teilhard’s attempt to amalgamate evolutionary thought with theological concepts is justified only to the extent that we see him as a pioneer within a historical context and not as someone whose work has any contemporary relevance. Indeed, there are many approaches that may or may not include evolutionary thought, the majority of which transcend what Teilhard envisioned with respect to the harmony between science, philosophy and theology. For example, the late nuclear physicist and theologian, Ian Barbour, published more recent ground-breaking studies on the relationship between science and religion that stands as a distinct alternative to Teilhard’s own limited, and ultimately outdated, approach. So aside from a relevant historical context, the science and religion interaction has advanced far beyond Teilhard’s thought.

Beyond anniversary preparations, Teilhard has garnished a significant amount of attention in recent years. Those of the “New Age” movement have latched on to many of his ideas, and he has even been dubbed “Father of the New Age Movement.” Pope Benedict XVI, in a homily delivered in 2008, had spoken on the relationship between original sin and evolution, noting that there is no contradiction between the two (excluding atheistic assumptions). This, however, does not mean he supported Teilhard’s views on the issue, despite the claims of some. This past summer, there was an animated controversy within the Church over nuns who supported Teilhard’s notion of “conscious evolution.” Cardinal Gerhard Muller, who heads the Vatican’s Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, emphatically stated that such notions stand in stark contrast to Christian revelation and truth. Even Pope Francis’ words have been misconstrued to support Teilhard’s radical notions. As Fr. Dwight Longenecker rightly noted: “The idea that Pope Francis supports all this speculative Gnostic nonsense because he said we must be good stewards of creation is disingenuous and shows the author is either ignorant of Catholic theology or is distorting the pope’s words and intention on purpose.”

Although Teilhard was a geologist and paleontologist, he became the subject of controversy in part for his “scientific theology” or what Teilhardian scholar, David Grummet, has dubbed “evolutionary natural theology.” Teilhard’s views on original sin and consequently many of his works were censured by the Catholic Church throughout his lifetime. Although a number of theologians deny that his writings and thought were heterodox, a closer examination is likely to yield a different conclusion. Regardless of this, many have recently considered him to be a visionary not only for his creative work on the relationship between science and theology but also for the advent and progression of the internet, globalization, eco-theology and contemporary transhumanism. Given the wide interest in these subjects today, it is hardly surprising that contemporary writers are recycling Teilhard’s ideas. Even some prominent theologians have embraced rather uncritically much of Teilhard’s thought. Yet despite his intriguing ideas, his works remain fraught with scientific, theological and philosophical difficulties. If Teilhard’s thought is going to be presented to a new generation, it should be done so in an honest and objective manner.
Wolfgang Smith as Teilhard Critic
Anyone seriously interested in a critical engagement with Teilhard de Chardin ought to study the work of Wolfgang Smith. Smith is the most distinguished critic of Teilhard writing today. He possesses a PhD in mathematics and has written for many years on the intermingling of philosophical, theological and scientific issues. This background provides him with the necessary tools to challenge Teilhard de Chardin’s “scientific theology.” Smith wrote his original critique of Teilhard’s work in 1988. A revised and updated edition was published in 2012 with the title Theistic Evolution: The Teilhardian Heresy.
The most prominent Teilhardian scholars, such as David Grumett, John Haught, Kathleen Duffy, Ursula King and Thomas Berry, have largely ignored Smith’s critique. Their silence is deafening since scholars are expected to engage with their academic critics. Are they silent because they do not have an adequate response? Even though Teilhard had contemporary critics, like Dietrich von Hildebrand (see page 5) and Jacques Maritain, none have been as thorough as Smith. Yet, despite this long history of criticism, Teilhard scholars continue to publish articles, books and present papers at conferences. Perhaps public exposure to Smith’s critique will encourage Teilhard scholars to think more critically about their subject.
Views on Evolution 
The problem with Teilhard’s “scientific theology” is not evolution per se but the definition or interpretation of such a term and its application to Christian theology. According to Smith, Teilhard artificially rules out God’s intervention and insists that God can only create through evolution. First, Teilhard limits God’s providence by following a deterministic view of physics (entailing a closed universe) without real justification. The science of quantum mechanics was already in existence during Teilhard’s productive years. 
A view from quantum mechanics would not support a neatly fashioned deterministic biosphere as Teilhard envisioned. Nor could a professed Christian assert that the universe is a closed system disallowing outside intervention from God. In his work, Christianity and Evolution, Teilhard implicitly asserts this:

In the earlier conception, God could create, (1) instantaneously, (2) isolated beings, (3) as often as he pleased. We are now beginning to see that creation can have only one object: a universe; that (observed ab intra) creation can be effected only by an evolutive process (of personalizing synthesis); and that it can come into action only once: when ‘absolute’ multiple (which is produced by antithesis to trinitarian unity) is reduced, nothing is left to be united either in God or ‘outside’ God. The recognition that ‘God cannot create except evolutively’ provides a radical solution for our reason to the problem of evil (which is a direct ‘effect’ of evolution), and at the same time explains the manifest and mysterious association of matter and spirit.

Aside from not providing a satisfactory solution to the problem of evil since the problem remains regardless of the process by which God chooses to create, Teilhard does not substantiate his claim that God can only create solely through evolution. Why limit a sovereign God in such a way? Even if God were to solely create through evolution, there is no reason to think that he could still not be intimately involved in the process, perhaps acting at the quantum level leaving such an involvement perhaps ambiguous.

It is clear that Teilhard has an agenda to reconstruct the traditional conception of God, one in which eventually even God must bow down to the process of evolution and goes from being the evolver to part of the evolved. Teilhard attempts to do this through the use of science but of course science cannot fully adjudicate such overarching metaphysical and theological issues. At best science can lead us in a particular direction when incorporated in an overall philosophical argument, but not solely on its own since by definition it would cease to be a “scientific” explanation.

Teilhard has also a peculiar vision of Christ in lieu of his views on evolution. He sees Christ as an evolving Christ, much as his vision of God becoming part of the evolutionary process. Christ is dependent upon the cosmogenetic process, as Teilhard intimates himself a month before his own death, in a quote found in The Heart of Matter: “It is Christ, in very truth, who saves—but should we not immediately add that, at the same time, it is Christ who is saved by Evolution?” Teilhard’s views in fact have no place for the Incarnation in the traditional Christian sense since nothing can ultimately enter up in the universe unless through a process of evolution since all is reducible to a cosmic evolution. Teilhard’s metaphysical impositions of evolution on the divine nature are completely heterodox because they overthrow the traditional conception of an eternal transcendental God. Teilhard’s heterodoxy extends beyond God’s nature. He accepts the separation of the soul from the body at death but does not allow for its origin via ex-nihilo through God’s creation but instead through gradual physical evolution.

One wonders why Teilhardian scholars seem to gloss over these aforementioned issues. Perhaps it is because it is more profitable to ignore these theological problems inherent to Teilhard’s work, or reinterpret them in a fashionable way, then to confront them head-on as Smith has done. This legacy began with Henri de Lubac, Teilhard’s friend and great defender. De Lubac fought to dispel the charges made by critics that, for instance, Teilhard denied the existence of a personal God. However, it is important to realize that Teilhard’s thought evolved from an orthodox position with imbedded seeds of doubt to an increasingly heterodox one. For example, in 1950 (only five years prior to his death) he wrote in The Heart of Matter about his earlier writings in The Divine Milieu saying they originated from a “self-centered and self-enclosed period of my interior life.” He goes on to state that:

The reason for this was that by one of those odd effects of inhibition that so often prevent us from recognizing us in the face, I failed to understand that as God “metamorphized” the World from the depths of matter to the peaks of Spirit, so in addition the World must inevitably and to the same degree “endomorphize” God…. All around us, and within our own selves, God is in the process of “changing” as a result of the coincidence of his magnetic power and our own Thought.

This is quite distinct from the view de Lubac had defended of Teilhard’s orthodoxy. It is significant that these statements come very close to his death in 1955. This seems to strongly suggest that Teilhard’s position was solidified at this point, unless he recanted this before his death but we have no evidence to support this. In Teilhard’s estimation, God goes from superintending evolution to becoming part of the process Himself. It is important to emphasize here that Teilhard is not arguing that God is interacting within time which would reveal his immanent capacity as has been explored in the work of some contemporary Christian philosophers but rather that his transcendent nature is “evolving.” One is not entirely sure how such a thing is possible without radically altering the meanings of the terms God and transcendency.

The Law of Complexity and Consciousness
In The Phenomenon of Man, Teilhard theorizes that all matter is in the process of becoming spirit through progressive complexification that entails “matter [giving] birth to life, consciousness and thought—in a word, gives birth to ‘spirit.’” Smith emphasizes that the law of complexity and consciousness is the very heart of Teilhard’s “scientific theology”: “the entire edifice rests upon that stipulated Law” and that it is an “empirically verifiable truth” according to Teilhard.

Smith points out that consciousness is not observable in an empirical sense like bodies and behaviours are. Consciousness is solely observable in a subjective sense. We are conscious of ourselves, and others in the world around us, but we are not “conscious of someone else’s consciousness.” Although we may postulate through our empathetic nature what may be going on in someone else’s mind, it raises a significant difficulty for Teilhard to define it “experimentally.” Moreover, complexity as used by Teilhard is not a “well defined parameter” needed to reach scientifically justified results.

There is no way of accounting for consciousness being proportional to the complexity of an organism and Teilhard admits this but for dubious reasons, such as the enormity of the calculations. 
Smith questions the unwarranted assumption of Teilhard “that some kind of rudimentary consciousness exists even in the simplest of corpuscles.” Where is the evidence that consciousness exists in rocks or protons? As made clear by the question, much of the problem is that Teilhard lacks rigour in distinguishing between complexity and consciousness throughout his writings. The advent of the understanding of functional information can perhaps help with this. Smith points out that it makes no sense to postulate a “specific effect” without a “specific cause.” In an attempt to resolve such a dilemma Teilhard attempts to analogize by “imperceptible” principles used by physicists in the laws of motion and relativity but Smith shows how such an analogy fails, i.e., since what is alluded to in physics by Teilhard can in fact be observed, tested and verified.

An honest scholarly examination of Teilhard would necessarily include an intellectual engagement with critics like Smith. Acknowledgement of Teilhard’s fruits, such as his futuristic allusions to the internet, globalization and elements of his eco-theology, should not be given without recognizing weaknesses in other areas, such as the logical problems regarding evolution and his law of complexity/consciousness that loom large in his “scientific theology.” These problems make it not only incompatible with Christian theism but also as a stand-alone comprehensive view of reality.
Editor’s note: A lengthier but substantially different treatment of this subject by the author was published recently under the title “Pierre Teilhard de Chardin’s Unrelenting Nemesis: Wolfgang Smith and His Trenchant Critique of Teilhard’s ‘Scientific Theology'” in Science et Esprit, 67/1 (2015) 107-120.
Scott Ventureyra earned a doctorate in theology from Dominican University College in Ottawa, Canada in 2017. He has published in academic journals such as Science et Esprit, The American Journal of Biblical Theology, Studies in Religion and Maritain Studies (the journal of the Canadian Jacques Maritain Association). He has also written for magazines such as Crisis and Convivium and newspapers such as The National Post, City Light News, The Ottawa Citizen and The Times Colonist.

Can I Trust Pierre Teilhard de Chardin?
https://catholicismpure.wordpress.com/2013/07/17/can-i-trust-pierre-teilhard-de-chardin/
July 17, 2013. All emphases theirs -Michael
The short answer is a resounding “No”, but first I think this article by Liz Estler (one of the editors on the “Roman Catholic Spiritual Direction” website) gives us an interesting opening to the above question.

“Recently, someone referred me to a prayer that Fr. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, S.J. wrote called “Patient Trust”.  Researching it on the web, I found that it accurately describes the frustration many face while discerning what the Lord is calling them to… and the patience required to remain stouthearted and wait on the Lord with courage (cf. Psalm 27:14).  “That looks good,” I thought, “Let me take a closer look at this guy.  I wonder what else he has written.” What I found dismayed me.  Teilhard de Chardin had a long history of writing and speaking about what we now call “New Age” ideas.  In 1962, the Vatican issued a monitum*, or warning, on his writings.  They reiterated it in 1981* because some folks thought it was no longer in effect.  Rome banned publication of most of his books and said they could not be retained in libraries (including those of religious institutes) or sold by Catholic bookstores, etc.  And, he was kept from writing or teaching on philosophical studies. At present, many New Age writers and sites quote him.  That alone gives me pause for concern. Along these lines, the Vatican document “Jesus Christ the Bearer of the Water of Life – A Christian reflection on the New Age” has an interesting citation. Footnote number 15 indicates that, in a 1977 questionnaire, de Chardin was listed as the number one individual whose ideas had most influenced the so-called “Aquarian Conspirators.”…  
What’s the bottom line? With the exception of his “Patient Trust” prayer, our recommendation is to stay away from Teilhard de Chardin’s writings.  As we often encourage, it is an easier and surer path to study and follow the writings of the Doctors, and Fathers, of the Church, and the lives of the Saints, who have stood the test of time and have both the approval and recommendation of the Church.”  *See title and link on page 17
__________

I too sometimes heard this famous Jesuit quoted during the post Vatican II period of the seventies and eighties, presumably as an example that fully embodied that (erroneous) “spirit” of the Council! But I was fortunate in having devout and traditional Catholic parents, plus some much older and wiser Catholic friends, who pointed me towards the right sort of reading material that were faithful to the Magisterium. I later came to understand and realise that Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, so acclaimed in some circles, was not a reliable source of Catholic doctrine, teaching, or thought.

A complete refutation of Teilhard de Chardin’s thought can be found in the appendix of “Trojan Horse in the City of God” by Dietrich von Hildebrand, (an outstanding philosopher, theologian and author, who I have often mentioned in the past on CP&S).

J. Maritain also reports a significant passage from one of Teilhard’s letters:  “You know already what is dominating my interests and my inner preoccupations and it is the effort to establish in myself, and to spread all around me, a new religion (call it even improved Christianity), in which the personal God ceases to be the great Neolithic master of the past to become the soul of the World that our religious and cultural era cries out for”.
Enough to ring a whole lot of alarm bells, one would think! And yet Teilhard’s flowery language and revolutionary views on evolution earned him a reputation as a man of great faith and, at the same time, that of an outstanding scientist. In reality he was not only a bad scientist but he was also an excellent heretic, who fully embraced all the wildest pantheist views of the New Age Movement. The problem with trying to discern these things is that they start out with something that looks good or attractive, seems innocent enough, and, before people are even aware of it, they have taken their minds and souls down the path of error. That’s why holy, Mother Church issued and reiterated their warning, on him…and why it is still in effect.
“Pius XII’s encyclical Humani Generis (1950) completely rejected the Teilhardian position on evolution. Teilhard was furious and he accused the encyclical of exhibiting a ‘masochism and sadism of orthodoxy’.”—Between Science & Religion by Phillip Thompson
“You can’t get any benefit or enlightenment from thinking about Teilhard. The ravages that he has wrought that I have witnessed are horrifying. I do everything I can to avoid having to talk about him. People are not content with just teaching him, they preach him. They use him like a siege engine to undermine the Church from within (I am not kidding) and I, for one, want no part of this destructive scheme.” Étienne Gilson (13 June 1884 – 19 September 1978) French philosopher and historian of philosophy.

Malachi Martin devoted a whole chapter in “Hostage to the Devil” to a priest whose possession was precipitated by absorbing the books of Teilhard de Chardin. One cannot help wondering how many other priests might have been influenced by Teilhard de Chardin’s unorthodox writings! In M. Martin’s excellent book, “The Society of Jesus and the Betrayal of the Roman Catholic Church”, he alleges that de Chardin, so immersed in this supposed ‘betrayal’ and New Age thinking, gradually lost his faith in later years. Denying one by one many of the fundamental Catholic truths (Original Sin, the dogma of the Assumption, etc.), even that of Eternal Life, and without even being fully aware of the dangerous ground he was treading, Martin implies that the embracing of heretical ideas inexorably leads one away from God and His Holy Church.

The one over-riding fact we should all bear in mind though, is that this ‘untold damage’ Teilhard de Chardin’s New Age philosophy has undoubtedly wrought on the minds and heart of many unsuspecting Catholics (and still continues to do so), is that we cannot judge ourselves how much personal responsibility he holds for this, or how much was due to a manipulation of his own mind by the whirlwind of dissent and error he lived through and unwittingly absorbed. We must leave it up to God to judge his conscience.
*WARNING REGARDING THE WRITINGS OF FR TEILHARD DE CHARDIN SACRED CONGREGATION OF THE HOLY OFFICE JUNE 30, 1962/JULY 20, 1981
http://ephesians-511.net/docs/WARNING_REGARDING_THE_WRITINGS_OF_FR_TEILHARD_DE_CHARDIN.doc  

Censured de Chardin to be rehabilitated?
Vatican Council Asks the Pope to Exonerate Jesuit Scientist's Writings
https://www.forbes.com/sites/johnfarrell/2017/11/24/vatican-council-asks-the-pope-to-exonerate-jesuit-scientists-writings/#53cddde845e8
By John Farrell, November 24, 2017 
This past week, leaders at a meeting of the Pontifical Council for Culture in Rome formally requested that Pope Francis lift the official disclaimer of the Catholic Church against the writings of the influential priest-scientist, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin (1881-1955).

Teilhard's writings were only published after the paleontologist's death in 1955. But by 1962, when the Vatican's Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith issued the monitum, or warning, his posthumous works had attracted a large following.

While Pope Paul VI is said to have had reservations about the warning, according to Gerard O'Connell, Vatican correspondent for America magazine, when he became pope after the death of John XXIII, Paul let it stand.

The monitum was primarily authorized by Cardinal Alfredo Ottaviani, who became a leading conservative obstructionist during the debates of the Second Vatican Council. (Indeed, in John W. O'Malley's superb account of the council, Ottaviani presents as an unpleasant and narrow-minded clericalist.)

According to O'Connell, those participating at the plenary assembly of the Pontifical Council for Culture on the topic of “The future of humanity: new challenges to anthropology” unanimously approved a petition to be sent to Pope Francis requesting him to waive the monitum.

They told Pope Francis that “on several occasions” during their discussions “the seminal thoughts of the Jesuit Fr. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, anthropologist and eminent spiritual thinker, have been evoked.” They said, “we unanimously agreed, albeit some of his writings might be open to constructive criticism, his prophetic vision has been and is inspiring theologians and scientists.” They mentioned that four popes—Paul VI, John Paul II, Benedict XVI, and now Francis—had made “explicit references” to his work.

Indeed, Pope Benedict in particular, writing in the early 1970s as an academic theologian, evoked Teilhard's writing explicitly in a little known but striking essay on Creation and Evolution, which can still be found in this collection from Ignatius Press.
Other writers inspired by Teilhard include the American short story writer Flannery O'Connor (whose collection Everything That Rises Must Converge adopted Teilhard's notion of progressive evolution). 
Frederick Copleston, paleontologist Richard Leakey, and Archbishop Fulton Sheen, were among his other admirers.

Controversy has always surrounded Teilhard. He was not allowed to publish by his Jesuit superiors during his lifetime, and it was partly because of his ruminations on the implications of evolution for Catholic doctrines like Original Sin, that Pope Pius XII issued his 1950 encyclical Humani Generis, reaffirming the necessity for Catholics to accept the belief that all human beings alive are descended from an historic Adam and not from a founding population of humans, which is the consensus of science today.

In any case, an exoneration by the pope, a fellow Jesuit, would signal a further sign of openness on the part of the Church to his ideas.

And while current Teilhard scholars such as theologian and author John Haught told me they are pleased by the possibility of an official rehabilitation, Haught doesn't think the monitum ever had any real impact.

"I think most of those who really care about Teilhard have already dismissed the relevance of the 1962 Monitum," Haught said in an email.

"It was completely ignored, for example, during the Second Vatican Council (1962-65). In fact the imprint of Teilhard's thought is all over one of its main documents, The Pastoral Constitution of the Church in the Modern World. I do know some fans of Teilhard's who want him to be declared a Doctor of the Church. I have no objection to any of this, of course, but conservative Catholics will still consider him to be heretical, as they do now even with respect to Pope Francis."
Following the above, liberal-left “Catholic” journals celebrated the possibility of New Ager de Chardin’s rehabilitation with one even calling for him to be named a “Doctor of the Church”:
Will Pope Francis remove the Vatican’s ‘warning’ from Teilhard de Chardin’s writings?
https://www.americamagazine.org/faith/2017/11/21/will-pope-francis-remove-vaticans-warning-teilhard-de-chardins-writings 

Time to rehabilitate Teilhard de Chardin?
https://www.ncronline.org/person/pierre-teilhard-de-chardin 

Teilhardism and the New Religion
http://kolbecenter.org/teilhardism-and-the-new-religion/ 
By Eric Bermingham, November 20, 2006

Wolfgang Smith, TAN books, 1988, 272 pages. See TAN books for ordering information ($16.50 + S&H).

Fr. Teilhard de Chardin, S.J. is perhaps more responsible than any other single person for bringing evolutionary thought into the Catholic Church. Teilhardism and the New Religion is critical reading for the person who would like to understand the thinking of Teilhard and like-minded progressive Catholic theologians and prelates, and their fascination with evolutionistic ideas.

Author Wolfgang Smith was born in Vienna in 1930 and has degrees in physics, philosophy, and mathematics. He is thus able to approach his subject from various angles. With this book he has turned his attention to the influential teachings of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin and shows them to be without either theological or scientific merit.

Teilhard de Chardin was born in France in 1881. His father was a farmer with an interest in geology and his mother was a descendant of Voltaire. Teilhard joined the Jesuits in 1899 and developed an interest in paleontology early on.

However, his heterodox theological views, especially on Original Sin, got him into some trouble and he was effectively exiled to China. He was able to continue his paleontological studies there, and eventually collaborated in the excavations which led to the discovery of “Peking Man,” a supposed “missing link.” This earned him some fame with which he was able to spread his evolutionary ideas in the Catholic Church.

Teilhard wrote during the first half of the 20th century when evolution seemed solidly established and before modern science began to show clearly the impossibilities of its working. He became so enamored with the concept of evolution that he considered everything subservient to it, including God himself! He wrote, “Evolution is a general postulate to which all theories, all hypotheses, all systems must henceforth bow and which illuminates all facts, a trajectory which all lines of thought must follow.” He also wrote, “God cannot create except evolutively,” and “It is Christ, in very truth, who saves – but should we not immediately add that at the same time it is Christ who is saved by evolution?”

It is no wonder that his own personal views conflicted with the Catholic Church’s teaching on Original Sin. Teilhard said, “Whenever we try intellectually and vitally to assimilate Christianity with all our modern soul the first obstacles we meet always derive from original sin.” And again, “Evil, then, is tantamount to disorder, and disorders arise from a statistical necessity.” Rather than accept evil as malice and our fallen human nature as the consequence of Original Sin, Teilhard would rather recreate Christ in his own image!

Teilhard was enamored with science to the point of making it an idol. He said of science: it is “the source of life,” and that he enjoyed, “the divine taste of its fruit.” Further, “It will absorb the spirit of war and shine with the light of religions.” And also, “He who wishes to share in this spirit [of science] must die and be reborn …”
Teilhard misapplied the Theory of Evolution in the spiritual realm and taught that, “All that exists is matter becoming Spirit.” This is contrary to traditional teaching as expressed in the encyclical letter of Pope Pius XII, Humani Generis – On Certain False Opinions Which Threaten to Undermine the Foundations of Catholic Doctrine – “the soul is immediately created by God.” For Teilhard, evolution was the driving force in the universe leading to what he called the “Omega Point” where we all become one with the “Cosmic Christ.”

In a letter to a friend, Teilhard wrote: “As you already know, what dominates my interest and my preoccupations is the effort to establish in myself and to spread around a new religion (you may call it a better Christianity) in which the personal God ceases to be the great neolithic proprietor of former times, in order to become the soul of the world; our religious and cultural stage calls for this.” He went on to explain that this new religion, “is burgeoning in the heart of modern man, from a seed sown by the idea of evolution.”

Albert Drexel, a Catholic ecclesiastic, explains: “The modernism or neo-modernism within Christianity, and especially within the Roman Catholic Church after the Second Vatican Council, is above all characterized by a turning away from the supernatural and an exclusive predilection for this world, the “Aggiornamento” of Pope John XXIII interpreted one-sidedly and hence misapplied. Teilhard’s ideology was a definitive precondition for this. Inasmuch as he turned his back to the past, fused God and the supernatural with the process of a universal evolutionism, and proclaimed religion to be an active participation in a progressive development ending in Point Omega, the basis was given for a humanist cult of the secular.”

Smith’s critical review of Teilhard’s writings clearly shows that many of de Chardin’s ideas have no basis in traditional Catholic teaching or natural science. As St. Thomas Aquinas said, “A false idea about the nature of creation always reflects itself in a false idea about God.” The false ideas of Pierre Teilhard de Chardin have been used to create a new, naturalistic religion with evolution as the driving force, all wrapped in religious language. Many of the adherents of this new religion are in positions of responsibility within the Catholic Church. This book is a valuable tool in exposing the errors of Teilhard de Chardin and his followers.

Unmasking Chardin's Modernist Manifesto

http://www.salvemariaregina.info/Reference/Chardin.html
"I want to teach people how to see God everywhere, to see Him in all that is hidden, most solid, and most ultimate in the world. I am essentially Pantheist in my thinking and in my temperament." -- Pierre Teilhard de Chardin (1881 - 1955)

The French Jesuit Pierre Teilhard de Chardin is one of the most audacious, prolific and influential of all the disciples of the heresy of Modernism. His copious writings, executed in disobedience to his Superiors and in defiance of Church Authority, were eagerly devoured by multitudes of priests and religious prior to the false Second Vatican Council, and were possibly the most potent contribution to the raging epidemic of Modernism which ensued. By heretics he is hailed and revered as a prophet who labored "to reconcile the language of science with the language of religion," and as a mystic, "afire with a vision of the divine mystery at the heart of the cosmos." 
But to true Catholics, he is the very personification of that virulent heresy so evil that it was described by St. Pius X as the "synthesis of all heresies." Indeed, the Holy Father's description of the classic Modernist heretic can be applied to Teilhard de Chardin perhaps more than any disciple of this baneful doctrine:

"We allude, Venerable Brethren, to many who belong to the Catholic laity, and, what is much more sad, to the ranks of the priesthood itself, who, animated by a false zeal for the Church, lacking the solid safeguards of philosophy and theology, nay more, thoroughly imbued with the poisonous doctrines taught by the enemies of the Church, and lost to all sense of modesty, put themselves forward as reformers of the Church; and, forming more boldly into line of attack, assail all that is most sacred in the work of Christ, not sparing even the Person of the Divine Redeemer, Whom, with sacrilegious audacity, they degrade to the condition of a simple and ordinary man." (Pascendi Dominici Gregis, Encyclical of Pope St. Pius X on Modernism, 1907)
A 'New and Improved' Christianity

Understandably, at a time when Rome was yet Catholic, Chardin enjoyed little such approval. Throughout his career he was repeatedly denied permission by Rome and his religious superiors to publish any of his theological or philosophical writings, to lecture publicly, or even to accept any significant academic appointments. He gave vent to severe frustration at this "persecution," and didn't hesitate to complain of it to his worldly friends. Yet he submitted in mock obedience, convinced that he could best accomplish his purpose within the fold of the Church:

"According to my own principles, I cannot fight against Christianity; I can only work inside it by trying to transform and convert it. A revolutionary attitude would be much easier, and much more pleasant, but it would be suicidal. So I must go step by step, tenaciously." (Letter, Mar. 21, 1941)
Do we understand him correctly? A transformation of Christianity?! 
In his private correspondence, Chardin freely stated his goal--the establishment of a new religion:

"What increasingly dominates my interest is the effort to establish within myself, and to diffuse around me, a new religion (let's call it an improved Christianity if you like) whose personal God is no longer the great Neolithic landowner of times gone by, but the Soul of the world..." (Letter to Leontine Zanta, Jan. 26, 1936)
"The more the years pass, the more I begin to think that my function is probably simply that... of John the Baptist, that is, of one who presages what is to come. Or perhaps what I am called on to do is simply to help in the birth of a new soul in that which already is." (ibid)
He apparently even amazed himself at the depth of his opposition to orthodox Christianity, writing to a friend, "Sometimes I am a bit afraid, when I think of the transposition to which I must submit my mind concerning the common notions of creation, inspiration, miracle, original sin, resurrection, etc., in order to be able to accept them." (Letter of Dec. 17, 1922)
Little explanation is needed to recognize in Chardin the classic Modernist agent, who attacks the Church by putting "into operation their designs for Her undoing, not from without, but from within. Hence, the danger is present almost in the very veins and heart of the Church, whose injury is the more certain from the very fact that their knowledge of Her is more intimate." (Pascendi Dominici Gregis, Encyclical of Pope St. Pius X on Modernism, 1907)
Where did such a brazen "reformer" come from?

Heretical Jesuits Beget Heretical Jesuits

This formidable enemy of Catholic orthodoxy was born on May 1, 1881, at Sarcenat, near Orcines, Puy-de-Dôme, in south-central Francie. His father was a "gentleman farmer" who dabbled in geology, and his mother was a descendant of the infamous freethinker, Voltaire. At the age of fourteen, he came under the influence of Henri Bremond, a Jesuit who taught at the College of Mongré, Chardin's high school. Bremond was a popular Skeptic and Rationalist who propagated Modernism throughout the entire French province of the Jesuit order through his position as editor of Etudes, their official magazine. Impressed by his prestige, at the age of eighteen Chardin decided to become a Jesuit. Bremond subsequently was asked to leave the Order and wandered off to spread his errors as a secular priest.

In 1901, however, the students at the Jesuit Seminary were obliged by civil edict to leave France, and to pursue their studies elsewhere. The French government was highly anti-clerical, and laws were passed against all religious orders. The seminarians moved to the Jesuit community on the Isle of Jersey, of the coast of England. At the time the English Province of the Society of Jesus was under the spell of yet another Rationalist guru, an Irish Jesuit named George Tyrell, one of the chief architects of the heresy of Modernism. Thoroughly intractable in his errors, the brash Tyrell was later expelled from the Jesuits for heresy and disobedience, and finally died outside the Church in 1909. The Jesuit seminarians at Jersey were also subjected to indoctrination by Leonce de Grandmaison, who succeeded Bremond as editor of Etudes, and whose heretical tendencies were identical, although his style more discreet.

For the next thirty years, Chardin was almost always able to find in Etudes a public forum in which to advance his heretical ideas. The first and most complete converts he made were his fellow Jesuits, even some of his incredibly liberal Superiors, who gave him life-long support and sympathy. By 1935, he boasts in his letters that he had "pretty much won over" the French Province of Jesuits. At first he was cautious of detection by vigilant Church authorities, frequently inventing new words with which to camouflage his theological deviations, such as: "noosphere," "hominization," "Meta Christianity," "psychic planetization," and "Omega Point." These terms, literally, had no orthodox meaning whatsoever, and were merely intended to disguise his heretical ideas.

Priest, Paleontologist, and Evolutionist?

Since his childhood, Chardin had been fascinated by the volcanic hills that surrounded his home in the Auvergne region, and had acquired an obsession with rocks and fossils. He cultivated this secular interest after entering the Jesuits, especially when sent to Egypt (1905-1908), supposedly to teach physics and chemistry in Cairo. After his ordination in 1911, he returned to Paris and devoted himself to the study of paleontology at the Museum of Paris, under the direction of Dr. Marcellin Boule, a noted authority of the time (who later denounced Chardin by name as a fraud). Thereafter, his theological studies took a backseat to his "research" in geology and paleontology.

His devout followers insist that Teilhard went on to become a "scientist of the first rank." This evaluation is based on the endless list of "scholarly" articles he penned, and the part he took in archeological excavations on three continents, a peculiar feat for a priest, supposedly dedicated to the salvation of souls. He was part of the team that allegedly discovered the remains of the "Peking Man," claimed at that time to be the oldest human ancestor on record. But all the while he was working on his own "profound theological synthesis," integrating the heresy of Evolution with his new cosmic vision of Christianity.
Christogenesis: A Universe at One with Christ

According to Teilhard, the history of the earth reflected a gradual "unfolding of the potentialities of matter and energy." Inanimate matter gave way to life; simple life forms gave way to ever more complex organisms. All this culminated in human consciousness. But for Chardin, this was not the end of the procedure. Teilhard believed the process must continue, though now across the threshold of human consciousness. Where would it lead? This is what he called the "Omega Point" -- "the horizon in which spirit and matter must eventually converge." He declared that Christ is really this "Omega Point," the beginning and end of history. In Christ, he taught, we have a guarantee of our own ultimate destiny. Here the spirit of God and the principle of matter were definitively joined. In his own blasphemous words:

"Christ saves. But must we not hasten to add that Christ, too, is saved by Evolution?" (Le Christique, 1955)
To Chardin, Our Divine Lord was merely "the God of Evolution." He taught that the Life of Christ is at the forefront of the cycle of Evolution, making Him the supreme summit of the evolutionary process. As "God the Evolver," Teilhard regarded Him as the director, the leader, the cause, and the mover of Evolution. 
But he also believed that Christ Himself is subject to the laws of Evolution, and is thus evolving into a "Super-Christ." Chardin beheld our own humanity as the highest phase thus far in the common Evolution of our universe, but we are now approaching our transformation into a "Super-Humanity," as we approach the "Omega Point" previously occupied by Christ. This highest phase of Evolution, in which man evolves into the superhuman, Chardin called "Christogenesis" -- the universe becoming fully "Christ."

One sees the depth of his heretical conviction in his "Hymn to Matter," which pays homage to the "sacredness" of the forces of Evolution:

"Blessed be you, harsh matter, barren soil, stubborn rock: you who yield only to violence, you would force us to work if we would eat. Blessed be you, mortal matter! Without you, without your onslaughts, without your uprooting of us, we should remain ignorant of ourselves and of God."

A similar inspiration inclined him to write his "Mass on the World":

"Since once again, Lord, I have neither bread nor wine nor altar (One cannot but wonder why--Ed.), I will raise myself beyond these symbols, up to the pure majesty of the real itself; I, your priest, will make the whole earth my altar, and on it will offer you all the labors and suffering of the world."

A devout Catholic recoils with horror from such sacrilegious assertions. But Chardin's incredible heresies were being swiftly and quietly disseminated by passing copies of his writings from hand to hand among a select audience of friends and fellow Jesuits. Denied permission to publish his errors, this clandestine poison might have been stamped out, had he not taken the unspeakably disobedient "precaution" of naming a laywoman friend as his literary executor. To this damnable initiative was due the fame and influence Teilhard enjoyed after his death.
One Error Leads To Another

Teilhard had broken down the distinction between the natural and supernatural orders, between Creator and creature, between matter and spirit. This concept, hardly a new one, is called in philosophy the error of Monism, and is opposed to the dictates of right reason.

A practical application of Chardin's errors can be demonstrated in one critical consequence of his doctrine. Accepting Evolution as a fact -- which is absurd in itself -- would mean that there never really was an Adam and Eve. This is a crucial point, not to be passed over lightly. Indeed, the Modernists of Teilhard's ilk are the evil source of modern-day ridicule of the Scriptural account of Genesis. According to infallible Catholic teaching, Adam is not merely a symbol of man, he is a real man, and St. Paul described Our Divine Lord Jesus Christ as the "Second Adam." Why is that so important? Because if there is no Adam, then there is no Original Sin. And if there is no Original Sin, then there is no need for man to be redeemed from Original Sin.

Now, if there is no need for Redemption from sin, then what exactly happened on Calvary? Chardin really doesn't know, but he will not call it a Sacrifice: he will not speak of the Sacrifice of Calvary. Teilhard may speak of the "Significant Act" of Calvary but, as with everything else, the "significance" remains safely camouflaged behind the Chardinian verbiage. What is clear is this: Chardin did not believe what the Holy Catholic Church teaches about Our Blessed Redeemer; he did not believe that Christ is the New Adam. If there was no need for a first Adam (on account of Evolution), there can be no New Adam. Without Adam, there is no Original Sin, there is no fall from grace, and consequently no need to be restored into grace.

Thus, if there is no Redemptive Sacrifice on Calvary, there is no Sacrifice of the Mass, which is Its Unbloody renewal. Whatever the Mass is in the view of heretics like Chardin, it cannot be the stupendous Sacrifice of the Only-begotten Son of God for the Redemption of mankind! The true Catholic Faith has always professed, unequivocally, that Christ did in fact die for our sins -- but you will look in vain for this truth in the works of Teilhard de Chardin! In his hands, as well as those of all the Modernist pseudo-theologians, a true belief in the unbloody Sacrifice of Calvary, the Mass, has vanished. This is the real rationale behind the promulgation of the "New Order of the Mass" by the Modernist sect of Vatican II, which eliminates the concept of sacrifice entirely, replacing it with a commemorative meal, a mere "assembly of the people."
The Corruption of Sacramental Intention

The widespread acceptance of Chardin's perverse teachings throughout the 1950's by thousands of Religious, seminarians, and priests, when applied to their administration of the Sacraments, has appalling consequences. The positive rejection of the Catholic doctrines of Creation, Original Sin, and Redemption pose an impediment, on the part of the minister of Baptism, to the necessary intention for the Sacrament. It makes no difference that the traditional ceremonies are employed in such a case, even with great solemnity, since the Chardinian system distorts the proper intention of the Sacrament. Unquestionably, the popularity of Chardin's writings among the clergy, especially in America, raises a serious doubt as to the validity of the Baptisms administered by priests thus affected, even before Vatican II.

It is in this way that errors like those of Teilhard de Chardin finally lead to the collapse of the entire Christian structure of belief. This is not well understood by countless numbers of apostate "Catholics" in the Modernist sect of Vatican II. Impressed by the external pomp and circumstance of a church now returning to more traditional ceremonial forms, they allow themselves to be deceived as to the complete absence of the unchanging dogmas held by the true Catholic Church throughout the centuries.
The Piltdown Affair

In his fervor for the cause of Evolution, Teilhard de Chardin is credited with making not one, but two, tremendously "significant discoveries," and participation in a third "discovery," an unbelievable feat even among the credulous band of evolutionists. Shortly after he was ordained, Teilhard was allowed to go off all by himself for a "retreat" at a little house in Hastings, England, in the Piltdown area. Shortly after he arrived, an enormous number of "fossils" made their appearance in a convenient location near his little cottage, which were duly presented as "proof" that the earth is 100,000 years old. The crowning glory of this bogus "find" was a monstrous thing that appeared to be a human skull with the jaw of a chimpanzee. Chardin proudly declared that this skull undoubtedly belonged to an early ancestor of man.

In the late 19th century, all the scientists who scoffed at God's existence were proclaiming that Evolution was a fact -- despite the complete lack of scientific evidence -- but even among them no one dared to assert that man's origin went back more than 50,000 years, which is absurd enough. The imaginative Teilhard offered "Piltdown Man" to the world, and boldly claimed he dwelt on earth "100,000 years ago." His fellow evolutionists were thrilled. Sir Arthur Keats, in his book on Evolution (1928), remarked that "we certainly have been fortunate to make a great step forward. Now that we have the glorious Piltdown Man, we know that man is much older than we ever suspected before." We don't know whether to attribute this statement to inebriation or gullibility, but clearly Chardin knew how to make a name for himself among such a willing panel of "experts."

Among orthodox Catholic scholars, however, it is commonly known that Adam and Eve existed somewhere in the vicinity of 6,000 years ago. Evolutionists, around the 1920's, were impatient to push the origins of man as far back as possible, mainly to cover up the gaping hole in their "theory," which is that the existing fossil record completely disproves Evolution. If such mutations as Evolution presupposes really took place, the earth's fossil record would certainly give evidence of it. But it does not show any such gradual evolution in a single species, let alone a universal cycle of evolution. The only way the crestfallen Evolutionists could get around that fact was to claim that "it all happened so long ago" that the fossil record barely exists, except in the precise places where geniuses like Chardin knew to look.

Occurring at a time prior to the universal surrender of the scientific community to the unproven myth of Evolution, Chardin's jubilant Piltdown discovery was not very well received by independent critics. Scientists in other fields could not corroborate his claims of authenticity. Leading physicians in Europe, and especially dentists, called it "nonsense." That jaw (of a chimpanzee) they said, could never fit into that skull. This Piltdown Man would have needed teeth, but the jaw was so anatomically different than the skull that it would have been impossible to grow and sustain teeth. Nonetheless, the British Museum bravely assembled a complete -- but imaginary -- Piltdown Man, and displayed this ignominious creature as the "Missing Link." They even invented teeth for Piltdown Man, strong, bright, and gleaming. The entire project, however, turned out to be an immense fabrication produced by an energetic little band of co-conspirators, vainly trying to "speed up the process of Evolution" with their collective creative genius.

By this time, Teilhard had left Hastings and was back in France. But in England, and all over Europe, for that matter, the newspapers carried sensational stories about his "discovery." Consequently, a curious public swarmed over Piltdown throughout the pleasant summer of 1913. Strangely, the famous excavation site was not cordoned off or guarded, and countless people snooped, and poked, and sifted gravel. Yet nothing, not even a trace of anything significant was turned up. But on August 30, 1913, Teilhard came back from France, returned to Piltdown, and on the very day of his arrival he bent over the gravel and -- lo and behold! -- he picked up a tooth; one that looked exactly like one of the teeth in the head of the statue in the British Museum!

This "discovery" is rightly hailed as the basis of Teilhard's reputation as a scientist. But his reputation is that of a fake, for the tooth turned out to be a forgery, pure and simple. In fact, it had belonged to a modern day chimpanzee, and had been filed down, dyed, and fixed up to look like the same kind of tooth speculated at the British Museum. Today Piltdown "Man" is universally recognized by anthropologists as an elaborate fraud. Chardin, though not alone in the hoax, was a conscious collaborator in a "Big Lie." So in 1923, Chardin went off to China to make a real name for himself as a paleontologist.

"Exiled" to China

The outbreak of World War I in 1914 interrupted Teilhard's pursuit of paleontological interests in Paris. Although an ordained priest, he absolutely refused to minister to dying soldiers as an army chaplain. Instead, he joined the army as a stretcher bearer! (One is appalled at the incredible irregularities manifested by these French Jesuits.) After the war, he enthusiastically returned to the study of his fossils, and took a doctorate from the Sorbonne in 1922. For a very brief period he taught geology at the Catholic Institute of Paris, but his heterodox opinions, especially with reference to Original Sin, precipitated his termination.

About this time Teilhard's position papers attacking the doctrine of Original Sin were reported to the Holy Office in Rome. The reaction from the Vatican censors was predictable, and even his sympathetic Jesuit superiors could not ignore Rome's firm demand that they bring Chardin into line with Catholic orthodoxy. Instead of reforming their heretical subject, however, they simply sent him away from the theological limelight of Europe, hoping that he would thus escape the attention of higher ecclesiastical authorities and keep "out of trouble." Thus, in 1923, he came to Tientsin, where he immediately took up research as a research assistant to yet another Jesuit mentor, the paleontologist Émile Licent. Although his appointment was supposed to be temporary, by 1926 the Vatican was fully alerted to the dangerous young priest, and he was forbidden to hold any teaching position whatsoever. This resulted in his permanent assignment to do mission work in China.
Although this apostolate was his formally assigned religious duty for the next twenty years, Teilhard refused to even learn the language! He was bored by China, and he harbored a strong dislike for the Chinese people and their way of life. We know this because he made no effort to conceal his bitter feelings concerning his "exile" in his copious correspondence. To one of his admirers he pouted sarcastically:

"Rome does not want me to return to my professorship. They do not seem to have taken a dislike to me, far from it; but they want to save Religion ... I would take enormous delight in breaking all ties." (Letter, Feb. 14, 1927)
During Teilhard's stay in and around Peking he was a frequent guest at the numerous dinner parties given by the upper crust social stratum. Peking harbored a large number of European and American businessmen -- younger sons of wealthy families who made lots of money from the poorer Chinese. But one must look very hard to find evidence of any priestly mission work done by Chardin in all those years.
Paydirt in Peking?

When Chardin went to China the first time, he was aware of excavations, sponsored by a wealthy American family (Rockefeller Foundation) near Peking. Teilhard had thought it absurd that early human traces might be found there. However, a few years later, after he was ordered to go back to China for good, he changed his opinion, and decided there was something for him to excavate there after all. Then, on December 1, 1929, Teilhard dramatically announced the discovery of "Peking Man," or Sinanthropus, in a place called "Dragon Bone Hill" near Choukoutien. Actually, it was more accurate to describe his find as the "Peking Family," on account of the dozens of skeletons and skulls unearthed.

Unfortunately, these "discoveries" were lost. Just lost -- pure and simple. Piles and piles of them; tons of them; enormous boxes filled with teeth and bones. Undaunted, Teilhard and his co-scientists, Dr. Davidson Black and Dr. Weng Chang Pei, published papers officiously documenting their phantom "discoveries." Over a period of a decade a few people went over to China to study them, but generally remained unimpressed. Some scientists were eventually interested enough to test the fossils for authenticity, wishing to determine, through the use of clinical criteria, if Peking man was a hoax. But there was nothing to examine at Peking, either with the newly discovered Carbon-14 test (of dubious worth), or the older Fluorine test, or with any other tests. Incredibly, every fossil discovered at Peking was lost. How? They were mistakenly put on a train (so Chardin's story goes), and no one is sure where the trainload of artifacts went!

But Teilhard didn't mind in the least. According to his own notion of spirituality, he should've been furious: "Do not be resigned. Away with detachment from worldly possessions! Away with resignation! Assert yourself. Demand your rights. Make your contribution to the world." And yet, when these discoveries at Peking, which could have established his renown internationally, vanished into thin air, he bore it with completely uncharacteristic resignation. He did virtually nothing to locate his paleontological payload; he just went on preaching his perverse vision of spirituality from the popular platform in the academic media to which his "discoveries" had raised him.

Teilhard even invited Dr. Marcellin Boule, his old professor from Paris, to visit China and congratulate him on his discovery of the newest "missing link." But when Dr. Boule saw the only evidence that could be produced was a battered monkey skull from which the brain case had been removed, he was angry and disappointed. Returning to France he published an article in L'Anthropologie in which he rejected the claims of authenticity, and denounced Chardin, his former student, by name.

"Have Heresy, Will Travel"

Uninterested in any genuine priestly work for souls, Chardin frequently left his "mission post" to make side trips to Tibet, Eastern Mongolia, Somaliland, the Harras, and Yemen. He also crossed Asia with the Citroen Croisiere Jaune in 1931-32, and again went across Asia through Siberia to France, then to London, and to the United States.

In his preface to Chardin's book, The Appearance of Man, Robert T. Francoeur reports that Teilhard managed to sandwich-in countless shorter expeditions all over the world. In 1934, Teilhard was in Southern China, but managed to travel as far south as the frontiers of Malaya, Burma, and Java, where the newly discovered "Java Manz" had made its appearance (another fallacious attempt to provide Evolution's "missing link"). In 1935, he visited India. In 1936, it was back to Java again. In 1937 he was in Philadelphia and gave a lecture at Villanova University. In 1937 he returned to Java for yet another splash in its publicity, and then was off again to France and Japan as well. World War II put a damper on Chardin's constant expeditions, and Teilhard remained in China for its duration (1939-1946), but afterwards he returned to Europe. He made trips to Africa in 1951 and again in 1953.

Church authorities vainly tried to keep up with the fast-moving Chardin. In 1933 the Vatican ordered him to give up the teaching post he had retained in Paris, where he had hopes of being exonerated. In 1939, the Vatican condemned his proposed book "L'Energie Humaine." Yet the man who couldn't find time to work with souls continued to spew forth his writings. In 1944 Chardin was forbidden by Rome to publish his most cherished work, "Le Phenomene Humain." None of these condemnations would ultimately matter, as Chardin had already planned the posthumous publication of his works by his secular patrons and disciples.

Dropping the Veil

After World War II, a new Jesuit Superior General, Fr. Janssens, brought in a new trend of Liberalism to the entire Society of Jesus. Chardin was recalled to France by Fr. Rene D'Quince, one of his avid disciples, to accept a journalistic position at Etudes. In one of his letters he gloated, "It is very obvious that I have been given this assignment in order to say very publicly what they threw me out of France for saying twenty years ago." The heretical Archbishop of Paris, Cardinal Suhard, even declared that "intellectual work (such as Chardin's) remains independent... The Church recognizes the legitimate autonomy of competent authorities."
Thus encouraged, Chardin well-nigh threw caution to the winds. By 1947, he was going around saying, very publicly, things such as "I do not think God should be worshiped" and "Very definitely there was no Adam and Eve and no Original Sin." He was a man past sixty years of age now, and very brazen about his approach to religion. In one of his letters to a friend he wrote: "I have so many friends now, in good strategic positions, that I have no fear of the future. I have won the game." Unfortunately, the unflappable Chardin was right. There was no doubt about it. He had wanted to corrupt the seminaries, and he had succeeded in doing precisely that, thus planting the seeds of Modernism and Skepticism everywhere the new clergy would infiltrate.

But Rome was still Catholic at the time, and the reaction from the Holy Office was swift. In 1947 the Vatican again forbade Chardin to write or teach on philosophical subjects, and in 1948 he was forbidden to take the teaching post he was offered at the College de France. Finally, with the publication of the encyclical Humani Generis in 1950, Pope Pius XII reprimanded those who "imprudently and indiscreetly hold that evolution, which has not been fully proved even in the domain of natural sciences, explains the origin of all this, and audaciously support the monistic and pantheistic opinion that the world is in continual evolution."

Rebuffed but obstinate, Teilhard took refuge in the United States. Accepting a position in 1952 with the Wenner Gren Foundation for Anthropological Research in New York, he steadily circulated his unpublished writings amongst an ever-widening circle of admiring disciples, which included high-placed members of the clergy. In 1955, Chardin was forbidden to attend the International Congress on Paleontology. That Easter Sunday, he suddenly collapsed and died in a friend's apartment.

In 1941, he had stated, "There is only one foe I should fully like to give my life against: Immobility." Notice that it is not sin that is his enemy, not moral evil, not even physical evils, only immobility, the great obstacle to Evolution! When reflecting that the Catholic Church in the U.S.A. was too stagnant, Teilhard had written to a friend that "a good dip into Marxism might start things moving again."

Chardin's Posthumous Influence

Despite condemnations and warnings from ecclesiastical authorities, Teilhard de Chardin did not ever really conform to the commands of the Church. He merely gave "lip service," similar to the little, quietly rebellious boy in school who externally seems to obey, while inside his heart throbs a determined rebel. He continued, without openly renouncing the Authority of the Church, to preach and write those erroneous and dangerous tenets which had been condemned by that Divine Authority. Through lectures and mimeographed copies he never ceased to disseminate what was condemned by the infallible Magisterium of the Church. Teilhard submissively signed every proposition Rome demanded of him, but all the while, as E. LeRoy testified, "He had not changed his ideas or his sense of mission in the slightest."

The Supreme Authority of the Holy Office, in a decree dated November 15, 1957, forbade the works of Chardin to be retained in Catholic libraries, including those of Religious Institutes. His books were not to be sold in Catholic bookshops and were not to be translated into other languages. Due to his own disobedient "precautions" however, in 1958 the works of Chardin were published in Spanish without previous ecclesiastical examination, and in direct defiance of the decrees of the Holy See. Within a relatively short time, his works had been translated into English and were being widely disseminated by his avid disciples, with horrendous consequences for the Church.
Teilhard Triumphant

The rapid growth and widespread acceptance of Chardin's radical, evolutionary Humanism was almost incredible to behold. That Catholic priests and religious could even consider such blasphemous doctrines is a sobering reflection upon their diseased spiritual condition. Yet nothing could have prepared faithful Catholics for the appearance of the Chardinian specter in the place they would have least expected it: in the sacred Chair of Peter at Rome.

The frontal assault which the heresies of Chardin mounted upon the supernatural order were taken up with a calculated vengeance by the false pope, Giovanni Montini, from the very outset of his bogus election. His brazen Humanism is couched almost exclusively in the language of Teilhard, and is entirely too convincing to exculpate those "Catholics" who still refer to him as "pope" Paul VI. To the Council assembly on December 7, 1965, he proclaimed:

"The whole phenomenon of man, i.e., with the trapping of his innumerable appearances, is clothed standing before the council fathers... Humanism... has finally appeared in its terrible stature... The religion of God-made-Man (for such it is) meets the religion of man-made-God. What has happened? A clash? A fight? An anathema? That could have happened, but it did not... we too have, more than anyone else, the cult of man."

In his infamous address before the United Nations on October 4, 1965, Montini boldly attempted to lay the Spotless Bride of Christ before the feet of this sinister embodiment of man's revolution against God:

"The people turn towards the United Nations as to their last hope of concord and peace. We dare to bring here their tribute of honor and hope, together with our own.... What you proclaim here are the rights of man... We feel that you are interpreters of what is excellent in human wisdom, we would almost say its sacred character. For we are dealing, before all else, with the life of man, and this life is sacred."

There is no mention whatsoever in the false pope's address of the rights of God or of His Church, which can alone give to men their true dignity and rights.

John Paul II, for his part, ceaselessly declared his ardent devotion to the banal Humanism of Montini, acknowledging him to be his "true father"! At the Rome headquarters of the FAO on November 12, 1979, he declared:
"All of us, whatever our beliefs, subscribe fully to the idea that development is the new name of peace, and that all nations must be able to become, themselves, the artisans of their destiny. This Humanist vision you have proclaimed before the world is ours also."

It is almost incredible that men claiming to be "popes" have gone so far in identifying their Humanist vision with those of the world organizations which vehemently reject the rights of God and the rule of Our Lord Jesus Christ the King. This Humanist vision, condemned by all of the true Popes of the last two centuries, is a grave and profound attack upon the supernatural order, against the Catholic Faith, and against the saving Gospel of Our Divine Lord. It is from this pernicious core of Naturalism and Humanism that John Paul's heretical Ecumenism emanated, seeking to discover the "divine" in the blasphemous mutterings of every diabolical sect known to man.
Following in the Footsteps of Disobedience

Chardin's deliberate subversion of the legitimate hierarchy of the Church is positive proof -- decades too late -- of the wisdom and clear vision of the great Pope St. Pius X, who recognized the impending spiritual catastrophe posed by Modernism, and courageously condemned this foul heresy. In so doing, he vigorously inveighed against the vice of pride manifested by priests such as Teilhard de Chardin, who were lacking in the most fundamental Christian virtue of all -- the humility to submit their proud intellects and wills to the infallible teaching and governing Authority of the Church. Strip away all of the noxious rhetoric surrounding the Chardinian doctrine, and you find an independent, disobedient little priest, hopelessly convinced through his incurable pride that he, and he alone, knows better than the Church, even Her Divinely appointed Hierarchy, and strives to propagate his fallacious opinions under the guise of an advanced scientific and theological learning.

In contrast, it was precisely to the vigilance of the hierarchical Apostolic teaching and governing Authority of true Catholic Bishops that Pope St. Pius X appealed to stem the rising tide of heresy. The stern words of the Supreme Pontiff serve as a fitting epitaph to the infamous career of that unfortunate priest, Teilhard de Chardin; and as a warning to -- or condemnation of -- all those who would follow in his path:

"We have already mentioned congresses and public gatherings as among the means used by the Modernists to propagate and defend their opinions. In the future, Bishops shall not permit congresses of priests except on very rare occasions. When they do permit them it shall only be on condition that matters appertaining to the Bishops or the Apostolic See be not treated in them, and that no resolutions or petitions be allowed that would imply a usurpation of sacred authority, and that absolutely nothing be said in them which savors of Modernism, Presbyterianism, or Laicism. At congresses of this kind, which can only be held after permission in writing has been obtained in due time and for each case, it shall not be lawful for priests of other dioceses to be present without the written permission of their Ordinary. Further, no priest must lose sight of the solemn recommendation of Leo XIII: 'Let priests hold as sacred the authority of their pastors; let them take it for certain that the sacerdotal ministry, if not exercised under the guidance of the Bishops, can never be either holy, or very fruitful, or worthy of respect'." (Pope St. Pius X, Encyclical, Pascendi Dominici Gregis)
At a time when the sect of Vatican II and its "hierarchy" of false shepherds can be easily identified with the foul heresy condemned by the Holy Father, it is more imperative than ever that true traditional Catholic priests be directed by the Pope's earnest admonition. Even more dangerous than the open heresies of the Vatican II sect, is the deceitful legacy of the beguiling Modernist master in the person of pseudo-traditionalist priests, following in his footsteps of pride, independence, and disobedience.

For we are taught by infallible Popes and Church Councils that the indefectible Survivor of all the storms which have ever broken against the Church -- past, present and to come -- is the Apostolic Authority upon which Christ permanently established Her. Despite the universal loss of Faith evidenced by the Vatican II sect, we remain firmly convinced that the Spotless Bride of Christ cannot be deprived of that legitimate Apostolic Authority which our Blessed Redeemer promised would never fail. This essential attribute of the true Catholic Church still stands -- in the infallible decrees of the Popes and Councils -- as the precise solution to the plethora of Modernist heresies now lamented by so many traditional Catholics. Indeed, could it be otherwise? Now that the storm of universal Apostasy has broken against His Spotless Bride, would our Divine Founder "suspend" His Presence in His Church, as if Her need of His Divine Authority had lessened? Of course not! His Promise remains true: "And behold I am with you all days, even to the consummation of the world." (Matt. 28:20)
We must beware of modern day "reformers" who annihilate the Apostolic Office of teaching and governing, not in so many words, but by deceitfully proclaiming a "temporary" lull in the Divine Promise. This absurd announcement is merely a new eruption of Chardinian Humanism, Rationalism, sinful independence, and disobedience. Yet this is the heretical origin of today's freelancing pseudo-traditionalist "bishops" and priests, "unfettered" by obedience, denying the existence of legitimate authority in order to more easily follow their own prideful opinions and self-will, to which they are indeed shackled. They prefer this vile servitude instead of the sweet yoke of Christ, of humble obedience to the Shepherds He has appointed over us.

More than ever before it is our obligation as true traditional Catholics, tiny remnant that we are, to pray most earnestly for the legitimate Successors of the Apostles -- true Catholic Bishops, possessing true Apostolic Authority -- few as they may be at present. For it is only through the presence of courageous and uncompromising Shepherds of the Flock, to whom the remnant clergy and laity yield humble and thorough obedience, that we can hope to avoid falling into the cesspool of deadly heresies crafted by the Luciferian pride, disobedience, and cunning of men such as Teilhard de Chardin.

Teilhard de Chardin: The Vatican II Architect You Need to Know
https://onepeterfive.com/teilhard-chardin-vii-architect/ 

By H. Reed Armstrong, November 27, 2017

In the middle of the fourth century, Saint Jerome remarked that the world “awoke with a groan to find itself Arian.” Arianism divided the Church and Empire of the fourth and fifth centuries and beyond by claiming that the Divine Logos, Jesus Christ, was not of the same substance (homoousios) as the Father and not co-eternal with the Father as defined at the Council of Nicea (325 A.D.). Some sought to substitute homoiousios, “of a similar nature,” to find a peaceful solution. However, as the Catholic Church has perennially taught, the truth must be presented whole and complete, without subterfuge or compromise.
In the mid-twentieth century, one may have paraphrased St. Jerome: “the world awoke, without so much as a whimper, to find itself Teilhardian.”

Still troubled by the Galileo affair, the Church bent over backwards in trying to incorporate faith and science into a seamless garment. Following the 1925 Scopes Trial, Darwin’s theory of evolution was more and more presented as dogma by the scientific community, and Fr. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, S.J. (1881-1955) took it upon himself to reconcile Darwinian evolution and Catholic theology [i].

In fact, Teilhard was originally censured and exiled by his Jesuit superiors in 1923 for questioning the doctrines of original sin and eternal damnation. In 1947, upon return from banishment in China, he was once again censured by the Holy Office, Pope Pius XII himself having called his work a “cesspool of errors.” However, Teilhard began further insinuating his ideas among his fellow Jesuits at the French theologate La Fourvière in Lyon by means of unsigned mimeographed monographs. By the mid- to late 1950s, his theories were extolled by many, if not most, Jesuits, including Karl Rahner, Hans Urs von Balthasar, Cardinal Carlo Maria Martini, and especially Henri de Lubac, who wrote glowingly of Teilhard: “We need not concern ourselves with a number of detractors of Teilhard, in whom emotion has blunted intelligence” [ii]. By the time of the opening of the Second Vatican Council in October 1962, the Society of Jesus had all but abandoned the Neo-Scholastic theology of Francisco Suarez in favor of Teilhardian evolutionary “cosmogenesis.”

The reason for Teilhard’s popularity, as stated above, was his apparent resolution of the differences between religious truth as proposed by the Catholic Church and scientific “fact” as proposed by Darwinian evolution. The problem was that his solution was neither particularly scientific nor particularly Catholic, a fact he admitted privately to his cousin Léontine Zanta in 1936:

What increasingly dominates my interests, is the effort to establish within myself and define around me, a new religion (call it a better Christianity, if you like) where the personal God ceases to be the great monolithic proprietor of the past to become the Soul of the World which the stage we have reached religiously and culturally calls for. [iii]
This proposed synthesis is not a “new and better Christianity,” but rather a negation of the Catholic faith, as presented in the definitive dogmatic constitution of Vatican I, Dei Filius (April 24, 1870):

Deus … est re et essentia a mundo distinctus, in se et ex se beatissimus, et super omnia quae praeter ipsum sunt et concipi possunt, ineffabiliter excelsus. (God … is to be declared as really and essentially distinct from the world, of supreme beatitude in and from Himself, and ineffably exalted above all things which exist, or are conceivable, except Himself.)

Teilhard’s “God,” the “soul of the world,” is identical with nature and consequently subject to change. As Teilhard explains it in his book Human Energy:

As a direct consequence of the unitive process by which God is revealed to us, he in some way ‘transforms himself’ as he incorporates us. … I see in the World a mysterious product of completion and fulfillment for the Absolute Being himself. [iv]
And, again:

[God] evolves, via “complexification” and “convergence” to his own perfection, immersed in matter. … One is inseparable from the other; one is never without the other [.] … No spirit (not even God within the limits of our experience) exists, nor could structurally exist without an associated multiple, any more than a center can exist without its circle or circumference [.] … [I]n a concrete sense there is not matter and spirit, all that exists is matter becoming spirit [God]. [v]
One must note that in Teilhard’s writing there is hardly any mention of purely spiritual beings or entities within the existing cosmos. There is virtually no mention of angels or demons, no Satan, no St. Michael, no guardian angels, nor is there much mention of particular judgment or the existence of Hell.**
Teilhard’s “God” is no more nor less than the “god” of Pantheism as described (and rejected) by St. Pius IX in his allocution Maxima Quidem, June 9, 1862:

There exists no Supreme Being, perfect in His wisdom and in His providence and distinct, all things are God and have the very substance of God. God is thus one and the same thing as the world and consequently spirit is identified with matter, necessity with liberty, truth with falsehood, good with evil and justice with injustice[.]

Teilhard, through his denial of original sin and of the consequent need for redemption, tried to inject Christ into his pantheism by naming him the “Cosmic Christ” or the “Alpha” and “Omega” of revelation. Christ is an emanation of God infused into matter from the beginning, evolving, was born into this world, died, rose from the dead, and ascended – not to heaven, but to the “noosphere,” a spiritual level encircling the earth, where all spirits contained in matter will eventually converge at the “Omega Point,” where Christ awaits us, guiding us on with “unconditional love.” At the “Omega Point,” we, and the entire cosmos, down to the lowliest atom, will be divinized, and “God” will be “all in all” [vi]. 
The quote was selectively picked from St. Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians 15:28. Whether this “all in all” will be totally spiritual, as in Buddhism and other Eastern religions with which it shares similarities, or whether, as others affirm, humans, alive at the end of time, the “Omega Point,” will become “transhuman,” filled with the transformative knowledge of the “noosphere” (some even citing the internet), is unclear in the writings of Teilhard.
As for Teilhard, the problem of evil is not due to angelic or human malice, but is an inevitable side-effect of the evolutionary process: “In our modern perspective of a Universe in a process of cosmogenesis, the problem of evil no longer exists.” The “Multiple” is “essentially subject to the play of probabilities of chance in its arrangements.” It is “absolutely unable to progress toward unity without engendering [evil] here or there by statistical necessity” [vii]. It appears, then, that there is no room for error or sin, as all is inevitably evolving toward the “Omega Point” drawn on by the infinite love of Christ.

In fact, for Teilhard, the Mystical Body of Christ “forms a cosmic Center for mankind and the whole material universe” [viii]. This insight he claims to have found in St. Paul. The passage – “You … are Christ’s Body [;] … each of you is a different part of it” (I Cor. 12:27) – reveals humanity in its varying functions to be the mystical Body. This is a misreading of St. Paul, who is clearly speaking of the baptized Christian community.

It is just on the part of God and to give relief to you [followers of Christ] who are afflicted and to us as well, when the Lord Jesus will be revealed from heaven with His mighty angels in flaming fire. These [who afflict you now] will be punished with eternal ruin, away from the face of the Lord and the glory of his power [.] (2 Thessalonians 1: 6-8)

It also contradicts the words of Our Lord himself:

I am asking on their behalf; I am not asking on behalf of the world, but on behalf of those whom you gave me, because they are yours. All mine are yours, and yours are mine; and I have been glorified in them. … I have given them your word, and the world has hated them because they do not belong to the world, just as I do not belong to the world. I am not asking you to take them out of the world, but I ask you to protect them from the evil one. They do not belong to the world, just as I do not belong to the world [.] (John 17: 9-16)

For Teilhard, all religions are an attempt to realize this ultimate transformation, led on by the Cosmic Christ, who animates, loves, and awaits all at the Omega Point.

Teilhard does not deny the role of the Church in bringing about his vision of cosmogenesis. In a letter to his friend Auguste Valensin, S.J., he writes:

I believe in the Church, mediatrix between God and the world [.] … The Church, the reflectively christified portion of the world, the Church, the principal focus of interhuman affinities through super-charity, the Church, the central axis of universal convergence and the precise point of contact between the universe and Omega Point. … The Catholic Church, however, must not simply seek to affirm its primacy and authority but quite simply to present the world with the Universal Christ, Christ in human-cosmic dimension, as animator of evolution.

Teilhard, therefore, said:

We must work toward an ecumenism open not only to Christianity, but also to other religions, because all religions of inner necessity converge in the Cosmic Christ and are destined to find their completion in the single Church of Christ.

Having done away with an eternal supernatural order, there is no room for “sanctifying grace” freely bestowed by God, especially through the sacraments (historical Catholic prerequisites to eternal salvation). All that exists is the onward movement of the cosmos toward unity in the Cosmic Christ, who animates and awaits us at the Omega Point.

As to the Eucharist, according to Teilhard, it is by means of the Eucharist that the Church gradually divinizes the world: “Adherence to Christ in the Eucharist must inevitably, ipso facto, incorporate us a little more fully on each occasion in a christogenesis which itself … is none other than the soul of universal cosmogenesis.”

Teilhard de Chardin’s “Mass on the (Altar of the) World”:

Since once again, Lord … I have neither bread, nor wine, nor altar, I will raise myself beyond these symbols, up to the pure majesty of the real itself; I, your priest, will make the whole world my altar and on it will offer you all the labors and sufferings of the world[.] … I will place on my paten, O God, the harvest to be won by this renewal of labor. Into my chalice I shall pour all the sap which is to be pressed out this day from the earth’s fruits [.] … My chalice and my paten are the depths of a soul laid widely open to all the forces which in a moment will rise up from every corner of the earth and converge upon the Spirit. Grant me the remembrance and the mystic presence of all those whom the light is now awakening to a new day [.] … I call before me the whole vast anonymous army of living humanity; those … who, … through their vision of truth or despite their error, truly believe in the progress of earthly reality and who today will again take up their impassioned pursuit of the light[.] … This is the material of my sacrifice, the only material you desire [.] …  Receive, O Lord, this all-embracing host which your whole creation, moved by your magnetism, offers you at this dawn of a new day.

In Teilhard’s “Mass,” there is no mention of Christ’s propitiatory death on the cross for the salvation of souls, nor of Transubstantiation [ix] of the Eucharistic Species into the Body, Blood, Soul, and Divinity of our Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. Rather, this is an offering of all trials and works of humanity to build a future divinized common earthly reality.

Given this brief summary, it should be clear that Teilhard’s “new and better Christianity” is a paean to Darwinian evolution raised to the level of universal theosis and has little or nothing in common with traditional Catholic Christology.

It is therefore not surprising that, at the opening of the Second Vatican Council, the Holy Office, under the pontificate of Pope John XXIII, issued the following “monitum” (warning):

Several works of Fr. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, some of which were posthumously published, are being edited and are gaining a good deal of success. 
Prescinding from a judgment about those points that concern the positive sciences, it is sufficiently clear that the above-mentioned works abound in such ambiguities and indeed even serious errors, as to offend Catholic doctrine[.] (Given at Rome, from the palace of the Holy Office, on the thirtieth day of June, 1962. Sebastianus Masala, Notarius.)

It would appear that the case was closed; however, this was not to be. Under the influence of Jesuit periti (counselors), especially Henri de Lubac and Hans Urs von Balthasar, the Teilhardian vision re-emerged [x]. Pope Paul VI tentatively wrote in a 1966 address contained in Insegnimenti di Paulo VI, the official compilation of his thought: “Teilhard de Chardin, who gave an explanation of the universe that, among many fantastic and imprudent things, nonetheless understood how to find the intelligent principle that one should call God inside everything. Science itself, therefore, obliges us to be religious. Whoever is intelligent must kneel and say: ‘God is present here’” [xi].

The real revolution, according to Archbishop Vincenzo Paglia, the present head of the Pontifical Academy for Life, began with Pope John Paul II and his letter to the Pontifical Academy of Sciences on 22 October 1996, when he affirmed:

[S]ome new findings lead us toward the recognition of evolution as more than a hypothesis. In fact it is remarkable that this theory has had progressively greater influence on the spirit of researchers, following a series of discoveries in different scholarly disciplines. The convergence in the results of these independent studies – which was neither planned nor sought – constitutes in itself a significant argument in favor of the theory.

On May 12, 1981, the centenary of Teilhard’s birth, cardinal secretary of state Agostino Casaroli wrote to Cardinal Poupard, rector of the Catholic Institute of Paris, as follows:

The international scientific community and, more broadly, the whole intellectual world, are preparing to celebrate the centenary of the birth of Father Pierre Teilhard de Chardin. … I am happy, Your Excellency, to communicate this message to you on behalf of the Holy Father [Pope John Paul II] for all the participants in the conference over which you preside at the Catholic Institute of Paris as a tribute to Father Teilhard de Chardin, and I assure you of my faithful devotion.

The Vatican Press Office, however, two months later, reaffirmed the monitum, which remains in effect.

Communiqué of the Press Office of the Holy See (printed in L’Osservatore Romano, English ed., July 20, 1981):

The letter sent by the Cardinal Secretary of State to His Excellency Mons. Poupard on the occasion of the centenary of the birth of Fr. Teilhard de Chardin has been interpreted in a certain section of the press as a revision of previous stands taken by the Holy See in regard to this author, and in particular of the Monitum of the Holy Office of 30 June 1962, which pointed out that the work of the author contained ambiguities and grave doctrinal errors. The question has been asked whether such an interpretation is well founded.

After having consulted the Cardinal Secretary of State and the Cardinal Prefect of the Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, which, by order of the Holy Father, had been duly consulted beforehand, about the letter in question, we are in a position to reply in the negative.

H.H. John Paul II, echoing Teilhard’s “Mass on the Altar of the World,” continued in his praise of Teilhard:

The Eucharist is also celebrated in order to offer “on the altar of the whole earth the world’s work and suffering” in the beautiful words of Teilhard de Chardin. [xii]
The praise was continued by Cardinal Ratzinger, who said in is Principles of Catholic Theology:

The impetus given by Teilhard de Chardin exerted a wide influence [on the Council]. With daring vision it incorporated the historical movements of Christianity into the great cosmic process of evolution from Alpha to Omega. … The Council’s ‘Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the Modern World’ (Gaudium et Spes) took the cue; Teilhard’s slogan “Christianity means more progress, more technology,” became a stimulus in which the Council Fathers from rich and poor countries alike found a concrete hope. [xiii]
And again, from his Spirit of the Liturgy (emphasis added):

Against the background of the modern evolutionary world view, Teilhard depicted the cosmos as a process of ascent, a series of unions. … From here Teilhard went on to give new meaning to Christian worship: the transubstantiated Host is the anticipation of the transformation and divinization of matter in the Christological “fullness.” In his view, the Eucharist provided the movement of the cosmos with its direction; it anticipates its goal and at the same time urges it on. [xiv]
Pope Benedict also reaffirmed his praise of Teilhard on July 24, 2009, during the vespers service in the Cathedral of Aosta in northern Italy, as reported by John Allen (emphasis added):

Toward the end of a reflection upon the Letter to the Romans, in which St. Paul writes that the world itself will one day become a form of living worship, Pope Benedict said: “It’s the great vision that later Teilhard de Chardin also had: At the end we will have a true cosmic liturgy, where the cosmos becomes a living host. Let’s pray to the Lord that he help us be priests in this sense,” the pope said, “to help in the transformation of the world in adoration of God, beginning with ourselves.”
To confirm the shift from traditional Catholic theology to Teilhard’s “new and better Christianity” in July of 2009, Vatican spokesman Fr. Federico Lombardi, S.J. said, “By now, no one would dream of saying that [Teilhard] is a heterodox author who shouldn’t be studied.”

The current holy father, Pope Francis, as a product of Jesuit education, refers to Teilhard’s eschatological contribution in his encyclical Laudato Si in paragraph 83 (footnote 53):

83. The ultimate destiny of the universe is in the fullness of God, which has already been attained by the risen Christ, the measure of the maturity of all things [53]. Here we can add yet another argument for rejecting every tyrannical and irresponsible domination of human beings over other creatures. The ultimate purpose of other creatures is not to be found in us. Rather, all creatures are moving forward with us and through us towards a common point of arrival, which is God, in that transcendent fullness where the risen Christ embraces and illumines all things.
In footnote 53 of the encyclical, the pope makes a clear reference to the statements of previous conciliar popes cited above:

Against this horizon we can set the contribution of Fr Teilhard de Chardin; cf. PAUL VI, Address in a Chemical and Pharmaceutical Plant (24 February 1966): Insegnamenti4 (1966), 992-993; JOHN PAUL II, Letter to the Reverend George Coyne (1 June 1988): Insegnamenti 11/2 (1988), 1715; BENEDICT XVI, Homily for the Celebration of Vespers in Aosta (24 July 2009): Insegnamenti 5/2 (2009), 60.

We see here Pope Francis’s reliance on Teilhard and his vision of the “Cosmic Christ” drawing all, regardless of religious affiliation, nationality – in fact, all living creatures, and even inert matter, which contains rudimentary “Spirit” – to be Christified at the end of time, or the “Omega Point” of evolution. It explains his fascination with ecology as well as the tearing down of all walls, both political (including the end of nationalism and amalgamation via mass immigration) and religious (via ecumenism): “Proselytism is solemn nonsense.” “Luther’s intention 500 years ago was to renew the Church, not divide her.” As Teilhard expounded in Human Energy, “[t]he age of nations has passed. Now, unless we wish to perish, we must shake off our old prejudices and build the earth” [xv].

The evolutionary theories of Teilhard help explain some of the current holy father’s most puzzling statements. In a March 15, 2015 interview, Eugenio Scalfari, the famed atheist reporter, quotes (from memory) as follows: “What happens to that lost soul? Will it be punished? And how? The response of Francis is distinct and clear: there is no punishment, but the annihilation of that soul. All the others will participate in the beatitude of living in the presence of the Father. The souls that are annihilated will not take part in that banquet; with the death of the body their journey is finished.” This interview was first published on the Vatican website but then removed. When questioned, Vatican spokesman Fr. Thomas Rosica did not deny the conversation, but said, “They were private discussions that took place and were never recorded by the journalist.”

These sentiments were reiterated on October 9 of this year, 2017, in an article published by the Italian newspaper La Repubblica, once again quoting Eugenio Scalfari:

Pope Francis has abolished the places where souls were supposed to go after death: hell, purgatory, heaven. The idea he holds is that souls dominated by evil and unrepentant cease to exist, while those that have been redeemed from evil will be taken up into beatitude, contemplating God. … The universal judgment that is in the tradition of the Church therefore becomes devoid of meaning. It remains a simple pretext that has given rise to splendid paintings in the history of art. Nothing other than this.

To understand, perhaps, some of Pope Francis’s reticence to clarify passages of Amoris Laetitia, one must recall that neither original sin nor traditional mortal sins exist in Teilhard’s worldview – only infinite mutations or variants in the evolutionary process moved by the unconditional love of the “Cosmic Christ.” Some of the pope’s statements include the following, emphasizing that all who live in loving relationships share, to some degree, in the all-encompassing love of Christ:

– The unmarried. “I’ve seen a lot of fidelity in these cohabitations, and I am sure that this is a real marriage, they have the grace of a real marriage because of their fidelity [.]”

– The sacramentally married. “[A] great majority” of Catholic marriages are “null.”

– The so-called “remarried.” Priests could – in some cases – offer the “help of sacraments” to Catholics living in “irregular family situations” as part of a broader effort to support and integrate divorced Catholics in other relationships into the life of the church.

– Homosexuals. “Who am I to judge?”

Further evidence of the underlying Teilhardian influence on Amoris Laetitia are found in the words of Cardinal Christoph Schönborn, archbishop of Vienna, Austria, whom Pope Francis named official interpreter of Amoris Laetitia:

Hardly anyone else has tried to bring together the knowl​edge of Christ and the idea of evolution as the scientist (paleontologist) and theologian Fr. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, S.J., has done. … His fascinating vision has remained controversial, and yet for many it has represented a great hope, the hope that faith in Christ and a scientific approach to the world can be brought together. … These brief references to Teilhard cannot do justice to his efforts. The fascination which Teilhard de Chardin exercised for an entire generation stemmed from his radical manner of looking at science and Christian faith together.

It should be remembered that on October 11, 2016, the weekly bulletin of Cardinal Schönborn’s cathedral in Vienna published, with pictures, a glowing profile of a same-sex couple and their adopted son, titled “we are dads.”

While all the confusion existing in the modern Church cannot be fully laid at his feet [xvi], Fr. Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, S.J. and his Jesuit confrères, with their “new and better Christianity,” have unfortunately deracinated Holy Mother Church, replacing the worship of the eternal God with the worship of man and creation.

Finally, it is worth mentioning: while there is no direct evidence linking Fr. Teilhard to Freemasonry, their goal is the same: the deification of man. In the words of Manly P. Hall in his Lost Keys of Freemasonry:

Man is a God in the making. … The true Mason is not creed-bound. He realizes with the divine illumination of his lodge that as a Mason his religion must be universal: Christ, Buddha or Mohammed, the name means little, for he recognizes only the light and not the bearer. He worships at every shrine, bows before every altar, whether in temple, mosque or cathedral, realizing with his truer understanding the oneness of all spiritual truth. It is relevant that Teilhard’s works are read and quoted in the lodges. [xvii]


*Editor’s note:  after we received this essay for publication, the news broke** at Vatican Insider that the “Plenary Assembly of the Pontifical Council for Culture largely approved a proposal to be sent to Pope Francis, asking him to contemplate whether it is possible to remove the Monitum of the Holy Congregation of the Holy Office on the works of Father Pierre Teilhard de Chardin”. **See also page 17
The petition, according to Vatican Insider, was approved on Saturday, November 18, 2017, “during the work of the Assembly on ‘The Future of Humanity: New Challenges to Anthropology’.” Further:

The proposal, as raised by the online newspaper Sir , is thus motivated: “We believe that such an act would not only restore the genuine efforts of the pious Jesuit in an attempt to reconcile the scientific vision of the universe with Christian eschatology but would also represent a formidable stimulus for all theologians and scientists of good will to collaborate in the construction of a Christian anthropological model which, following the directions of the encyclical Laudato Si, is naturally placed in the wonderful plot of the cosmos. “

Pope Francis is expected to receive the proposal for consideration soon, if not already. As of this writing, no decision has been announced.

Notes:
[i] It should be mentioned here that a contemporary of Teilhard, Fr. Georges Lemaître, a renowned physicist and the postulator of the “Big Bang” theory, advised Pope Pius XII not to mention his discovery as proof of the doctrine of creation “ex nihilo,” as scientific knowledge, which is refined and always growing and changing and should not be used in defense of the Faith, which is unchanging.

[ii] Henri Cardinal de Lubac, S.J., The Religion of Teilhard de Chardin (New York: Image Books (1967). De Lubac is generally considered the main influence on the Vatican II document The Church in the Modern World (Gaudium et spes). De Lubac, himself first censured by Pope Pius XII, went on to be named a cardinal by Pope John Paul II in 1983.

[iii] Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Letters to Léontine Zanta, trans. Bernard Wall (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), 114 (letter dated 26 January 1936).

[iv] Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, The Heart of Matter (New York: Harcourt Brace Jahanovich, 1978), p. 54.

[v] Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Human Energy (New York: Harcourt Brace Jahanovich, 1969), pp. 57, 58, 162.

[vi] “What we call inorganic matter is certainly animate in its own way [.] … Atoms, electrons, elementary particles … must have a spark of spirit” (Science and Christ, written 1920s, published in English in 1968).

[vii] Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Comment je vois, Par. 29, Tr. p.39, cit. Jacques Maritain, The Peasant of the Garonne (New York: Holt, Reinhart and Winston, 1968), p. 265.

[viii] Le Coeur de la Matière, (1950), p. 30, cit. “The Body of Christ in the writings of Teilhard de Chardin S.J.,” by Cristopher Moody S.J.

[ix] The Fourth Council of the Lateran in 1215 spoke of the bread and wine as “transubstantiated” into the body and blood of Christ: “His body and blood are truly contained in the sacrament of the altar under the forms of bread and wine, the bread and wine having been transubstantiated, by God’s power, into his body and blood.”

[x] David L. Schindler, Heart of the World, Center of the Church (New York: William B. Erdmans, 1996), footnote 34 on p. 22, exposes von Balthasar’s cautious but fundamental dependence on Teilhard.

[xi] Speech to Employers and Workers of a Pharmacy Company, February 24, 1966, in Insegnamenti di Paolo VI, Poliglotta Vaticana, 1966, pp. 992-993.

[xii] Pope John Paul II, Gift and Mystery, (New York: Image, 1996), p. 73.

[xiii] Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, Principles of Catholic Theology (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1987), p. 334.

[xiv] Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, The Spirit of the Liturgy (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2000), p. 29.

[xv] Pierre Teilhard de Chardin, Human Energy (New York Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1969), p. 37.

[xvi] See Philip Trower, The Church and the Counter Faith (Oxford: Family Publications, 2006) for a résumé of intellectual currents leading up to Vatican II, or here for an essay on the Jesuit formation of Pope Francis.

[xvii] “The Masonic bishop, priest, or layman will forsake his faith in God and in His Son, Jesus Christ. This may occur slowly but it is inevitable. Sooner or later he will be confronted with the dilemma posed by Monsignor Dillon above. If he remains in the Craft, however, he will lose touch completely with the Divine element in the religion he has secretly betrayed and become preoccupied with the human. He may recite the prayer of the Modernist Jesuit, Teilhard de Chardin, with conviction—

“‘May the Lord preserve in me a burning love for the world, and a great gentleness and may he help me persevere to the end, in the fullness of my humanity.'”
This post has been updated.
** Correction: this article originally claimed that “nowhere in Teilhard’s writing is there to be found any mention of purely spiritual beings or entities within the existing cosmos. There is no mention of angels or demons, no Satan, no St. Michael, no guardian angels, nor is there any mention of particular judgment or the existence of Hell”. It has been brought to our attention by a reader that in fact, there is some mention of these things — though very little, and not in a way that expresses with clarity and firmness the Church’s teaching on these matters — specifically, in Le Milieu Divin, under the subheading ‘The outer darkness and the lost souls,’ (p.140-143.). Nevertheless, we have amended the text accordingly in the interest of correctness and fairness to the late Fr. de Chardin. 
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New Ager Teilhard de Chardin: False Prophet of a “New Christianity” - continued
The material in this article has been taken from the book Genesis through the Eyes of the Saints which is available at this link as an e-book.  
http://kolbecenter.org/store-2/#!/Genesis-Through-the-Eyes-of-the-Saints-E-Book-PDF/p/63734160/category=13115134 
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Genesis through the Eyes of the Saints shows how the private revelations of the greatest mystical saints of the Catholic Church regarding creation and the early history of mankind agree perfectly with God’s revelation to Moses in Genesis 1-11, while the private revelations of modern-day theistic evolutionists like Fr. Teilhard de Chardin pervert and contradict that fundamental doctrine.

IMPRIMATUR: Bishop Cornelius K. arap Korir, Bishop of the Catholic Diocese of Eldoret, Kenya. Granted on the Feast of the Nativity of Our Lady, September 8, 2016, to the e-book version of “Genesis Through The Eyes Of The Saints” by Hugh Owen, which is identical to the text of the printed version.
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