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Christoph Cardinal Schonborn, Archbishop of Vienna, had an op. ed. piece, critical
of Darwinism, published in the New York Times July 7, 2005. [1] The most uninformed response encountered, of the many
found on the internet, was the ZNet Blogs posting, “Devolution at the Church of Rome.” David Peterson wrote, “So, the Church
of Rome is in the process of reversing course on evolution...” [2] Card. Schonborn did not reverse the Church position on
evolution but, reiterated consistent Church teaching. This was clearly expressed in the book herein reviewed.

Part | - ORIGIN OF LIVING BEINGS IN GENERAL

The first chapter is devoted to a brief history of the development of the evolutionary philosophy. It must be noted that
evolution is not a scientific theory. That notion was demolished, however inadvertently, by evolutionary biologists L. C. Birch
and Paul R. Ehrlich:

Our theory of evolution has become, as Popper (philosopher of science, Karl R. Popper) described, one which cannot be refuted
by any possible observations. Every conceivable observation can be fitted into it. It is thus ‘outside of empirical science’ but not
necessarily false. No one can think of ways in which to test it. Ideas either without basis or based on a few laboratory experiments
carried out in extremely simplified systems have attained currency far beyond their validity. They have become part of an
evolutionary dogma accepted by most of us as part of our training. [3]

Card. Ruffini devoted a significant amount of commentary to an exposition of the anti-scientific work of Ernst Haeckel. His
major claim to infamy was the proposal of the so-called “biogenetic law,” according to which, ‘ontogeny recapitulates phylogeny.’
That’s the discredited notion that the human embryo passes through the stages of human evolution during development. An
excellent critique of Haeckel’s nescience was written by Jesuit Frs. J. Assmuth and Ernest R. Hull. [4]

Chapter two is devoted to refuting the “proofs” of evolution from paleontological evidence (the fossil record). [5] One of the
more interesting critiques is that of the familiar fossil series allegedly showing the evolution of the horse in North America.
Evolutionist paleontologist, Prof. George Gaylord Simpson, discussed several of the widely-held misconceptions regarding horse
“evolution” that would seem to lend little support to evolutionary claims:

There is a widespread impression that the so-called “speed ratios,” proportions of lower to upper limb segments, showed a
constant trend to increase in the Equidae. Romer [has]... demonstrated that this is decidedly false.... The most famous of all
equid trends, “gradual reduction of the side toes, is flatly fictitious.... The Equidae had no trends that: (1) continued throughout
the history of the family in any line, (2) affected all lines at any one time, (3) occurred in all lines at some time in their history,
or (4) were even approximately constant in direction and rate in any line for periods longer than on the order of 15 to 20 million
years at most (usually much less)...[T]rends were often quite different in rate and direction in different lines and in the same
lines at different times...[6]

Interestingly, as late as 2002, the authors of a textbook were still promoting evolution of the horse: “Probably the best known
of such series are the fossil horses...” [7]
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Another interesting topic addressed by the cardinal is the field of genetics. One of the activities, which has been conducted in
various laboratories for decades, is the use of x-rays, to cause mutations; one of a number of attempts to “demonstrate” evolution.
Jesuit Fr. Howard Morrison seemed unimpressed:

In books which argue for evolution there is usually much qualitative and quantitative data on mutations within a species, and
between species which are very similar (sibling species). Almost all those published in the last 30 years describe observed
mutations (natural and induced by experimenters) in many of the 28 different species of fruit flies (Drosophila). But they are still
fruit flies! No series of mutations have (sic, has) been observed from a common ancestor into such insects as fruit flies, house
flies, and mosquitoes, to say nothing of the much longer series from a reptile to a bird. [8]

The third chapter is relatively short since it covers a subject that requires but little space; the “mechanism” of evolution. Eugenie
C. Scott, Ph.D., executive director of the National Center for Science Education, stated the issue succinctly:

Scientists are very much united on what happened. Evolution happened—to modify a bumper sticker. But how it happened is
something that we argue about a lot in science. How important is natural selection, how important are other mechanisms? [9]

The authors of the biology textbook noted above described four other “mechanisms” but, natural selection would seem to have
been given pride of place:

Natural selection is not the only evolutionary force....Nevertheless, it is natural selection that shapes the evolution of populations
as they adapt to their changing environment. For this reason , we will examine the mechanisms of natural selection in some
detail. [10]

The existence of “other” mechanisms would seem to be a later discovery. Evolutionist Prof. James Gray would seem to have
been unaware of them:

...[N]atural selection...is the only theory we have; but when judged as a working hypothesis it is disappointing to find so little
advance in a hundred years....No amount of argument, or clever epigram, can disguise the inherent improbability of orthodox
theory; but most biologists feel it is better to think in terms of improbable events than not to think at all. [11]

Chapter four is an overview of evolution as it relates to the Faith. The cardinal briefly defines what he describes as “A classification
of the different attitudes...” regarding evolution; materialistic, absolute, biological, moderate and restricted. He briefly mentioned
the French priest, Canon Henri de Dorlodot, who described himself as a moderate evolutionist. [12] There will be a subsequent
reference to Fr. de Dorlodot’s writing.

The cardinal offered one opinion that can only be viewed as curious to those who, as myself, are militant young-Earth Biblical
creationists:

Certainly the Faith has nothing against the theory of evolution so long as creation is admitted and man is excluded. On the
contrary, the opponent of evolutionism, either absolute or simply biological, is science. (p. 59)

We of the militant stripe have no argument with the second sentence. The first, however, seems naive. According to biologist
Thomas Henry Huxley, Darwin’s bulldog, the primary purpose of the evolutionary paradigm is to refute the Faith:

If (Jesuit Fr. Francisco) Suarez has rightly stated Catholic doctrine, then is evolution utter heresy. And such | believe it to be. In
addition to the truth of the doctrine of evolution, indeed, one of its greatest merits in my eyes, is the fact that it occupies a
position of complete and irreconcilable antagonism to that vigorous and consistent enemy of the highest intellectual, moral,
and social life of mankind-the Catholic Church.

Let every man...if he be so inclined, amuse himself with such scientific implements as authority tells him are safe and will not
cut his fingers; but let him not imagine he is or can be, both a true son of the Church and a loyal soldier of science. [13]

It's most unfortunate, in my opinion, that someone in the Jesuit Order has not translated more of Fr. Suarez’ writings into
English.

Cardinal Ruffini wrote a brief remark about the dispute among biologists (in particular, systematists) concerning the classification
of species and even the very definition of the term. Interestingly, a number of evolutionists have taken creationists to task for the
inability to define Genesis “kinds” (Hebrew, “bara”). [14] Yet, the species problem, for evolutionary biologists, is critical enough
to have required a minimum of two symposia, the latter of the two, recently. [15] [16]

The fifth chapter is an analysis of what the cardinal describes as: “The different systems put forward to explain the Mosaic
cosmogony...” (p. 68) Here is where this young-Earth Biblical creationist must part company with the cardinal’s position:
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The...Strict Historical-Literal System...presents difficulties, so numerous and so grave, that scarcely anyone could be found,
today, who would dare to defend it. Stratigraphy and palaeontology, with their distinction of geological times into eras and
periods of very long duration, now admitted by the most illustrious scientists, disprove irrefutably the idea that the earth with
its fauna and flora was formed in the space of a few days. (p. 71)

There exists a large number of evangelical Protestants and, sadly, only a remnant of Roman Catholics today who defend the
Genesis Hexameron (Six Days of Creation). The moderate evolutionist, Canon Henri de Dorlodot, attested to the only reasonable
sense of the Genesis account of the initial creation:

The only periods of time which the term (inserted Hebrew symbol) can signify are, therefore, either the day of twenty-four
hours, or else the part of this period during which the sun remains above the horizon. There is, then, no doubt as to the
meaning of the Six Days: the sacred text gives us the succession of six days properly so-called. God finishes His daily work each
evening, and starts again on the morning of the next day, right up to the Seventh Day, when God rests. [17]

Yet, he did not accept the literal interpretation of the text. Rather, he agreed with Pere Joseph Brucker that each day must be
treated as a period, based on geological data, but the succession of the Six Days must be held as documented. That position
presents a serious problem for those who hold it. The current total of the “six periods,” based on evolutionary “development”, is
currently 4.5 billion years. How much “time,” can be allowed for the Third Day when God created plant life, which requires the
sun for survival, when the sun was not created until the Fourth Day?

Regarding the alleged 4.5 billion years for the age of the Earth, Prof. Gunther Faure, however inadvertantly, rendered the
notion untenable. He described no less than 12 radiometric (he prefers the term isotopic) dating methods, each of which is based
on at least one unverifiable assumption (i.e.): “...[I]n this case (Potassium/Argon dating) we assume that no 40Ar (Argon) is
present in the mineral at the time of its formation...” [18] As an aside, the “development” of the age of the Earth from 3.3 to 4.5
billion years was “accomplished” by a trio of researchers who employed no less than 10 assumptions. [19]

The situation for Roman Catholics is patently simple or, more complex, depending on one’s mindset. The chapter summary
note for Genesis | reads: “God createth Heaven and Earth, and all things therein, in six days.” [20] Verse 1 reads: “In the
beginning God created heaven, and earth.” Footnote “a” reads: “A. M. 1; Ante C. 4004.” [21] The date for creation, “9:00 am on
the twenty-third of October, 4004 BC.”, was calculated by Anglican clergyman James Ussher (1580-1656) using Biblical chronology.
[22]

The complexity of the issue for Catholics would seem to me to be in an admonition of the Lord Jesus Christ Himself in one of
His teachings on adultery: “Have ye not read, that he who made man from the beginning, made them male and female?” [23]
Those whom Jesus was teaching accepted the “the beginning” as “A. M. 1; Ante C. 4004.” If “the beginning” were billions of years
ago, it would seem to me Christ had the obligation to tell His listeners: “I am the way, and the truth, and the life.” [24] One may
argue that the object of that Scripture was moral, not chronological. However, if Jesus allowed His listeners to hold an opinion
that was obviously in error, it seems to me He would have been guilty of deceit. We know, that as God Incarnate, that’s impossible.

Part Il - ORIGIN OF MAN

Chapter one is an overview of “...the recent discovery of fossils that seem to show a close relationship between man and the
animal species” (p. 99). This is the arena where evolution causes a severe problem for the Catholic evolutionist:

As an evolutionary biologist who is Catholic, 1 am troubled when Christoph Cardinal Schénborn, an advisor to Pope Benedict
XVI, claims that Neo-Darwinian evolution is contrary to Christian faith (New York Times July 7, 2005). Particularly disturbing
is the cardinal’s disregard of overwhelming scientific evidence that supports Neo-Darwinian evolution [25]

Prof. Belovsky’s reference to the paper read before the Pontifical Academy of Sciences was apparently intended to bolster papal
support (John Paul Il) for the evolutionist position. Yet, the statement does no such thing. Further, any Pope, acting in his
capacity as a private theologian, cannot command the assent of the faithful to a particular view he happens to be espousing.
However, such an attempt is not new. Fr. Patrick O’Connell wrote a stinging rebuke of a similar action over 50 years ago:

Catholic evolutionists, knowing the weakness of their case, try to bolster it up by appealing to the Encyclical Humani Generis
which they misrepresent, as Pius XII, who issued it, complained on more than one occasion. [26]

Belovsky’s action may simply be ignorance of Roman Catholic tradition rather than misrepresentation. It could also be a
situation in which an evolutionist, who is confronted with such lack of support at the highest level in the Church hierarchy,
would be willing to grasp at any straw.
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What is contained in Humani Generis that the evolutionists, accused by Fr. O’Connell, would be tempted to misrepresent? Two
teachings come immediately to mind. First is the condemnation of polygenism, the evolutionary notion that the human race had
more than one set of original parents. Polygenism is in opposition to monogenism, the dogma that the human race had only one
set of original parents; Adam and Eve. That condemnation could not have been more explicit:

There are other conjectures, about polygenism (as it is called), which leave the faithful no such freedom of debate. Christians
cannot lend their support to a theory which involves the existence, after Adam’s time, of some earthly race of men, truly so
called, who were not descended ultimately from him, or else supposes that Adam was the name given to some group of our
primordial ancestors. It does not appear how such views can be reconciled with the doctrine of original sin, as this is guaranteed
to us by Scripture and tradition, and proposed to us by the Church. Original sin is the result of a sin committed, in actual
historical fact, by an individual man named Adam, and it is a quality native to all of us, only because it has been handed down
by descent from him (cf. Rom. v. 12-19; Conc. Trid. sess. v, can. x-4). [27]

The second is more subtle if only because of literary logistics. The earlier part of the teaching seems to give away the ball game
from the creationist point of view:

Thus, the Teaching of the Church leaves the doctrine of Evolution an open question, as long as it confines its speculations to the
development, from other living matter already in existence, of the human body. (That souls are immediately created by God is
a view which the Catholic faith imposes on us.) In the present state of scientific and theological opinion, this question may be
legitimately canvassed by research, and by discussion between those who are expert in both subjects. [28]

Yet, Catholic writer Paul H. Hallett would seem to have rendered untenable the notion of bodily evolution separate from
creation of the soul:

To say that God created man’s soul but that his body might have evolved from a lower life form, slips easily off the tongue but
when analyzed makes no sense. Man’s body does not exist before his soul. It is the soul that makes the body and the soul that
contains the body, not the reverse. [29]

Interestingly, Pope Pius XI1 would seem to have agreed with Mr. Hallett in the final tally. However, in my experience, the
second half of this papal teaching would seem to somehow have escaped the notice of the typical Catholic evolutionist:

At the same time, the reasons for and against either view must be weighed and adjudged with all seriousness, fairness, and
restraint; and there must be a readiness on all sides to accept the arbitrament of the Church, as being entrusted by Christ with
the task of interpreting the Scriptures aright, and the duty of safeguarding the doctrines of the faith. There are some who take
rash advantage of this liberty of debate, by treating the subject as if the whole matter were closed—as if the discoveries hitherto
made, and the arguments based on them, were sufficiently certain to prove, beyond doubt, the development of the human body
from other living matter already in existence. They forget, too, that there are certain references to the subject in the sources of
divine revelation, which call for the greatest caution and prudence in discussing it. [30]

Whether such oversight is accidental or deliberate is irrelevant. The final result is unchanged.

The second chapter is a brief review of some Catholic defenders of evolution (mostly clerics). He quoted the famous rebuke
issued by the Fathers of the 1860 Provincial Council of Cologne, convened by the Cardinal Archbishop, Johannes von Geissel
(1796-1864): [31]

Ouir first parents were created immediately by God (Gen. 2, 7). Therefore, we declare as quite contrary to Holy Scripture and
the Faith the opinion of those who dare to assert that man, in respect of his body, is derived by spontaneous transformation
from an imperfect nature, which improved continually until it reached the present human state. (p. 113)

The cleric most familiar to me, Holy Cross Fr. John Zahm, was a professor of physics at Notre Dame University. His literary
technique would be adopted by Sulpician Fr. Raymond E. Brown. He did not deny any Church teaching. However, he called
some teachings into question in such a manner that the seed of doubt would be planted in the mind of one whose discernment
was weak:

We may for the nonce admit that the Fathers and Doctors, theologians and commentators for the first sixteen centuries of the
Church’s history, almost unanimously believed and taught that the Flood was universal. But, granting this to be true, are we
obliged to regard their beliefs and teachings as anything more than the expressions of personal opinions concerning matters that
anyone is free to discuss? Or are we to consider their consensus of opinion regarding the Flood as a part of that body of doctrine
which cannot be impugned without scandal and danger to faith? [32]
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The answer to Fr. Zahm’s nuanced question is provided in the following chapter. An excellent critique of Fr. Zahm’s notorious
book, Evolution and Dogma has been written by Catholic writer Paula P. Haigh. [33] Card. Ruffini noted that, Fr. Zahm, to his
credit, “...begged the Italian translator of his book (Evoluzione e Dogma) to use all his influence to withdraw his book from sale,
as the Holy See objected to its continued circulation.” (p. 115)

Chapter three is devoted to the teachings of the Fathers of the Church, as well as prominent theologians, on the specific issue of the
formation of the human body. The cardinal disagreed with exegetes (and Fr. Zahm) who insist that St. Augustine supported evolution:
“Now we maintain that in such a question it is not lawful to contradict the unanimous consent of the holy Fathers treating of matter
in which they are witnesses and teachers of what must be believed.” (p. 122) His rebuke of those who hold that Eve was created from
Adam’s body but, Adam could have evolved from a lower life form was no less forceful: “If we wish to stand by Holy Scripture, we
must accept it in its entirety; then any repugnant differentiation between man and woman will cease.” (p. 123)

Among the theologians quoted is Very Rev. Achilles Ratti, Doctor of the Amrosian Library. His dissertation was requested for
inclusion in the dogmatic textbook of Msgr. Frederick Sala, Prefect of Studies of the Pontifical Theological Faculty of Milan. Fr.
Ratti would later become Pope Pius XI. (p. 136)

The fourth chapter includes a quote from the 1909 decree of the Pontifical Biblical Commission confirming the historicity of
the Genesis account of Creation. The cardinal also rejects accommodationism because it results in a departure from Catholic
Tradition and, in spite of assumed good intentions, will be unacceptable to evolutionists.

Precious Blood Fr. William Kramer had the same understanding: “...[N]either side in the controversy (the Creation-evolutionism
debate) has much use for theistic evolution, the intermediate position accepted by most Christian authors, including Catholics.” [34]

Paula Haigh explained why “theistic evolution” is, or should be, unacceptable for Catholics:

[This essay is]. . .based on the conviction that “Theistic Evolution” is heresy, debilitating the Church today and causing more
harm ultimately than atheistic evolution because of its reduction of God to a mechanism for the supposed natural processes of
evolution, its lack of reverence for Holy Scripture as the revealing Word of God, and its insidious attack upon Catholic doctrine
and tradition. [35]

In typically brilliant, erudite literary style Haigh develops her theme on the basis of traditional Roman Catholic teaching. Her
work, based on Thomistic theology and the teachings of the Church Fathers is in direct opposition to the modernist paradigm of
the “new theology” that was condemned by Pope St. Pius X. [36]

Vferification of her charge was provided by Fr. Kramer:

The designer of a self-correcting machine has to be much more clever than a plodding one at a time designer. Theistic evolutionists
maintain that the design of an evolving universe which achieves perfection through natural, even random, processes, is a much
greater tribute to the divine Designer than piecemeal creationism. [37]

My practice, for many years, has been to avoid using the term, “theistic evolutionist.” The reason is, in my experience, anyone
who calls himself a theistic evolutionist seems to give pride of place to evolutionism, only bringing God into his discourse as an
after thought. Fr. Kramer is only one of many. Prof. Kenneth R. Miller, a publicly professed practicing Catholic, is another:

The fossil record—and | can give you specific examples—is characterized best by sequences of appearances and disappearances.
Now think what that means. What that means is that the characteristic that best describes the intelligent designer who would
have designed this fossil record is incompetent because everything the intelligent designer designed, with about one percent
exceptions, has immediately become extinct. Intelligent design has no explanation for the successive character in the fossil
record, evolution has a perfect explanation... [38]

It seems to me, a far better description of such mindset would be the term, “evolutionistic theist.” Miller is wrong on several
points which are beyond the scope of this review. The one that will be noted is the alleged “creation” of the fossil record by the
“intelligent designer.” The fossil record is recognized by creationists as the result of the Genesis Flood. Thus, it was not created by
Almighty God but, caused by Him in the exercise of His divine Will.

In chapter five the cardinal gives me pause for another concern. His brief emphasis here is on the alleged genealogical gaps in
the Genesis and Matthean accounts in Scripture. Catholic apologist Robert Sungenis has exposed the “gaps” as illusory:

Regarding the genealogies, Matthew gives the genealogy of Joseph in forty-two names, from Abraham to Jesus, leaving out three
names and repeating two names for his own historical and spiritual reasons; whereas Luke (Lk 3:23-28) gives the geneaology of
Mary in seventy-seven names, from God, through Adam and Mary, to Jesus, adding one name not in the genealogy of Genesis
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11 (Lk 3:36). These additions or subtractions are deliberate, not accidental. As such, they illustrate the complexity and precision
of Scripture, and not, as some suppose, literature subject to the frailties of human error. Scripture is not merely human words,
but that which is inspired by the infinite mind of God, Who cannot lie (2Tm 3:16; Ti 1:2). [39]

The three appendices in the book are enigmatic. The first and second, reprints from the semi-official Vatican newspaper,
L'Osservatore Romano, were published after the book. [40] The third is, by all appearances, part of the original text. If that is the
case, the order is puzzling. However, it’s a minor issue.

Appendix 1 is a critique of anthropology (the study of man) which necessarily reflects on a number of theological issues which
the Catholic evolutionist seems to overlook. It matters not whether such oversight is inadvertent; the final result is the same.
Defined dogmas of the Faith are called into question.

One of the more interesting points was made by quoting Prof. Sergio Sergi who declared himself an evolutionist but, candidly
admitted: “Here, however, we go beyond science and enter into philosophy.” (p. 160) That sentiment was echoed by Prof. Maciej
Giertych: “Where things do go wrong (in science) is when someone claims to be an expert in evolution...because evolution is not
a science, it is a philosophy.” [42]

The cardinal chides those who call into question the Genesis narrative of the creation of Adam and Eve. He seems to target those
who claim the “infusion of a soul” into some brute form: “We have enormous difficulty in understanding how the human soul could
operate in a body which has the characteristics of a monkey.” (p. 162) It would seem Pope Pius XI1I had the same difficulty. [41]

Appendix 11 is a brief exposition of some evolutionary deceptions. The first of the two familiar to me, Haeckel’s embryos, was
covered in chapter one. The other is the doctored skull “discovered” at Piltdown in England. Evolutionists are still attempting to
play down the forgery as an example of how science is a self-correcting enterprise. Prof. Gertrude Himmelfarb (a pseudonym) was
as unimpressed then as many of us are yet:

Nor can it be maintained, as some Darwinians have done, that the exposure of Piltdown man leaves them no better and no
worse off than they were before. It does, in fact, weaken their position in regard to both their theory and their methods. The zeal
with which eminent scientists defended it, the facility with which even those who did not welcome it managed to accommodate
to it, and the way in which the most respected scientific techniques were soberly and painstakingly applied to it, with the
apparent result of confirming both the genuineness of the fossils and the truth of evolution, are at the very least suspicious.
However earnestly scientists may now disassociate themselves and their theory from Piltdown man, they cannot entirely wipe
out the memory of forty years of labor expended on a deliberate and not particularly subtle fraud. And not forty years in the
remote past, but forty years which came to an end only as recently as 1953. [43]

Appendix 111 is a Latin/English presentation of selected teachings from Saints Augustine and Gregory of Nyssa. The cardinal
chose them because the evolutionists have adopted them as “patron saints.” (p. 197) His evaluation of St. Augustine’s teaching can
be summed up quite simply: “...[1]t is an outrage—and worse, a real calumny—to attribute to him in any way the opinion of the
transformists, however moderate they may be.” (p. 190)

One of the more interesting teachings of St. Gregory quoted by the cardinal is: “...[U]niversal light existed together, then all
kind of luminous things, each distinct with its proper differences, appeared, among which are the sun and the moon.” (p. 200)
That should put the death knell to the Catholic theologian who would argue against one of the literal readings of Genesis as did
Vincentian Fr. (F) Bruce Vawter:

To the authors of Genesis the heavenly bodies are merely items of God’s creation. Perhaps it was to insist that they are in no
sense lords or rulers that he did not even permit them to be the causes of light, whose creation he placed on the first day. Here
again we have the non-scientific mind at work, of course, which did not necessarily see a causal connection between the sun and
daylight, and which certainly was unaware that the light of the moon was a reflection... [44]

It seems to me patently absurd to claim the ancient people were unaware of the sun as a source of light when the Genesis
account quite clearly states that very function (Genesis 1:14-19). Fr. Vawter’s commentary was, for me, a new twist on the
argument that Genesis is not a book of science.

The creation sequence is one of the classic arguments, in my experience, used by the Catholic evolutionist as an argument
against “fundamentalism” (i.e., taking Genesis literally). After all, how could light have been created on Day One when the sun
and moon were not created until Day Four? A reasonable answer would seem to be: Almighty God has no need of the sun and
moon in order to create light. Simply because He later used them as transmitters of His created light, does not alter the fact that
He is able to create in any order He deems appropriate.
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Another question that comes to mind is: What is light? My research experience indicates that even in the third milenium

physicists are still searching for an answer.

In conclusion, despite the two points of disagreement, His Eminence, Ernesto Ruffini, Cardinal Archbishop of Palermo, has
provided a valuable tool to refute the notion that there can exist, in reality, a “Catholic evolution.” John Parrott is to be commended
for republishing this important volume for Christ and His beleagured Church.

Bill Crofut, Founder
Catholic Apostolate for Creation
14th October, In the year of our Lord, 2005
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