EVOLUTION AND FAITIL

IN a previons article on Darwinism! the present writer
confended that the evulntion theary was an unproved
hypothesis ; mainly, a inass of gromndless agsumptions, and :
gratuilons assertimug, and that ifs advoeates “ beg the *
question” by ignoring Revelation,and by taking for granted :
the points that are most vital to ihe theory. Tle facts
alleged by Mr. Darwin and his disciples may be facts, ov "
may be fictions; but the evolution theory they do not prove,
Mr, Mivart, a distinguished Catholic writer, holds, as
decidedly ay Darwin doces, that the Ligher ovganisans now
existing have been evolved from lowery bat his explana-
tion of the systan differs mueh from Darwin’s, My, Mivart
gawv cloarly, and exposed fully, the swealk poinds in Darwin's
theory; mul he claimg for Limself the meris of finding a
remedy for them.  He says, ¢ the problem then is by what
combination of natural laws does a new “ comnion nature ”
appear upon the seene of realized existence 7 ie, how s
an individual cibodying such new characters produced.”
(Glenesis of Speeies, p. 2.)  Aund after acknowledging our
indebtedness to Darwin and Wallace for enabling us to
approximate to a solution of thig problers, Mr. Mivart states,
that the object of his bool is ¢ to maintain the position
that  Nutural Sclection,” acts, and, indeed, must act; but
that still, in ovder to account for the production of known
kinds of animals and plants, it requires (o be supplemented
by the action of some other natural law, or laws, as vet
nndiscovered” (p. 5.) This < undiscovered” “unknown”
taternal «law,” which at present science is ntterly incom-
pefent to explain” (p. 207) iy the principal factor in
Mr, Mivart’s evolution theory, and he refers to it very
frequently, both in the Genesis of Species, aud in the
Lessone from Notwre,  (Sec (enesis of Species, p. 5, 23,270,
av4, ai1, 333, and Lessonz from Nabwre, chap. ix,, &e.)
According to Mr. Mivart, then, ¢ Natwral Sclection”
acts Ity part in the evolution of new organising, but that
part 15 sceondary. The evolution wmwainly € deponds on
some unknown, internal law, which deterndnes variation
at spectal tines, and in special divections.” (p. #11.)  The
action of this internal law is not, however, wniform, and
bong periods sometimes pass without any sensible indication
of 1tg energy. But when eonditions favourable to the

LI B, RECORD (Third Sevies), vol. v., p. 584 (Sept.).

w

ol




Lvobtion und Fuith, 757

evolution present themselves, then sedden  changes—
“ jumps,"—ave voticed, and these dre so considerable as to
be, «“in fact, sensilile stops enel as discciwminate species
from species.”  (p. 274} Tlius do new spocivs arise,
according to Mr. Mivart, Dy this theory doces e account
for all the organisms that have come ido Befow, fhie body of
_the firet man amovg than p 8150, and he 1ells ns e dis
theory is, « without any Jdoub, perlectly consistent with the
strictest, the most ovthodox, Chvictian 1heology & (p. 5).
Now, laying aside for a juement, the theological aspect
of thia theory, wo muy ask whal is its advantage, from
scientific stand-poinf, over Davwinism pove and simple ?
Like Darwinisme H bos fo mneel 1he opinian’ ot distingrashed
natnralists that woceies ave nmouiable, 1 s intended to
mect the diflicultics of < Natusal Sclection)” and it deoes
80, by rushing nto o difliculty guite as toraiilable as any
of those it xecks to evade,—nmmoely, the asswnption, in a
soientific hypothesis, of o liw unknown to scienee.  We
know that * Natural Selection” can induee some changos,
Cthough they are huconsiderable; but what the allegod
“ioternal Jaw ™ can do, is, to uw, like the luw itself,
- absolntely ko, It s an wsamption, without proof,—..
a conjecture.  If this unlknown faw be in existouce, how
- strange that it has shown no sign of its cuergy since man
fivst appewred ! How strange that conditions favourable
“to its operafion have nof appeared daving all that long
-pertod ! I this anknown Iaw,” plus «Natural Selee-
tion,” and “favpurable conditions ™ Dhe competent to
Introduce new species, why is the theory at a stund-still
for seven thousand years? Why has evolation stopped
with man?  The alleged «jueps,” arve then “fow and
Sar Befween o™ and asmnn has never witnessed any of them,
we have reasonable groaids for being sceptical abont
them. Mo ancet these difficulties evolutiouists will have to
“try again.”

In dealing with My, Darwin, and his disciples, the
theological aspect of evolution s castly setiled.  Ihrwin’s
theory is not lneompaiible with the primary crealion of
matter, thougl he wakes no clear vefereneo to it aud he
cautiously avaids the question of the ovigin of life. Dot
the end and aim of his theory in {o refute ithe idea of

“intelligent design in the production of any species of
organism, e clearly intended his theory to supplant
Revelation which he completely ignores, e ignores the
cxiatence of the soul.  ITe holds that man’s nental facul-
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tics and powers differ only in kind from these of the lower
animalg, anl are subject to the same process of ovolution
as man's body.  Bebweon ihe affuction of o dog for bis
master, and the love, veverence, and adovation we pay to
G, he sces mevely o difforenee In degres. For such a
theory it s clear dhiat faith can have vo toleration.  Por
1o o deny intelligent design in creafion is to reove the
vory toundation of faich. 2o 'Che special erealion of
Adaws soul 18 a dogma of faith, 84 It is praetioadly
eevtain, also, that tho special creation of the soul of cach
inclividual i a dogma of Caiholic Tith, [is trae thal an
opinion ance prevatled f some extent, aceording to which
the sond like the baly was supposed 1o eone (om the
paveats, This view has breen vevived fn recent tinges by
[Prohschamner and sone ather German theologinng of vory
grestivnable orthedoxy.  And strangely enengh Me, Lilly
iu his veeent wovk cdaelent Religive and Modern Thought,
secms to regard it as sHIL denable, [t ig not tenable.
it is notoviously  opposed  fo ke almoest unanimous
teaching of  the Fatliers, aud of  wll emineut theo-
logians; it s scb down as an ervor in a letter of Cope
Benediet NI to the Armienian Bishopg, given in R;l)‘n;’{l-
dux, AD. 13415 and it I8 clearly opposed to the voice of
the ordinavy meagdsterten of the Chuceli, The opinjon is
thereiore altogether untenable, and conscauentty Faith
tolerates no evolution theory swith reference fo peads soul,

Bt the question =il remning, what nay, or may nof,
be held with veference to. the hodies of, our fist parents,
and ko tho oflier worls of creation specified in Genesix
May the evolution theory be applicd to thew, and if so how
fur dovs I'aith permit us 1o go?  As already stated,
B Mivart holds, that the evolnlion theory may be spplied
fully o the bodies of owr fArst pavents, and of conrse to all
lowuee organisms s well, He does not sipchide in the
process of evelution e soud of nan ™ {page 3100 He
adinits the creation in the sfrict sense of cach fndiviiual
goul, bk he does held that 10 i allowable {o teach thatthe
body of the fiest wan war prodaced by evolution frow
some fuwer andinad, mald that when the process of evolalivn
had reached the desived pevfoction, God infused into the
species so perfected the hwnan sl And this theory
Mr. Mivart tells us repeatedly «is perlectly consistent with
the strictest, the mast orthodox Christian theology.” (p. 5.)

Some few months ago, a writer in tho Zubles referting
to evolution seemoed to colass My, Mivart in the same
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category as lavwin
Revelation, No classificalion conld Lo
My, Mivart; and it is diffienit 1o sce ow anyone who has
read bis works conld confound the svstems o oo anpars
the men.  In fact no weiter Juis vot derlt snel o Blovwe to
Darwin's system as M. Mivave has,  Darwin applies hig
theory toman in lds totality, bedy, niind aenl souds Mivart
applies it only to ithe hody of the liest asai, Darwin
excludesatl intelligentdesignin the ]n-mlurti-m of orginsisms,
Mivart wadntains the ncecs<iiy of inletligent design © and be
has deronsirated the existonee ol inte Mliggent first cause,

an sueh wraanner as boowerid the graatinde s;! atl b Ilm(w.
Darwizds aysten depuends altog otlier an exformal aceidonts al
cirempstances : Mivints theory depends maindy on interual
taws, which e nothing else llmn the laws of natue
institutesd and maintaived in lizymony by Alwighly God,
Aud thorefors to confonul the theovies aml ther anthors
betrays eitber a lameutable want of knowlalge or an
mbsenee of that spirit of fuix play which Is due to any
adversary.  Onesysten s the onstaught on Revelation of
a protessed enciny 3 the other i a well-meant, 1uistalien,
Ceffert of a loyal son of the Chureli Lo thh)ld Beve Im‘lon
ngainst the .ﬂle god difficnlties of seicnee. T'o adiit so much

mare ke to

- 1s bt bare Hl‘-lfi(‘b to My, Miviot, though it is very far from

“admitting the avthadasy of his 1]1.~rn v, Hw theory g that

- oman and <L“ elher orgmnisnes were }mullu-'-d Iy s derivative
“ereation,” which, /rz’.wu,“\ e m‘xm(n]\ yothat Hu'pw "~ \]<Luw'
matter 1|d- hL(‘H aorenfed with the lu)frnh.lllty to ov ulvt'
from it, muder suitable r.onm[mm, all the yarious forms it
- subsecquently assumes ” (Genesis of Spocics, 201). {t i, ha
gayy, Yaiuply the Divine aetion by and lluutmh natu al
Jaws” (p. 8Ly, “the peration of laws which owe y tlieiv
-fuuncl'll.un, institution and wmintenance ” to God (p. 318),
It ig, he says, < the creation by God of turne, not as exdsting,
but in jlufui( wy to be snlseguentiy evolved into actual
e coneurvence and ageney of the various
Ty, then

':\fh( Y

existence by the
powers of nuture” (Lessons from 4\(!{14/.' 491, )
according to this view, the ereation of man and ot
arganisms hnphics 1o muuu(um, aeling ml the part of God,
otlier than his (o-npumlmn with the laws of vatare in
ovolving from juaticr cerfain powers nserted iu it at ifs
first ufmhtm And this view, Mr, Mivart holds, satisfics
fully all ihe requirements of faith, Thigis cuhuulv going
very far with evolntion. The Abbé Moigno the Jatost and

a vory able Catholic authority on the subject, thinks that

and other well-kunown cueniice of
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it is going too far. After stating Mivart's vic“_'s,}J.e £4YS,
“pour moi co'est deja trop” (Spleadewrs de la Fol, vol. 2,
Appendix . page 14).  Now i testing the orthodoxy ot
this theory theve ig, Lappily, nonced to discuss orchids and
troglodytes, or the varivus families of the Lemandac; we
need not wonble ouvgelves with the whercabouts of the “
“ missing link ;" we canapply to it the unerring rule, < guod :
somper, quod ublgue, quod ab onmibus;” and if, tested Iy this
rale Mr. Mivart’s theory be found wauting, then his seientific
speculations must be unsound.  There are of course many
seicntitic theorics of which Develation takes no account,
but the guestion at igsue heree-the origin of man—is ane
essentindly wnd Jivectly within the provineo of Revelation,
and consequently it Catholie teacling on the point be elear,
it must be also decisive. Now Catholic teaching docs
seem clear on this point fo such an extent ag to forbid the
application of the ¢volution theory to man.  We may not
be able to point to a solema definition of a General Council
or ta any anthoritative decree of 4 Roman Pontiff, asserting
the ingnediate formation of the bodies of our first pavents;
but this is by no means nceessary.  For if that immediate
formation be asgerted by the voice of the ovdinary magis-
teriom of the Church—the ordinary teaching hody—-then,
are we ag strictly bound to believe it, as if it had been
defined by a General Council or by a Pope teaching ex
Cathedra. This is clear from the Constitntion ¢ Dei 1Wilius 7
of the Vatican Council: “Porro fide Divina et Catholica
ea omnia credonda sunt guae in verbo Dei seripto vel tradito
continentur, at ab IFoclesia sive solomni judicio  sive
ordindrio ef universali magisterio, tanquam divinitus revelati
credenda proponuniur.” (cap. iii.) Aund Pins IX.in o letter
bearing date Decembeor 21st, 1863, and addressed fo the
Arclibighop of Munich, says that wo owe the obedisnce of
faith not morely to the solemu definition of Couneils and
Popes, but also to the volce of the ordinary magisterium
of the Chuarch, reaching us tlrough the constant and
universal teaching of Catholic Theologiang; ©ad ca quogne
extendenda  ¢nae ordinario fotineg lieclesiae por orbem
dispersac wagusterio, taniuam divinitus vevelata tradoniur
ddeoque wiicersali et constunti consensu, a catholicls theologis
ad jidem pertinere retinentur,”  This same truth is implied
n the condemnation of the 22nd proposition of the
“ Syllabus.” Now the theologians, and teachers of the
Catholic Church assext with the most extraordinary unani-
mity, the immediate formation of the bodiesof our firstparents,

N
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and by that formation they understand an action, distinet
both from the primary creation of matrer, and ko the
concwrrence which God afurds to the worling out of
Natwre's laws,  Such unanimous teaching is, secording to
the Vatican Council, and Pius X, obligatory upon us, and
consaquently we are not {ree to hold the evelution theory
even with referonce to the body of ihe first maa,

o diveet, so precise, so clirewmsiantial, is the Seviptural
account of mau's creation, that, if the evelulion theory
were trne, the sacred writers, i they intended o decetve
wr, couldd not have chosen anguage hetter cadendatwd to
effect that coed s “ And the Lord Gl formed man ont of
the stinie of the eaeth,”-- (Fen e, 2, v. 7. < Tliy hands have
.omade me, and fashioned me’—Job, ¢ 10, v, 8. Now the
~ordinary  moeaning  of such texts (and they ae very
numerous) is nnguestionably the awmediate formeation Ly
Godl of the bodies of Adwmn and Eve. And on this ordi-
nary meauning we can insist, unless the evolutionists show
that there i saflicient reasou for departing frome it s
- they have wit done.  And consequuntly the prima fucie
- Neriptural view of maws ereation need not e abandoned
-~ for that “serdes dufindta ol hypotheses, and conjectures,
;. and possibilitics, which make np the sum total of the
ovolation theory.

The tuaching of the Fathers on this question has been
analyzed by s excecdingly able writer in the Dublin

.m0 need to say that the whele scheol of Fathers, which hag
- been called the School of St. Basil, takes for granted that
Adam's hody was formed by the froedinte act of God,”

(. 19)  And to gay the whole of this school is, he says,
“nearly the sume ag saying the whole ¢ freditio Fudrum.’
"And, after discussing the views of St. Angustine, this

writer concludes thus: < All those veasons  combined
o owould make it—we are ipclined to think—at least rash
cand dangerous to deny that the bedy of Adam was fornied
immediately by (fod, and quuasi-instantancously out of
the earth.” (p. 22.) An cxmvafion of the weritings of the
Fathers will unquestionalily bear ont the statements of
this able writer,  3We ghall Gd the namerous followers of
S8t Basil holding the lileral meaning of Gen, ¢ 2,v. 7

7.
We shall find all the Fathers without exception accord-
ing to Suwawez, holding the Immediate formation of the
“body of ¥ve.  Wo shall find wany of thens, like Lertullian,

St Chrysostom, and St Cyril of Jerusalem, admiring the

" Heview tor July, 1871, e siuns up as tollows: ¢« Theve 18
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formation of man’s hody ag a special work of Divine Q-
potence —a specinl work of God's own hands, Again, we
shall ind isnany of them discussing the question whether the
nainistration of angels might have been employed in
forming the body of the fvst wmaw,  The vast majority of
thenm deny sueh winistrarion, and regard raas body s
the work of God alone. Pt even those who favour tlhe
ministreiion of the angels, iinply that man's body was
formned by a special action, distinet frem the fvst ereation
of mintter, and distinet also fron the ordinaey operation of
naburee’s lawa,  Phe only oue of the ISadhers, with regand
to whomn thece e he any hesitation, Js NE. Angusting,
who s regumled by # Christian evolutiondsis " as the wain-
stay of their orthordoxy. I esplaining Jiy theory of
shanlienaons  eretion, St Augustine holds  thaf, ul. the
pritasry creation of wmatter, God created all things: aot,
cortainty, iu the porfect state Iy which they subsequently
appewved, but in what he ealls their @ raliones seminades,” or
“eunedes”  The diffieulty, then, is to determine what
St Angustine meant by those © rafiones senvinales” e
hitsell does not tell us. e language is obscurs. e
hesitates,  ife admits the difficulty of the subject he is
treating,  They were in some sense the gorms of futare
orgimisiug ; but ke does nob anywhere suy that these germs,
Ly the sole powers then mmparted to uature, devcloped
tiito all thie forms of organie lite that sabseqaently arose.
On the contrary, he makes statemends which are quite
itcompatible with any such view.  Ile hokls ihe spocial
~and inunediate fovmation of the body of Kve.  1le clearly
inginnates that Adain firgh appeared as a full-grown nua,
And in the very freafise from which the difficuliy ariscs,
he has the ollowing remarkable passage: €456 elomenta
urdi hujns corporet habent delintgam vim qualitatemcue
suam quid wmunguodque valeat vel non valeat, quid de
quo flevi possit, veb uou possit. Jx hig velut primordiis
rerlin, GUia quac 2gnuibur sto quague tempore exorbus
processiwsgue surnni, inesque of decossiones sul cujasguo
gonevis,  Unde fit wt de grane tritice non nuscatur fifi, vel
de fubn eilicwn, vel de pecore homo, vel de kominé pecus”
(Glen, al Lo o016, Hb 9 This is o clear assartion that
i the ovilinary course of mature species are fixed—
anchangeable—and fixed in such manver as to be quite
incompaitble with the evolntion theory. The saint then
goes on to refer to the extraordinary changes which may
ccour in orgamsms; and these, he suys, aro dug, not io
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saying that St Auwm[um held the dactrine of evolution,
hu wr,]t doetrine could Lave cecnered 1o bun. Do
Mr, Mivavt, who rvelios on i, as wall ws on St Thomag
-and Soare: tuhlisling the (:rilmr]ux\' of the evolution
- theory, s ) of Hiom: s Tluse wiitors asserted
abstrsot ]uxm intos such as can puiu Hy fuormopize with
the veruivenents of aodern science, and lave, as it were,
provided oy the  weception ot s most «ulvtnmc(}
speenlatiots” (Lessons from Nutare, po 4330 But if
St Angustine merely taught (as his own words geem to
Cindieate, and as St Thomas distinelly asserts) that (fod
croatex] matfer wil i @ poicitin chdicndadiz’ ov an Innate
aptitude for the funuation of ovganims, pressuppodog o
competent cause—then such & view funds no suppeort,
aflerds po foundativo, o the cvolufion fheory.  Andd
svor =i _-\11;1;11.'-3f.im3's principlus woere, it is not fair to
him for the orthodexy of tencts that go altogether

sl
qlL‘J Ak

l)ﬂ'mzd Lig priuciples, and that contradict doctrines
It fullows, then, that

which he explicitly muintained.
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St, Angustine caunot be quoted asoppaosed to the © traditin
Patrum,” asserting the immediate formation of the bodies
of our first parents,

Passing from the Fathers on fo the great Cnatholic
theologiang, testimony to the immediate formation of the
Lody of the first man becunes more divect wml explicit,
Many of the Fathers veferred to the question ouly fndiveetly
and accidentally,  ‘Uhe theologians  treat it professedly,
Bt, Thounas, ag alroardy statisd, mainiaing the dectrine, and
expluius the apparent difficulty of St Avgnsting's expros.
sion i the linguage given ahove.  Suavez maintaiws if,
and Lolds ik to Lo Cwiholie doctrine (Opere Sue Digram,
b3, 1), St Thoanag sad Suavez ave ipuoted as assorting
“ prineiples that cun perfoctly hamnonize” with evoladion;
but ik is perfostty clenr they have held dectrines which
cannvt ** fugrmonize” with evolution wd all,  Berti, azealous
disciple of St. Augustine, helld the doctrine of lnonedicie
Sormotion. e says, ©fait procterea Adae fornmatio opus
soling Dei” and alter qnoling St. Adwgustine himself, to
prove his views, he adds, « Hoe alilsque exemplis, probat
Sanctus  Pater, (pificem  omuium  statim  forwasse
hominem adultum ™ (lib. 12, e. 2}, And yet Berti
is guoted for oppositc views by Mr Mivart! listins
(Sent.,, lib. 2, d. 17), Becanus, Billuart, Widinan, all hold
this doetrine of Tmediate formation.  And it is no sniall
satistaction to fnd a JQistingnished Irish theologian, John
Puncly, of Cork, Learing the foltowing explicit lestimony
to the smue truth.  In his Theologine Cursus Integor (£e
Op. Sea Digewm, disp. 17, q. 3, ¢. 23, he says, © Dico, si Deny
ilpsc sine minizlevio Angelovunt ercavit reliqua animantia, ita
dicendum eltianm de homdne,”  The testimony of theologimns
to thir truth may be mulfipied o bundred-fold. — DBut
it Is neadless. [t is the teaching, express ov implied, of
theny all. Bat, inasmuch as the anthootios aleeady guoted
could not have contaaplated the evolution theory, it is
worth while to guote soue who have written sinco that
theory arese, aud who have dizenssed its theological
bearings,  Perrone, a wiiter as remarlkalile for moderation
as for acemvaey in stating Catholic doctrines, maintalus the
inedinte lormation of the bodies of our first parvents,
and sys that it epperbeins fo Fuaith, « Propositio spectat ad
fidem ” (De Deo. Cr, p. 3, ¢. 1, Prop. 1.} Ubaldi, the prosent
distinguished Professor of Beripture in the Propaganda,
holds the doetrine (In. iu Sae. Sevip,, vol. 1st). Magzzeila,
the distinguished Jesuit Professor of Doginatic Theology,
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at the Roman College, has stwlied and mastered the
evolution theory; and in hig book « De Deo Creante,” he
quotes largely from Mr. Mivart, as well as froin Davwin,
Wallace, and Thompson. Do answer fo the question, how
the first haman budy was favined, he says: “Cad quasstiond
theologi, insistentes enctoritati 8. Seripinree ex wnaninii S,
Latrwm interprelutione intelleotas, wne vre respondeat, corpis
hominds primo eformatine fuisse ger direcium et fnanediofom
Dei qetionem, distinetam Lwn @ prine mnlerive crectione, tun
eoneursie gquem  Dens,  cansa priving,  prachet serundaran
ceewesarion operationifus”  (Dispo &) Avt) And a fow pages
later on (p. 340 ho plunly states, thal dendal of this
doctrine is either heresy, or very olosely alliod ta it
Professor Lawny of Louvain, who is also well read in
the literature of evolution, says in his Commuentary on
Genesig, vol. 1, p. 133 “ lirronee igitur putavit, ut mihi
quidern videtur, doctas vir Georging Mivart, doctrinam
asserentemr  corpus hominds  teemmum fuisse cujusdan
transformationis animalis v, g, Simii, cut Deus intuderit
untinam inanortalem, non repngawre navrationi ereniionis
Chominis.”  And at page 179, he lays down the doctrine of
- immediate creation in the words alveady quoted from
- Mazzella ; and he adda, * Unde scquituv errare omnes frons-
Sormistas, qui volunt entia onmmia viventia, etiam hominen,
}»roveniru ab aliqaot formis inferioribus, vel cellulis, (quas
Deus  creaverit.”  Professor Jungman, of the sume
University, says: Absgue dubio dogma Catholicun: hoe
eat, primos homines immediate a Deo conditos csse” (Do
Deo Creat., p. 151).  And at p. 157, he qaotes the opinfon
of Mr. Mivart, and says of it: « [lawd dubivmn nobis est,
Wam opinionem penilus esse reficlendwn, nec salea doctrina
Theolvgice sana eam teneri posse,”
Now, in the face of this consensus of Catholic teaching,
what hecomes of the boasted < orthodoxy 7 of the evolution
J
theory? Whatbeconies of the assertion, *° that the strictest
Ultramontane Catliolics are perfectly free to hold the
doctrine ol evolution ¥ {Lessons jrom Nature, 430.)  Be it
freely granted, that the authoritics cited above are not as
deeply read in biological gcience as arc the advocates of
evolution ; but if the teaching of the Cathiolic Church Le
what the aboveesnamed anthorities say it is (and it certainly
is 80}, then no Catholic can adinit the éruth ov the orthodoxy
of the evolution theory as applied to man, That theory

denice in the formation of the first man’s body any imme-

diate action of Cud, other than the primary creation of
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matter, sndowed with certain powers, and is co-operation
with the working of Natwe's laws. On the other
hand, Sevipture, Pathers, Theologiang, Preachers, all
ieach, and the simple faithin] Lave always mudesitatingly
believed, that the firsst man was formed by w «Dbrect
immediate aet of Almighty God--an act distinet from the
primary ereation of matter, and from Gold's concurrence
with Nature'slawe.  And aceording to iho Vatican Council,
and to the lotier of Plus ITNL adveady quotald, such coustint
universil teaching, ranks as Cailolic deeiriue iofallibly
tring, obligatory o all childven of the Charclr; wid iheve-
tore sy doctrine ineompatible with {his teaclung has o
cluine fo be regarded  as orthodoxs I follows, then,
mevifably that as lac as ian 8 concerned, sonl or baody,
farth poriaits no coquetting with the evolution systew,
With the application of the evelution theory to
orgaaisis lower thon ean, theology is not reuch, it at all,
converbed. The writer in the Duddin Revine, says that it
3 not against fuith so to apply it: but he does vot adit,
nor (as his words seew to Indicate) does he believe that
ihe theory is true, even of lower orgruisms. It cortainly
ig not proved even of them. A good deal of varviation s
proved, but the cvolution of one spocies from auother is
not proved ; and, according to some of the best nutharities,
cannol be, But with this aspeet of thie question Thenlogians
do not much concern themselves, though Mrofessor: Lany
and Jungman, of Liouvaiy, betl hold that the applieadion of
the evolution theory, even ro plants and animals nwontioned
iu Gienesis, isincompatible with the trie meaniog of thy text,
And now tire question may be puot, what Lus science
vet discovered that is Incompatible with the independent
arcation of species?  Nothing, simply.  Is there any prob-
ability of any snch discovery i ilic futare?  Very nany
most ciinent scicntists tell nsihere v not. Are we then
to abindon the faith of all past nges for the drcanings of’
afew would-he philesopliers of the present day, who ase
blinded by excessive light?  Are we fo bowd and strain
tevelation to suit the speeulations of cven wellaneaning
wen? The Catliolic Chareh weleontes every fresh nccession
of knowledge; she biesses and honsus the votaries and
prometers of real science; but she reminds thoem, in the
words of Pins IX,, that in their scarch for knowludge
Revelation must be their guiding star  « Cathojici gamm’
(Scientiarum}, cultores, divinum  Revelationem, veluti
rectricem stellam prac ocenlis habeant oportet, qua prae-
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lucente, sibi, o syriibus eb crroribns eaveant” (Lctier to

Archbishop of Muuich, Dee. 21, 18830 U'he Churele has
scen many énemics, has witnessud many vevelutions, lag
braved many storms; awd whenever soience, © falsely
80 cutled,” clashes with her deposit of faith, sie ueets 1
with bold deftant front, Sho does ot tolerue st noe docs
she fear it. And from the Lsoe of sineh canliicis in the
past, we can well fider what shioll e ths issae of any snch
in the fmture. When waay of 1he Biological speeulations
of g time will have gone down Into fhe grave 3o which

the Churele of Clod

Crnosticismin Bos nonldevtng, forgolfon.. -
will be what slos haw ever been since e Dnoclation, {he
sole faithful, forrless, witnees, feachicr, and grardiug o all
revealed bl Plak sonie of The advorcates of eviolution
muen well tu the Cluvel is qaite cortabs bat the adeption
of this theory by Callinlios s @ new fashiou of au old stn.”
It is an dostance of a tendeney ilad s becomiuy too
conmunub—thid of minimizing Catholic doctvine—ol diluting
i, 80 as to suit the fastes of a class of persons from whom
the Clhurel hins nothing to expect anid nothing t0 foar.
“ A talen consactudinem non habemus negue Fecloesia

Deg.
J. Mrrreay.
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RAYER, ag we know, is one of the principal dutics of
wan fo hiy Crettor; aud ib is as a doty that en
commonly regard it. Yet it is well fo roacieber that
Bestdus being noduty it s also o poivilege, amd the mere
privifege of prayer is something very wonderfide Prayer
s cue ol 1he great cemental forces ol the spleitaad order,
and, perlaps, hecuge it ix so, it secns o dollow e Law
ot the greal physical forees off the universe, in fhat it
attructs  very little notice, or ag all eventy, sy hitle
express nofice frone those who are wnost fomiliae wirh it
The surwise and the sunset-—the muldtndinens growt
that goues on night and day apon the face of the carth—
all that is most beantiful, and all that s st poseriod,
Lhave become so commonplace, that they are scarcely
naticed.  Those who sce them oftencst are least strnclk
Ly them, awd never seem to dream of their beauly and

“their power.




