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Part I

The wiseman Papers

…religion caused unbelief.  In trying to adapt their religious beliefs to socio​economic change, to new moral challenges, to novel problems of knowledge, to the tightening standards of science, the defenders of God strangled Him.  …

Without God, Without Creed: The Origins of Unbelief in America. By James Turner. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins, 1985, p. xiii.

Nicholas Patrick Cardinal Wiseman

(1802-1865)

Cardinal Wiseman is a key figure in the history of the Great Apostasy for several reasons : 1) he was a very influential member of the hierarchy both in Rome and his native England (though he was born in Ireland of a Spanish mother and an Irish father); 2) he was possessed of a scholarly mind and acquired vast learning with a great facility in languages; 3) he lived to see the immense popularity of Darwin’s Origin of Species (1859) though he was in declining health and occupied with political affairs at the time.

He studied for six years at the English College in Rome and in 1824 took his degree of doctor of Divinity. He was then only 22 years old! Early in 1825 he was ordained to the Priesthood and two years later, he published a work of research in Syriac antiquities which established his reputation as an Oriental scholar of note.

While already vice-rector of the English College in Rome, he was named Professor of Hebrew and Syro-Chaldaic in the Sapienza University by Pope Leo XII.  This position put him in direct contact with other scholars in this immensely popular and rising field of antiquities. In 1828, still in his twenties, he was appointed Rector of the Eng1ish College, a position he held until l840. It was during these years, precisely during 1835, that he delivered his Lectures “On the Connexion between Science and Revealed Religion,” the fruit of preceding years of study. He revised and updated these Lectures through three editions of printing, and it is the 3rd edition, of l849, that I have used as the focus of this present study.

After 1835, however, Cardinal Wisman’s main interests and preoccupations shifted from the study and research into antiquities and the rising physical sciences to the political situation in England. As the Catholic Encyclopedia of 1912 puts it: "While in no way slackening in the conscientious performance of his duties, he found himself gradually more and more drawn towards, and personally interested in, the important religious movement developing in England."  This, of course, was the Oxford Movement and the growing desire for a Catholic hierarchy. These currents produced a not unexpected back-lash from the old established Catholics who rightly suspected the purity of the faith of the new and prominent converts. They "suspected the sincerity of their Catholic leanings when they were Protestants and the sincerity of their conversion now that they were Catholics."   From this distance of time, we can see the Oxford Movement as an infusion of Protestantism into the Church -- an infusion of the prevalent liberalism of the time. Newman’s Tract 90, for example, written in 1841, was an attempt to reconcile the 39 articles of Anglicanism with the decrees of the Council of Trent,  an attempt that surely foreshadowed the ecumenical attempts at reconciliation today.

But as a result largely of Cardinal Wiseman’s influence, a new hierarchy was created for England with Wiseman (made Bishop in 1840) named as its chief, his being elevated to the Cardinalate for that purpose in l850. It was due also to his “tact, prudence, and firmness” that the resistance of the old Catholics was dissolved and they were won over to his views.

On one of his visits home from Rome, Wiseman founded with Daniel O’Connell and Michael Quinn the Dublin Review (1836) which became one of the main organs of Catholic thought in England during the 19th and into the 20th century.  Bishop Hedley’s landmark essay on “Evolution and Faith” appeared in its pages in 1871, and Bishop Hedley himself served as its editor from 1878 to l884.1
It is certainly one of the great ironies of history that after having posited his great work of scientific research and interpretation, a work that both reflected and, unhappily, followed rather than took the lead in the midst of the intellectual currents of his time, Wiseman should have returned to an England awash in controversies over scientific opinions radically affecting the interpretation of Sacred Scripture, only to become oblivious to them due to his desire for an English hierarchy, the initiation of which his influence and talents made him perfectly fit.

On a certain return to home in l853, Cardinal Wiseman began to write his novel Fabiola about the life of the early Christians. The Catholic Encyclopedia describes it as “the most popular book that came from his versatile pen.”  It is certainly much more readable than Newman’s Callista (l856).

In 1861 Wiseman founded, mainly at the insistence of then Mgr. Henry Edward Manning, the Academia which seems to have had a rather insecure foundation and not to have endured. The Catholic Encyclopedia says it was founded with the hopes of enkindling an enthusiasm for the temporal power of the Pope which had become a target of much anti-Catholic sentiment in England and abroad at this time. However, Wiseman's own idea, reflected in his inaugural lecture, was rather that the new institution should encourage the scholarly and scientific researches which so greatly interested him. That both of these objectives were sought is made clear enough by Manning’s intense loyalty to Pope Pius IX and that Pope’s struggle with the secular powers. But Manning also had a desire to combat the current “science falsely so-called” and he is reported to have preached against the “new philosophy” of nature with its idea that “there is no God and the ape is our Adam.”1
I can find no confirmation of it, but I suspect, from the tenor of his Lectures on Science, that. Cardinal Wiseman would have favored the liberal, accommodating lines taken later by Bishop Hedley, and that Cardinal Manning, judging from his essay on “The Four Great Evils of the Day” which castigates rationalism but without being specific, was more inclined to a conservative position. This is indicated, also, by his remarks reported above.

That these were momentous times for the Church no one can deny. And it is equally certain, especially from this distance in time, that the political situation in Europe generally far outweighed the doctrinal issues raised by the physical sciences.

During the 1830’s, though, then Msgr. Wiseman, Rector of the English College in Rome, was deeply immersed in the sciences of ethnology/philology (languages), geology, anthropology, archaeology and Oriental literature. These are the main topics of his Lectures in the order of their treatment.

In his Preface to the published Lectures (l849, 3rd edition), just ten years  before the publication of Darwin’s Origin of Species in England, Wiseman says of his work:

The subjects of which it treats are varied, and have rather formed a relaxation from severer pursuits, than objects of professed research. That its numerous faults will be observed, and perhaps severely criticised, I must naturally expect. Still I shall always feel that the cause which I plead may well throw some of its protection over its least worthy advocates, and conciliate the benevolence of all that revere and love it.

He does not name or define that “cause” here but in the First Lecture, we may gather it to be that of bringing to the fore those “evidences or proofs” of the Scriptures that can be gleaned from the data of the sciences.

Working squarely and enthusiastically in the tradition of “the illustrious Bacon” and with echoes of Leibnitz, he says:

Were it given unto us to contemplate God’s works in the visible and in the moral world, not as we now see them, in shreds and little fragments, but as woven together into the great web of universal harmony; could our minds take in each part thereof, with its general and particular connections, relations, and appliances, there can be no doubt but religion, as established by Him, would appear to enter, and fit so completely and so necessarily into the general plan, as that all would be unraveled and destroyed, if by any means it should be withdrawn. And such a view of its interweaving with the whole economy and fabric of nature would doubtless be the highest order of evidence which could be given us of its truth. But this is the great difference between nature’s and man’s operation, that she fashioneth and moulds all the parts of her works at once, while he can apply himself only to the elaboration of one single part at a time; and hence it comes, that in all our researches, the successive and partial attention which we are obliged to  give to separate evidences or proofs, doth greatly weaken their collective force. For, as the illustrious Bacon hath well remarked, “the harmony of the sciences, that is, when each part supports the other, is, and ought to be, the true and brief way of confutation and suppression of all the smaller sorts of objections; but on the other hand, if you draw out every axiom, like the sticks of a fagot, one by one, you may easily quarrel with them, and bend and break them at your pleasure.        (pp. 1-3)

It's impossible to tell from this "great web of universal harmony" what is nature and the particular parts that the mind of man is compelled, by his nature, to view separately, just what kind of eminence or lack of such the subject of "religion, as established by Him" is allowed to p1ay, though it is acknowledged that if it were withdrawn, the whole would be "unraveled and destroyed."  Indeed, it is precisely upon this unraveled and destroyed basis that "the illustrious Bacon" has erected his new order of the sciences. And it far more resembles the fagot, the bundle of sticks tied together with a string, than anything like the Great Chain of Being, that hierarchy of reality that drew the contemplative studies of the medievals.

And so, despite the flowery rhetoric so dear to the 19th century liberal, we are soon reminded that Wiseman is working in the cold climate of absolute rationalism -- the rejection of theology as a science and of the Scriptures as historically reliable. But his attitude is defensive. However, liberal that he was, it is also supremely certain that every difficulty has been or soon will be resolved to the glory of both science and Scripture. For as we can see from the quote from Bacon, the sciences and their objects, present to the 19th century mind, no principle of order, no evidences of grades of perfection based on intrinsic value of their degree of being. Cardinal Wiseman refers back to the “prejudices of venerable standing” which have contributed to this chaotic situation and admits:

For ages it has been considered, by many, useless and almost profane, to attempt any marriage between theology and the other sciences. (p.3)

It will be useful to consider each of Cardinal Wiseman's difficulties individually in order better to ascertain just where he is situated in the history of error’s progress. Having acknowledged the separation of theology from the other sciences, he goes on to list the following obstacles to their union:

1) Some men in their writings, and many in their discourse, go so far as to suppose that they may enjoy a dualism of opinions, holding one set which they believe as Christians, and another whereof they are convinced as philosophers.  (p. 3)

[This harks back to the 13th century and the Arabian theory of the “double truth”. It came about because the Arabian commentators on Aristotle, especially Averroës, held that philosophy was the highest kind of knowledge and that if the Koran taught one thing and the philosophy of Aristotle taught the contrary, they both must be admitted to be true. St. Thomas said that for truth to be contradicted by Faith was impossible, even for God. It was Siger of Brabant who espoused this highly heretical position and he was condemned for it. St. Thomas has been most unjustly suspected of the same heresy. For a detailed treatment of the whole question, see Etienne Gilson, The History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages. Random House, I955, pages 202, 398 et passim.  Cardinal Wiseman seems totally unaware of the significance of this “double truth” theory for his own day when the data of the sciences appeared to contradict the plain teachings of Scripture. We will see later on how he deals with such “difficulties” as the Six Days, the geological ages, and the universality of the Deluge.]

2) Such a one will say that he believes the Scriptures, and all that they contain; but will uphold some system of chronology or history which can nowise be reconciled therewith. (p. 3)

[This seems to be a part of the previous difficulty.]

3) One does not see how it is possible to make accordance between the Mosaic creation and Cuvier’s discoveries;

[Georges Cuvier (1769-1832) believed in a series of successive creations corresponding to the epochs believed to be recorded in the fossil strata. See this writer’s From the Beginning, Vol. II, p. 232 ff. There is, of course, no justification whatsoever either in Scripture or Tradition, for this theory of “successive creations”.]

4) a third considers it extremely difficult to explain the origin of all mankind from one common parentage. (p. 3)
We will see how Cardinal Wiseman deals with each of these difficulties as well as some others. He continues with his thoughts on the current status of theology:

So far, therefore, from considering religion or its science, theology, as entitled to sisterhood with the other sciences [in the Middle Ages, Theology was the Queen of the sciences, not their sister!], it is supposed to move on a distinct plane, and preserve a perpetual parallelism with them, which prevents them all from clashing, as it deprives them of mutual support. Hence, too, it is no wonder that theology should be always considered a study purely professional, and devoid of general interest; and that it should be deemed impossible to invest its researches with those varied charms that attract us to other scientific inquiries. (p. 3-4)
In these lines, it seems that Cardinal Wiseman aspires to bring theology down to the level of the other sciences, or at least to bring it in on a "level playing field", to introduce it into a camaraderie with the other sciences, a buddy-buddy relationship, as it were.  Subsequent history indicates that he succeeded, at least for Catho1ics, not only to the detriment of both theology and the sciences, but to the overcoming and eventual disappearance of any real Theology. Cardinal Wiseman goes on next to explain that these difficulties challenged him to respond:

Reflections such as these have led me to the attempt whereupon I enter to-day; the attempt, that is, to bring theology somehow into the circle of the other sciences, by showing how beautifully it is illustrated, supported, and adorned by them all; [I call this sycophancy, just short of Uriah Heepish; but he recovers some of the dignity of the science of God and Divine Revelation when he goes on to say] to prove how justly the philosopher should bow to her decisions, with the assurance that his researches will only confirm them; to demonstrate the convergence of truths revealed with truths discovered; and, however imperfectly, to present you with some such picture as Homer hath described upon his hero’s shield; of things and movements heavenly, that appertain unto a higher sphere, hemmed round and embellished by the representations of earthlier and homelier pursuits. (p. 4)
And now he is able to explain more plainly what his purpose is, and because in the 19th century they had time to be verbose, I will quote it in full rather than deprive him of his full defense:
My purpose, therefore, in the course of lectures to which I have invited you, is to show the correspondence between the progress of science and the development of the Christian evidences; and before proceeding further, I must be allowed to explain the terms and limits of my inquiries. By the simple statement of my theme, it will be seen that I do not intend to enter upon the well-occupied field of natural theology, or to apply the progress of science to the increasing proof thereby gained, of a wise all-ruling Providence. It is of revealed religion alone that I mean to treat -- of the evidences which Christianity has received in the numberless connections with the order of nature or the course of human events. And when I use the word evidences, I must be understood in a very wide and general signification. I consider that whatever tends to prove the truth of any narrative in the sacred volume, especially if that narrative, to merely human eyes, appears improbable, or irreconcilable with other facts, tends also essentially to increase the sum of evidences which Christianity possesses, resting, as it essentially does, upon the authenticity of that book. … (pp. 4-6)  (Emphases added)
We see that Cardinal Wiseman is depending upon a method of induction by which individual instances or evidences add up, eventually, to a “general influence.”  He is determined, also, to meet the challenges of those who have ransacked each science in an attempt to “overthrow the defences of Christianity.” He firmly intends to examine all objections and "solve them individually… " (pp. 4 -6) Another statement of this same intention is the following:

An essential part of my task will therefore be to show how the very sciences, whence objections have been drawn against religion, have themselves, in their progress, entirely removed them; and hence my method of treating each science, with one or two exceptions, will necessarily be historical. … I flatter myself, that while I show the signal services rendered to religion by the progress of each science, I shall present a short and simple introduction to its history and principles . (p . 7)

What he promises and what he gives is a veritable encyclopedia of the origin and history of those sciences most influential in his day. But we cannot overlook the radical shift from the Scriptural Theology of the Fathers and Doctors of the Church to a natural, inductive theology, a mere collection of “evidences” that support revealed religion. This shift came about in the early 17th century as a result of many converging causes and circumstances, but perhaps the most responsible was the doctrinal confusion within theology itself during the 14th and 15th centuries. There were bitter controversies between the “ancient way” of Tradition and the “modern way” of the Nominalists, controversies between Thomists and Scotists, and the abandonment of an intellectually robust theology for “a theology of repentance” as advocated by John Gerson (d. 1492), then Chancellor of the University of Paris. Etienne Gilson says,

With the final years of the fourteenth century, the powerful theological reform initiated in the thirteenth century, visibly lost much of its creative force. In a distant past, the Platonist Consolation of Philosophy by Boethius had watched over its origins; in 1418, the Consolation of Theology by Gerson was foretelling its end. (History of. Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, Random House, l955, p. 533.)

Besides all that, an inordinate amount of speculation about the nature of infinity gave rise to the pseudo-mysticism of Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa (d. 1464) and his most unfortunate heretic-disciple and maverick Dominican, Giordano Bruno, burned at the stake in 1600.

But perhaps we should lament just as much if not more the separation of theology from a true and deep interior life of supernatural love and devotion as we lament the separation of Faith from science, and surely, the two separations are closely related as to their effects.
In any case, theologians began to be more interested in the Physica of Aristotle than in his Metaphysics, and more preoccupied with mathematics and theories of motion than with the “Mysteries of Christianity” and the “Glories of Divine Grace." These latter are titles of works by Fr. Matthias Scheeben (1835-1888) whose theology is a marvelous reaction against and correction of the prevailing Rationalism of the 19th century.

The 15th century also saw the flight to the West of Byzantine scholars after the capture of Constantinople by the Turks in 1453 , bringing with them many texts of the Greek classics in philosophy and literature. All this intellectual stimulation was greatly facilitated and its spread assured by the invention around 1445 of the printing press.

Gilson tells how Aristotle was separated from theology by his Arabian-Muslim commentators. Once separated from theology, his philosophy lost the prestige granted it by theologians as the preferred vehicle for Christian truth. (Modern Philosophy: Descartes to Kant, 1963, p. 3~6) This separation, however, was not absolute, for it was the Aristotelian theologians of the Inquisition who condemned Galileo.

Of the Renaissance, Gilson says:

The men of the Renaissance created no new philosophy, but they discovered that antiquity offered them a choice of several other interesting views of the world besides that of Aristotle. As they became acquainted with them, they began trying a little of everything. (Ibid., p. 4)

And this, of course, led to a widespread skepticism, exemplified by Montaigne (l533-1592). As Gilson points out, “The Middle Ages had little use for any sort of skepticism; yet there is a kind of religious faith that can put up very easily with philosophical skepticism. The kind is well known: I believe what God says and in very little else.” (Ibid., p. 5) It is a very prevalent view today amongst Protestants and even, more and more, amongst Catholics who still value Holy Scripture, though even their interpretations of Scripture are now seriously flawed by the pervasive influence of an a-centric and evolutionary world view. Many, too, are all too willing to historicize and relativize the moral absolutes of Scripture, especially those pertaining to contraception (natural and artificial), fornication, homosexuality, divorce, etc.

But going back to the Renaissance, we see it as the Great Watershed wherein whatever was left of the medieval synthesis, mixed with a new learning only very loosely connected with Scripture and theology. The mixture, containing other ingredients as well, such as a new Platonism, produced the early stages of our present thoroughly secularized era.

To meet the challenges of the rising physical sciences, certain clergymen began to use the emphasis upon these natural sciences to glean "evidences" of Creation. Thus the title of Anglican clergyman John Ray’s landmark work, The Wisdom of God Manifested in the Works of the Creator (1701).

Many similar works followed of which the most famous, probably, is that of William Paley, another Anglican clergyman, who in 1802 published his Natural Theology: or Evidences of the Existence and Attributes of the Deity, Collected from the Appearances of Nature. 
We note that by Paley’s time, after the blasphemous Luciferian “Enlightenment” of the 18th century, the very existence of “the Deity” must be proven, not by the meta-physical demonstrations of reason which are certain but by the inductively ascertained “appearances” of physical processes and things, especially those which exhibit design and purpose evident to the senses.

Since the Reformation, the Protestants had never had a real metaphysics, having lost it with the medieval inheritance which they rejected. Natural theology or as Leibnitz called it, theodicy, represents a giant step down from metaphysics to the particular data, ever accumulating, from the physical sciences.

Cardinal Wiseman has either forgotten, rejected or otherwise lost this priceless inheritance of philosophical theology, for he gives himself with the most unabashed enthusiasm and praise to the new sciences and their methods of induction, in the tradition of Sir Francis Bacon.

And in the 1830’s, probably known to Cardinal Wiseman, the Rev. Francis Henry Egerton, Eighth and last Earl of Bridgewater, commissioned the “Bridgewater Treatises.”  Eight members of the Royal Society were to give evidences of the “Power, Wisdom and Goodness of God as Manifested in the Creation” in volumes of tremendous scientific detail.

It is to this genre of literature that the Lectures of Cardinal Wiseman belong. And in the absence of an authoritative philosophical and Scriptural theology, in the absence of a strong tradition of the Fathers and Doctors of the Church and of dogmatic statements by the Magisterium, this immensely tedious and in the end really ineffectual induction of physical facts was all there was for a Catholic or a Protestant to use in defense of the Faith.

For, as Cardinal Wiseman demonstrates, he felt duty-bound “boldly and patiently to examine the objections and solve them individually...” (p. 6) This meant immersing himself as thoroughly and as deeply in these really profane studies as had his secular counterparts. Just what he accomplished and/or failed to accomplish in the way of defending “revealed religion” and the Faith, seems something worth asking of him in this present time, almost two hundred years later.

And so, he plunges us headlong into “Ethnography, or the classification of nations from the comparative study of languages, a science born, I may say, almost within our memory.” (p. 8)

Wiseman’s objective here is to demonstrate “by the simple history of this science the Mosaic account of the dispersion of mankind most pleasingly confirmed.” (p. 9)

That mankind is descended from one family --- spoke but one language; that, in consequence of their being united in a design which accorded not with the views of Providence, the Almighty confounded their speech, and introduced among them a variety of tongues, which produced a general dispersion; such, in brief, are the outlines of this venerable history, recorded in the eleventh chapter of Genesis.  (p. 9)
But notice in the next passage what Wiseman is willing to allow to "philosophers" discussing "abstract questions" that really touch directly on the teaching of Scripture:

But the whole of this narrative is of course treated by the adversaries of revelation as a fable, or a mythos. We may allow philosophers, indeed, to discuss such abstract questions as whether speech could have been the gradual invention of the human species, or must have been the free gift of God, as Drs. Johnson, Anton, and Bonald maintain; or neither a pure gift nor an invention, but, according to a later theory of the lamented Humboldt, a necessary and spontaneous result of man’s organization. (pp. 9-10)

In other words, Wiseman is saying that as far as he is concerned, these questions about the origin of speech, are not important for the truth of the revealed religion. And yet, we must point out that “whether speech could have been the gradual invention of the human species” is not an abstract question at all, for if it were to be granted, then the first and second chapters of Genesis are indeed reduced to “a fable, or a mythos.”  He goes on:

We might even allow them the innocent amusement of discussing whether such an invention would have begun by substantives, as Dr. Smith is of opinion, or by interjections, as the President De Brosses and Herder conjecture. So long as an imaginary theatre is supposed for the actors in such a discovery, so long as we speak with the President, of children abandoned to the tuition of nature, or with Soave, of two insulated savages, the field is open, and the disquisition without danger. (p.10-11)  (Emphasis added)

I must differ with the Cardinal here, for at least judging by subsequent history, these disquisitions were of the utmost importance in the theory of evolution which was rising all around him but which he is so confident holds no danger for the “revealed religion” of the Catholic Church.

He even refers to the speculations of Maupertius, a prominent proto-evolutionist, and to Rousseau who represents man as originally mute and acquiring language by his own invention and over long periods of time. If Wiseman grants all this as of small importance for his main purpose, then we have a good idea of what he will and will not save of the Scriptures for succeeding generations of seminarians in the English College at Rome and in the catechism classes at home in England.

He concludes this brief survey with these words:

The inquiry, when thus considered, seems to involve the authenticity of the Mosaic documents touching the early history of man. It then becomes our duty to investigate the very study which gave birth or strength to such objections: and we shall soon perceive that the nearer it has advanced towards perfection, the more it has confirmed the veracity of the Jewish historian. (p. 12)

Wiseman finds the earliest researches in Ethnography to have pursued the “chimerical” goal of discovering a language which contained in germ all the others, which formed a central core from whence the others diverged after Babel. This is, indeed, not an intrinsically false idea but the contrary, for it finds an analogy in the biological gene pool of Adam and Eve from whence all subsequent human beings with variations of color, shape and temperament, have descended. But Wiseman claims that this beginning of the science was based on two errors: 1) the assumption that descent must be by filiation so that a parallel descent could not be imagined; and 2) the error of etymological comparisons as proof of descent from Hebrew.

Sources for all these researches were found in the books of travelers and of missionaries. However, according to Wiseman, all these studies led nowhere.

It is in Leibnitz (1646-1716) (and not in Thomism or any other Catholic source) that Wiseman finds the connecting link between all the sciences, calling that truly chimerical genius, “the prism of his great rival” (Newton).  It was, according to Wiseman, to Leibnitz that Ethnography owed those principles which “first allowed it to claim a place among the sciences.” (p. 24)  And what were those principles? As far as I am able to make out from Wiseman’s own words, they consisted of constructing tables of lists of words that could enable a scholar to compare words by a method resembling the calculus.  It was, in fact, an application of mathematics to linguistics. Wiseman says:
For instance, he suspected there might be an affinity in words between the Biscayan and the Coptic, the languages of Spain and Egypt, a conjecture which you will see has been put to the test of mathematical calculus by the late Dr. Young. (p. 26)

And by this method, the old ties which had hitherto been seen to derive all languages from Hebrew, were broken or loosened.  And

In the search for new materials, each day seemed to discover a new language, independent of all previously known, and consequently to increase the difficulty of reconciling appearances with the narrative of Moses, (p. 26)

And so, despite the claim that Leibnitz’s new principles saved linguistics, Wiseman now admits that the old etymological way of relating by way of similarities was now exploded and no new general principles were put in its place. (p. 28)  And he makes a most telling remark: he says that the further research for a new method proceeded, “the more dangerously it would trespass upon the forbidden ground of inspired history.” (p. 28)

It is certainly an acknowledgement of the separation of science from Scripture, a separation that both the rationalists and the believers feared to bridge, for it would mean the domination of one by the other. Wiseman says this of the tremendous labor of collecting undertaken by the Italian Jesuit Don Lorenzo Hervas y Pandura:

At every step, however, he seems to fear that the study he is pursuing may be turned to the prejudice of revelation. He evidently labors under a great anxiety to prove the contrary; he opens some of his works, and concludes others, with long and elaborate dissertations on this subject. But his manner of treating it is long and abstract, and his conclusions do not seem to follow easily from the facts which he quotes in evidence. So unsatisfactory, indeed, are the comparisons of words from different languages which he makes on these occasions, that the existence of one letter in common is sufficient with him to form an identity in an entire word. (p. 30)
How well these two extremes exemplify the temper of the times. A great fear of science on the part of believers, and from this must we not conclude a great weakness of Faith in the absolute veracity and primacy of Scripture? At the same time, how typical of liberalism is the supreme, even cheerfully arrogant, scornful confidence that every error and heresy can be embraced by and accommodated, in one way or another, to the Catholic system.

Wiseman turns next to the north of Europe and the patronage of an Empress: 

Among the many literary merits of Catherine II., that of having planned, conducted, and afterwards directed a large comparative work on language, though nowhere mentioned by her English biographer, is far from being the least. (pp. 30-31)

He next describes the linguistic-philological studies being conducted in the Far East. And finally we come to some of the results of all this collecting and comparing of words. He refers to the work Mithridates of John Christopher Adelung, the first part published in 1806 but the concluding volumes prevented by the author's death. Wiseman says this of Adelung’s work:

Adelung’s views on the origin of languages seem to be that mankind may have invented them in different countries. Noah’s ark, or the tower of Babel, noway enters into his consideration; and it would appear that the Paradise whence the human race issued was, in his opinion, the seat of the present generation; thus excluding all interruption, by any great catastrophe, of the earliest history of man. With such opinions, we have nothing to do at present; they are not given by Adelung as resulting from his valuable researches. (p. 35) (Emphases added}
I find this a fine distinction, indeed. And Wiseman’s refusal to object to such a blatant rejection of Revealed history, is highly objectionable for a prelate of his distinction. But it is the way of liberalism.

He finally comes to the present state of this science and will “show the confirmation which its latest developments have afforded to the scriptural history of man’s dispersion.” (p. 36) This confirmation he finds in the parentage of the Indo-European or Indo-Germanic:

This first great step of modern ethnographic science, you will, I am sure, acknowledge to be of great interest and importance, when viewed in reference to the early history of man. Instead of being perplexed with a multiplicity of languages, we have now reduced them to certain very large groups, each comprising a great variety of languages formerly thought to be unconnected, and thus representing, as it were, only one human family, originally possessing a single idiom. Now every succeeding step has clearly added to this advantage, and diminished still further any apparent hostility between the number of languages and the history of the dispersion. (p. 46)

Wiseman is showing by the “progress of science” that the resolution of all languages into one, and that the Hebrew, has been abandoned as impossible and "a totally new science" attending to the classification of languages has come into being:

And such methinks is to be found in the history of all sound learning. For, as a day appearing now and then of brighter and warmer sunshine doth foreshow that the full burst of summer’s glory is about to break upon the earth, so do certain privileged minds, by some mysterious communication, ever foresee, as it were, or rather feel sometime beforehand, and announce the approach of some great and new system of truth; as did Bacon, of Philosophy; and Leibnitz, of our science; and Plato, of a holier manifestation.

In such bombastic terms replete with epic simile does Wiseman enthusiastically join in laying the foundations of the new luciferian world order upon the ashes of Christendom.
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The Second Lecture continues the same subject and summarizes the then-present state of the problem: the comparative study of languages has brought them all into great groups or families which with time diminish in number so that these “might be supposed to have arisen on a sudden, among the few inhabitants of the earlier world.” (p. 65) That is, this present grouping of languages supplies evidence of the dispersion from Babel.

But the next problem is to show, if possible, that these groups of languages "descend from a common stock."  This scholarly endeavour is divided into two main schools: those who seek the affinity of languages in words, the lexical school, and those who seek it in grammar, the grammatical school.

There are two main principles at work in Cardinal Wiseman’s researches and they demonstrate how thoroughly he reflected the main currents of thought in his time: 1) the Baconian emphasis on induction, the never-ending tedious collecting of particular instances; and 2) the evolutionary principle of development, of progress from a common stock. Just how he brings these two principles to bear upon the defense of Sacred Scripture's inerrancy and authority remains to be seen, but the prognosis is not good.

In all fairness to Cardinal Wiseman, it must be emphasized that he does seem to uphold the traditional view of history, for when speaking of a view that languages tend to develop and improve themselves from a “primitive form” he protests:

Now from this opinion, which I confess I once held, I must totally dissent: for hitherto the experience of several thousand years does not afford us a single example of spontaneous development in any speech. At whatever period we meet a language, we find it complete as to its essential and characteristic qualities; it may receive a finer polish, a greater copiousness, a more varied construction; but its specific distinctives, its vital principle, its soul, if I may so call it, appears fully formed, and can change no more. (p. 69) (Emphases added}

He must be given credit for holding fast to what in the other more biological sciences was known as the “fixity” of natures and species. It is also clear from this passage that the idea of evolution as “spontaneous development” is pervasive even in the 1830’s and the principles of mechanism versus vitalism are at war. Cardina1 Wiseman admits that languages can disintegrate and the following quote shows us the general principles he was maintaining in the midst of an evolutionary ambience:

Were there such a thing as natural development in languages, surely so many ages must have produced it in these instances. But so far from this being the case, the earlier stages of a language are often the most perfect; and the late researches I have so often referred to, made by Grimm into the primitive forms of German grammar, are far from establishing the tendency of a language to improve; for many valuable forms have been therein lost.

                . . .

Languages grow not up from a seed or a sprout; they are, by some mysterious process of nature, cast in a living mould, whence they come out in all their fair proportions; and that mould is the mind of man, variously modified by the circumstances of his outward relations. Here again I cannot but regret our inability to comprehend in one glance the bearings and connections of different sciences; for, if it appears that ages must have been required to bring languages to the state wherein we first find them, other researches would show us that these ages never existed and we should thus be driven to discover some shaping power, some ever-ruling influence, which could do at once what nature would take centuries to effect; and the book of Genesis hath alone solved this problem. (p. 73 ) (Emphases added) 

This is not only a very important passage for assessing the work of Cardinal Wiseman but it is typical of the whole in its failure to come out strongly for the facticity of Genesis while almost in spite of himself, acknow1edging the permanence and stability of created being, including language. The truths of Faith must be searched out and found, just as here, literally buried in the midst of and often beneath an enormous amount of Baconian instances, that is, factual detail, sometimes of little or no real relevance. He is determined to praise and to be part and parcel of the up and coming sciences while at the same time desirous of holding on to the facticity of Scripture. We will see how it is the science of geology that finally unsettles him.

But I must not pass over what seems to me a significant remark the Cardinal makes, almost in passing and as if it were a long-established fact for him. Speaking here also of the perfection in which all languages are first found, he says:

So it is with the Hebrew: in the writings of Moses, and in the earlier fragments incorporated into Genesis the essential structure of the language is complete, and apparently incapable, in spite of its manifest imperfection, of any further improvement. (p. 70) (Emphasis added)

It seems most probable that Wiseman had accepted the newly emerged “critical” or “documentary” theory concerning the text of Genesis, a theory which now is thoroughly discredited.1 According to John L. McKenzie, S.J., Dictionary of the Bible, article “Pentateuch” , it was in 1781 that the French physician Jean Astruc and German scholar Eichhorn independently proposed that two documents could be discerned in Genesis and these separate documents were regarded as pre-existing sources which Moses compiled into the book of Genesis. Later scholars such as Ilgen in 1798 and De Wetter, 1805-1807, added points of textual criticism and by the early decades of the 19th century, this “theory of fragments” was prominent. It thus seems very probable that Wiseman had such theories in mind when he spoke of "the earlier fragments incorporated into Genesis." It really makes little difference that this “theory of fragments” yielded to “the complementary theory” of Ewald in 1823 and later to that of De Wette in l840, theories which posited one basic source expanded by the addition of fragments from other sources. What is important to emphasize is that the textual critics were seriously calling into question the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch and Cardinal Wiseman takes it in stride!

It was not until a century later, in 1906, that the Biblical Commission under Pope St. Pius X decreed that it would not be acceptable to believe that the books of the Pentateuch were not written by Moses but composed from sources later than his time.

It was permitted, however, to see Moses as an editor or redactor of documents written earlier or of an oral tradition, as long as the divine inspiration of the Pentateuch as Holy Scripture be upheld and the essential authorship of Moses maintained. (Denzinger 1997-2000)

The words of Cardinal Wiseman on this matter are not entirely clear since he does not present any opinion of his own as to this separation of "the writings of Moses" from the "earlier fragments incorporated into Genesis."  But from other parts of his work, it seems certain that he maintained the essential authorship or Mosaic authenticity of the Pentateuch.

At the same time it must be emphasized that this view of the first five books of the Bible represents a giant step down and away from the unanimous view of the Fathers of the Church. Fr. Seraphim Rose1 makes an important distinction between the kind of’ divine inspiration used by “Moses and later chronic1ers who “made use of written records and oral traditions when it came to recording the acts and chronology of historical Patriarchs and kings” and that which was responsible for the account of Creation and the Work of the Six Days. He quotes patristic sources for the authorship of Moses. St. Ambrose writes:

Moses “spoke to God the Most High, not in a vision nor in dreams, but mouth to mouth” (Numbers 12 : 6-8). Plainly and clearly, not by figures nor by riddles, there was bestowed on him the gift of the Divine presence. And so Moses opened his mouth and uttered what the Lord spoke within him, according to the promise He made to him when He directed him to go to King Pharaoh: "Go therefore and I will open thy mouth and instruct thee what thou shouldest speak" (Ex. 4:12).  For, if he had already accepted from God what he should say concerning the liberation of the people, how much more should you accept what He should say concerning heaven? Therefore, “not in the persuasive words of wisdom,” not in philosophical fallacies, “but in the demonstration of the spirit and power” (I Cor. 2:13), he has ventured to say as if he were a witness of the Divine work: “In the beginning, God created heaven and earth.”

In a similar vein, St. Basil writes at the very beginning of his Hexaemeron:

This man, who is made equal to the angels, being considered worthy of the sight of God face to face, reports to us those things which he heard from God.

Fr. Seraphim notes especially the teaching of St. John Chrysostom that the book of Genesis is a prophecy of the past; that is, Moses saw an exalted vision of what the world was in the beginning. (p.343)
Fr. Seraphim explains to his students that the first two chapters of Genesis do not contradict each other and do not contain two different accounts of the Creation but are “simply a retelling of the story from a different point of view. One account concerns the origin of Man himself; the other concerns the specific origin of the first people, Adam and Eve.” (p.497)

There is another more modern theory, that of Dr. Henry Morris in his Genesis Record, called the “Patriarchal theory” and one which has strong Biblical evidence in the signatures of the chapters, that God Himself wrote the first chapter of Genesis and that Adam and the Patriarchs after him wrote in the succeeding books the works of which they were eye-witnesses. These Patriarchal writings came down to Moses who then compiled them.


The Church apparently allows us to accept these differing views as long as we maintain the essential authorship of Moses, either as divinely inspired visionary of the entire history or as equally inspired editor and/or redactor of documents that came down to him from the earlier Patriarchs.

St. John Chrysostom (347-407) in his Homilies (7 through 12) on the Statues, says:

…it is necessary to state at what time this Book (of Genesis) was given; for these things were not written in the beginning, nor at once when Adam was made, but many generations afterwards; and it were worth while to enquire for what reason this delay took place, and why at length they were given to the Jews only, and not to all men; and why written in the Hebrew tongue; and why in the wilderness of Sinai? For the Apostle doth mention the place merely in a cursory manner; but shows that in that circumstance too there was a great subject of contemplation for us, when he saith to us: “For these are two covenants, the one from Mount Sinai, which gendereth to bondage." (Gal. 4:24)

He insists, too, that Genesis is “historical narrative, and an instruction about the creation.” It is in Homily 8 that he discusses at length the beneficial properties of day and night in such a way as to give the unmistakable impression that he takes the Six Days literally.

He returns to the subject of why the Book of Genesis was not given to men from the beginning, but defers discussion again to take it up in the 9th Homily wherein he explains at great length the reasons which can be summed up in St. Paul’s  words to the Romans: “The invisible things of Him … from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even His eternal Power and Godhead. “ (Rom. 1:18)

And so, the answer to the question as to why the gift of the historical narrative of creation in writing was so long delayed is this:

It was because God was desirous of instructing the nature of man, not by letters, but by things. But what does the expression “by things” signify? By means of the Creation itself.

The exposition following is long and most edifying but must not detain us here except to point out again, in passing, that St. John Chrysostum gives us a long panegyric on the harmony, order and precision of measurement displayed in the succession of day and night with the seasons manifested from the beginning.
There is no question that a multiple authorship of Genesis, of any kind, was unknown and unimaginable to the Fathers. Rather, they are unanimous (a sign of infallibility) in their assumption that Moses was the sole human author of the Pentateuch. Pohle-Preuss (God the Author of Nature and the Supernatural, 1912) says 
For the sources of their teaching [on the Creation] the Fathers point to Apostolic Tradition and the Mosaic narrative. Thus St. Athanasius teaches: “God created all things, which previously did not exist, through the Logos out of nothing, so that they received being, as He speaks through the mouth of Moses: In the beginning God created heaven and earth.”
St. Basil, the ablest among the Patristic commentators of the Hexaemeron, declares: Because many believed that the world was eternal, like God, Moses purposely chose these words: In the beginning God created heaven and earth.”  (pp. 19, 52)   (Emphases added)

According to the most “conservative” Biblical scholars today who present us with what they believe to be the “official” and “authentic” teaching of the Church, the 1906 Decrees of the Biblical Commission have long ago been superseded and it is no longer forbidden to question or even to deny the authorship of  Moses.

One of the questions is worded: “that these books were not written by Moses, but were composed for the most part from sources later than the time of Moses.” This is forbidden -- in 1906. (Denzinger 1997) However, Father Kenneth Baker, S.J., Editor of the “conservative” Homiletic and Pastoral Review, in his 1998 book, Inside the Bible, has this:

According to many Biblical passages, Moses was the author of the Pentateuch. Modern scholars have modified that assertion considerably by showing how parts were contributed by other authors over the centuries and how the final edition or the form we now have of the Pentateuch was completed during the time of the Jewish exile in Babylon about 550 B.C. (p. l7) (Emphasis added)

Note that Fr. Baker admits that it is “according to many Biblical passages” -- that is, according to Scripture itself, Moses was the author of the Pentateuch. And yet, he allows that this assertion of the Bible itself -- which Fr. Baker repeatedly insists is the Word of God -- this assertion of God Himself has been modified by modern scholars to show just the opposite of what the Biblical Commission under Pope St. Pius X declared must be held as truth.

Again, in his Introduction to Genesis, Fr. Baker says:

DATE AND AUTHOR: The first draft was written in the tenth century B.C. ; the final editing of the book took place in the sixth century BC. Jewish and Catholic tradition traces the origins of this book to Moses, but inspired editors worked on it after he did to give it the form in which we now have it. (p. 21) (Emphases added)

The new opinions are directly opposed to the binding decrees of the Biblical Commission under Pope St. Pius X in 1906 in that they not only deny the editorship of Genesis by Moses but place the entire composition of the Pentateuch including Genesis a thousand years after the time of Moses!

These new opinions are arrogantly and blatantly opposed to the earlier decrees and to the consensus Patrum. It is clear, too, that this apostasy is due to the theologians and exegetes who lost their divine Catholic Faith and proceeded to corrupt the rest of the world by their supposed scientific expertise. Thus, as the old proverb has it, fish rots from the head.1
But this present-day apostasy is only the full fruition of germs floating freely in the time of Cardinal Wiseman -- germs whose malignancy he did not suspect.  And so far is he from the spirit and letter of our Patristic inheritance that passing from the Fathers of the Church to the learned Cardinal’s Lectures is like going from the noon-day sunshine into the darkness of a midnight bereft of both moon and stars!

Cardinal Wiseman has traded the birth-right of the Fathers for the pottage of the natural physical sciences. His intentions were undoubtedly good: to prove that the sciences could not disprove the Scriptures. But his idea of the “sacred record” was exceedingly loose and vague (as we shall see later). He was overly confident, I believe, in the good will of his fellow-researchers and naively ignorant of the power of the Sciences for obscuring the truths of Divine Revelation and eventually, blotting them out from the minds of many. It is an essential characteristic of liberalism to refuse to see and make allowances for the consequences of Original Sin in us: the darkening of the intellect, the weakening of the will, and a strong inclination to evil, all of which, Lucifer-Satan is most assiduous in cultivating for his own evil purposes. The Fathers of the Church labored under no such illusions and that is why many of them disdained the works of the pagan philosophers. They reserved their most intense ire, however, for the heretics. Cardinal Wiseman, on the other hand, seems hardly to believe, any more, in heresy, so tolerant is he of heterodox opinions that deny the truths of Revelation and so ready is he to accept the conclusions of the rising physical sciences.

One of his heroes was the linguistic historian and philologer, the Baron William von Humboldt (1767-1835), an educator and founder of the University of Berlin on the principle of academic freedom. Cardinal Wiseman shared his views on “the philosophy of language” which he summed up this way:

Thus, therefore, does this distinguished ethnographer [W. von Humboldt] agree that languages do not reach their peculiar development, as it is erroneously called, by slow degrees, but receive it from some unknown energy of the human mind; unless, like the first speech, we suppose them to have been communicated from above. (p. 76)

I find Cardinal Wiseman much too tolerant of the German tendency to deify this “unknown energy of the human mind” and too weak in proclaiming the certainty that language was a gift given by God in the beginning. But that is part of his inveterate liberalism.

There follow many remarks about the changes in languages as, for example, Schlegel’s assertion that Anglo-Saxon lost its grammar by way of the Norman Conquest.  The relationship of the modern Romance languages to the Greek and Latin is commented as is the importance of Sanscrit, Semitic and Coptic in the parental Indo-European group. And there is the never-ending search for “the mysterious connection of all languages at some primeval period.” (p. 84)  Coptic is eventually identified as the very same language as that of the ancient Egyptians (pp. 90, 95). We come at last to a point in all the comparisons of words and syntax where a connection is attempted between “our study and the sacred records”:

... we are driven to the conclusion that, on the one hand, these languages must have been originally united in one, whence they drew these common elements essential to them all; and, on the other, that the separation between them, which destroyed other, no less important, elements of resemblance, could not have been caused by any gradual departure, or individual development -- for these we have long since excluded -- but by some violent, unusual, and active force, sufficient alone to reconcile these conflicting appearances, and to account at once for the resemblances and the differences. It would be difficult, methinks, to say what further step the most insatiable or unreasonable skeptic could require, to bring the results of this science into close accordance with the scriptural account. (p. 97)

Thus does Cardinal Wiseman prove from his linguistic researches that mankind did not slowly over time invent and develop language, as the evolutionists believe, but rather, language appears fully formed and systematized. Further, there is incontrovertible evidence that an original unity of speech was violently disrupted by an event described in the Mosaic account of the dispersion from the Tower of Babel in Genesis 11.

Cardinal Wiseman cannot leave this his favorite subject without more extensive quotations from authors who will demonstrate more philosophically his two main theses: 1) that all languages were originally one, and 2) just how they became separated into so many different tongues.

First he cites the geophysicist Alexander von Humboldt (1769-1859) whose main idea was that all the sciences together will eventually be brought to perfection as he indicates in his major work Kosmos.

One of Wiseman’s favorite sources was the philologist Julius Klaproth (whose dates I cannot find). His great work was Asia Polyglotta (1823) in which “he makes no secret of his complete disbelief in the Mosaic history of the dispersion; it is, he tells us, like many other things in the writings of Western Asia, a mere  story founded upon the significant name of Babylon.” (p. 101) However,

He supposes mankind to have escaped from the deluge at different points, by climbing the highest mountains; and hence considers the various families of the human race, as propagated afterwards from so many centres —- in the Caucasus, the Himalayas, and the Altai mountains. Notwithstanding these inauspicious opinions, his results are in strict accordance with the sacred history. ... (p. 101)

Well, they are not because only one family, Noe’s, survived the Flood, and the Ark landed in only one place, the Mountains of Ararat. From this one family alone, with its three patriarchal sons, Sem, Ham and Japheth, stem all modern peoples. (See From the Beginning, Vol. II, charts of the descendants of the three sons of Noe)

Klaproth admits, however, that the affinities of languages admit of no other explanation or hypothesis than that of a primary language. This scholar is also evidence that l9th century researchers were loathe to abandon entirely the Mosaic account of a universal Deluge so manifest were the evidences of it that they found in the crust of the earth.

Next Wiseman quotes Frederick Schlegel (1772-1829), younger brother of August Wilhelm, who with his brother founded Das Athenaum (1798-1800), a manifesto of German Romanticism. The strong tendency to exalt even to deification the natural spiritual powers of man permeates his work, but as Wiseman points out,

He rejects with indignation the idea that language was the invention of man in a savage and untutored state, brought to gradual perfection by the toil or experience of successive generations. … He speaks not, indeed, of language as given to man by superior communication; but he considers the mind of man as to have been organized as necessarily to produce, on his first appearance, this well-ordered and beautiful structure, and thereby supposes its oneness and indivisibility. (p. 103-104)

But Wiseman goes on to quote from Schlegel some passages which seem more specific than the previous summary. As Wiseman says, "I cannot forbear making one quotation":

With our present senses and organs, it is as impossible for us to form the remotest idea of that speech which the first man possessed before he lost his original power, perfection, and worth, as it would be to reason of that mysterious discourse whereby immortal spirits send their thoughts across the wide space of heaven upon wings of light; or of those words, by created beings unutterable, which in  the unsearchable interior of the Deity are spoken, where as is in holy song expressed, depth called upon depth, that is, the fullness of endless love upon eternal majesty. When, from this unattainable height we descend again into ourselves, and to the first man, such as he really was, the simple unaffected narrative of that book which contains our earliest records, that God taught man to speak, even if we go no further than this simple unaffected sense, will be in accordance with our natural feelings. For how could it be otherwise, or how could any other impression be made, when we consider the relation which God therein holds -- of a parent, as it were, teaching her child the first rudiments of speech. But under this simple sense there lieth, as does through all that book of two-fold import, another, and a far deeper signification. The name of any thing or living being, even as it is called in God, and designated from eternity, holds in itself the essential idea of its innermost being, the key of its existence, the deciding power of its being or not being; and so it is used in sacred speech where it is., moreover, in a holier and higher sense, united to the idea of the Word. According to this deeper sense and understanding, it is in that narration shown and signified, according as I have before briefly remarked, that together with speech, entrusted, communicated, and delivered, immediately by God to man, and through it, he was installed as the ruler and the king of nature, yea, more rightly, as the deputed of God over this earthly creation, unto which office was his original destination.” (p. 105-106) (Emphases added)
These were the last words that Schlegel wrote, for, as the note tells us, “The author expired while writing the tenth lecture; the last word of his manuscript was aber, but.”  Wiseman calls this passage his swan song, his cycnea vox et oratio. And even if we might discern in it more of Rousseauvian naturalism than the Patristic sense of the supernatural, it is good to find such truths of Faith glimmering through the heavy mists of German Romanticism and Naturphilosophie.

Wiseman now comes to the second point of his theses: How this one language separated into so many strangely different tongues. He turns first to Johann Gottfried Herder (1744-1803) whose work Gilson and Langan describe as "a good preparation for the phenomenon of Hegel" and which shows him to be “a loyal son of Rousseau and a forerunner of nineteenth-century Romanticism.” (Modern Philosophy, 1963, page 410)   His On the Origin of Language appeared in 1772. Herder, like so many others, read the currently discovered documents of the East in an evolutionary way rather than as devolutions from the original primordial Revelation.1 
And so Wiseman says,
… he is careful to inform us that he considers the history of Babel as a “poetical fragment in the oriental style.” First, then, he tells us that “as the human race is a progressive whole, the parts whereof are intimately connected, so must language form, also, a united whole, dependent upon a common origin... Having laid this down,” he continues, “there is a great probability that the human race, and languages therewith, go back to one common stock, to a first man, and not to several dispersed in different parts of the world.” This position he then proceeds to illustrate, by an inquiry into the grammatical structure of languages. His conclusions, however, do not stop here: he confidently asserts that, from the examination of languages, the separation among mankind is shown to have been violent; not indeed that they voluntarily changed their language, but that they were rudely and suddenly (brusquement) divided from one another.” (pp. l06-107)

Cardinal Wiseman cites several others, in the course of which, anticipating his Third Lecture, he begins to speak of the different races of men corresponding to their different languages. The application of the term race to the different nations and tribes of the one human race goes back to the 17th century and indicates a false analogy between a breeding stock of animals and the differing classes of people. There is, of course, no such usage in Holy Scripture.  It is entirely an invention of modern scientists and it is a pity that Cardinal Wiseman so readily adopted it.

Speaking of his acquaintance with a philologist, named Balbi, Wiseman’s optimism as to the ultimate conclusions of “ethnographic science” is most evident:

From my personal intercourse with him, I can say that he is far from thinking that the researches of linguists have in the leastwise tended to impeach the veracity of the sacred historian. Nor is this opinion unrecorded in his work; for in his first chart he thus expresses it: “The books of Moses, no monument, either historical or astronomical, has yet been able to prove false; but with them, on the contrary, agree, in the most remarkable manner, the results obtained by the most learned philologers, and the profoundest geometricians.” (p. 111)

The note cites Atlas Ethnographique du Globe, by Adrien Balbi, Paris, 1826.  And so Wiseman concludes:

Such then appears to be the two-fold result of this study, once perhaps a dangerous pursuit, now lending valuable and ever-growing evidence to the narrative Scripture. Languages gradually forming themselves into groups, and those groups daily tending to approximate and claim mutual relationship, assuredly afford the best proof of a former point of departure, and serve to divide the human race into certain great characteristic families, whose further subdivision enters into the province of history. Like those grouped but disunited masses which geologists consider as the ruins of former mountains, … show that they have been once connected so as to form a whole; while the boldness and roughness of outline at the points of separation prove that it is no gradual devolution, no silent action which hath divided, but some violent convulsion which hath riven them in sunder. And even such positive conclusions you have seen drawn by the most learned ethnographers. (p. 112)

This analogy with the science of geology is important because it shows how his confidence in linguistics to prove the veracity of Scripture carried over into the other sciences and led him, unfortunately, to accept the conclusions of geology even when they plainly contradict the historical record of Scripture.

When the historians of language discovered the "endless variety of tongues" that existed in Africa and the Americas, they came again upon "the painful mystery" of the origin of populations and languages.  Christians did not see how such a number of so dissimilar languages could be descended "from one formed at the dispersion."

William von Humboldt is credited by Wiseman with establishing a unifying factor amongst the American languages, a way of conjugating verbs by agglutination.  However, finding a similarly chaotic situation to exist amongst the tribes of Polynesia, the philologists turned to other cultural factors to find a unifying factor for such divergent tribes and nations.

The most convincing trait they found was in the manner of computing time. These passages are worth quoting at length because they bring in an enormous amount of data that supports the Biblical record:1
… the computation of time among the Americans affords too marked a coincidence, in matters of mere caprice, with that of eastern Asia, to be purely accidental. The division of time into greater cycles of years, again subdivided into smaller portions, each whereof bears a certain name, is with trifling difference, the plan followed among the Chinese, Japanese, Kalamucks, Monguls, and Mantcheous, as well as among the Tolteks, Azteks, and other American nations; and the character of their respective methods is precisely the same, particularly if those of the Mexicans and Japanese be compared. (p. 124)

Cardinal Wiseman does not point it out but it a should be noted that this uniformity of time measurement can have no other source than the Book of Genesis, Chapter I, wherein God establishes the pattern of day and night, of the week, and commands that the lights of heaven be for signs, seasons, and for days and years.  The Cardinal continues:

But a comparison of the zodiac as existing among the Thibetans, Monguls, and Japanese, with the names given by this American nation to the days of the month, will, I think, satisfy the most incredulous. The identical signs are, the tiger, hare, serpent, ape, dog, and bird, in all which it is plain there is no natural aptitude that could have suggested their adoption in both continents. This strange coincidence is still further enhanced by the curious fact that several of the Mexican signs, wanting in the Tartar zodiac, are found in the Hindoo Shastras, exactly in corresponding positions. These are no less arbitrary than the former; being a house, a cane, a knife, and three foot-prints. But to do justice to this subject, it would be necessary to enter into much minuter details. (p. 125)

Finally, he tells of “the clear traditions so vividly preserved among the Americans of man’s early history, of the flood, and the dispersion, so exactly conformable to those of the Old World, must remove every hesitation regarding their origin.” (p. 125) The details vary, often in an amusing way, testifying to the vulnerability of oral tradition, but the outlines are clear and unmistakable.

Cardinal Wiseman is not always clear when he speaks of "the dispersion", whether he refers to the dispersion after the Flood or that after the confusion of tongues at Babel. Thus here, describing a hieroglyphic painting, he says "the dispersion of mankind is thus represented. The first men after the deluge were dumb; and a dove is seen perched upon a tree, giving to each a tongue; …"  But it seems clear that Cardinal Wiseman still accepts the universality of the Flood. How could it be otherwise when cultures the world over have preserved records of its devastation?

He has more evidences “to prove that Jews first, and then Christians, colonized America.” (p. 126) These evidences pertain to “Mexican monuments” in the way of sculptures that betray their far Eastern origins, most notably, pyramids “constructed upon the same model and apparently for the same purpose” as those of Egypt. There are also figures sculpted as closely wrapped so as to seem one-legged; there are the same sacred animals; and always --  the serpent. (pp. 126-127)

The Cardinal asks: “Who shall solve this riddle for us, and say whether these resemblances are accidental, or produced by some actual communication?” (p. 128)  So he himself is still not convinced of the fact of migration from Babel according to Genesis 10 and 11, preferring to wait for the sciences to give him evidences of this history which is Divinely Revealed!
The Cardinal's concluding remarks to this First and Second Lecture on the ethnographical sciences, though lengthy, must be looked at closely in order to see exactly where he stands in this plethora of data vis a vis the clear outlines of Biblical chronology and history.

And in conclusion, I would remark, that many other problems there are, in the history of languages, which enter into the mysteries of nature, and have their solution involved in those hidden laws of her constitution that form her links with the moral ordinance of the world. For, it might be asked, how is it that languages so easily sprung up in early ages, which till now have remained unchanged; or rather, how were their first families so soon divided into dialects, essentially fixed and independent, while in the progress of time mankind have formed little more than dialects of these provincial idioms or manifest derivations, hardly any further prolific? For, within a very short period, after the dispersion, must the Sanscrit, the Greek, and the Latin, or, at least, its parent-tongue, have separated from one another, and received their marked characteristic forms: and in the Semitic family the separation must have been equally early. Now, as well might we ask, why the oak, only near its roots, sends forth huge gigantic branches, each whereof shall of itself seem large enough to form another tree, and have its own dominion of boughs, and its own crown of yearly shoots, while later it can only put forth a punier and less vigorous offspring, wherein the generating virtue seems almost exhausted. And truly there is a sap in nations as well as in trees, a vigorous upward power, ever tending upwards, drawing its freshest energies from the simplest institutions, and the purest virtues, and the healthiest moral action. While these form the soil wherein a people is, as it were, deeply rooted, its powers are almost boundless; and as these alter and become exhausted, it likewise will be weakened, and decay. Assuredly, there was a vigor in the human mind, as compared with ours, gigantic, when the Homeric songs were the poetry of the wandering minstrel, when shepherd-chiefs, like Abraham, could travel from nation to nation, and even associate with their kings, and when an infant people could imagine and execute monuments like the Egyptian pyramids. (pp. 128-129)

It is most obvious that Cardinal Wiseman belongs, in more sense than one, to the Romantic Age of literature, the age of Wordsworth and Coleridge, of Herder, the Sch1egels and even of Goethe. The Church suffered an immense infusion of naturalism because of it, naturalism in the sense of a weakening of the supernatural life of divine grace and the necessity for asceticism. God raised up saints to recall us to the basics: St. Bernadette, the Curé of Ars, St. John Bosco, St. Thérèse of Lisieux and Sister Elizabeth of the Trinity, to mention only a few. These saints were not infected with the virus of romanticism. Cardinal Wiseman continues:

And if of nations we so may speak, what shall we say of the entire human race, when all its energies were, in a manner, pent up in its early and few progenitors: when the children of Noah, removed by a few generations from the recollections and lessons of Eden, and possessing the accumulated wisdom of long-lived patriarchs, were marvelously fitted to receive those strange and novel impressions which a world, just burst forth in all its newness, was calculated to make; yea, when they themselves, an infant race, struggling on one side against the ravages of the late disaster; and on the other against the luxuriancy of its renovating influence, must have felt within themselves a boundless energy in thought and action, a quickness of apprehension, a richness of contrivance, and a might in execution equal to the crisis, and such as later generations could never want? And from minds thus subject to such peculiar impressions, alive to such unmodified feelings, and so strongly compelled to note their action, the first coinage of language must have received an impress and an image bolder and more indelible than after-times could have communicated, when the early springs of vigorous action had been impaired, or had ceased to act. (p. 130)  (Emphasis added)


I find it strange, indeed, that the Cardinal should speak of  “the first coinage of language” in those men and women who emerged from the Ark after the Flood.  And the entire panegyric of youthful vigor is certainly equally inappropriate for these same people who, while admittedly they felt a great joy in the end of the great chastisement, must have faced a tremendous labor of mere survival in those inhospitable lands around Mount Ararat. But to imagine that they were "dumb", as the folk-tale has it, is simply to mis-read Scripture in a shameless way!  Inexplicably, Cardinal Wiseman continues in the same vein:

But we are not, I think, to imagine that Divine Providence, in distributing to different human families this holy gift of speech, had no further purpose than the material dispersion of the human race, or the bestowing on them varied forms of utterance: there was doubtless therein a deeper and more important end -- the sharing out among them of the intellectual powers. For language is so manifestly the embodying power, the incarnation, so to speak, of thought, that we can almost as easily imagine to ourselves a soul without a body, as our thoughts unclothed by the forms of their outward expression. And hence these organs of the spirit’s conceptions must, in their turn, mould, control, and modify its peculiar character, so that the mind of a nation must necessarily correspond to the language it possesses. (p. 130-131)

Putting aside for the moment his apparent confusion as to when the gift of language was given to man -- for it had to be Adam, and Eve, and not those coming off the Ark -- his philosophy of speech here is very sound, if I am any judge. And the simile of language as ‘the incarnation of thought” is very apt and pleasing at the same time. But his main idea here is that the Semitic language possesses a character most suited for Divine Revelation:

The Semitic family, destitute of particles and grammatical forms suited to express the relations of things, stiffened by an unyielding construction, and confined by the dependence of words upon verbal roots, to ideas of outward action, could not lead the mind to abstract or abstruse ideas; and hence its dialects have been ever adapted for the simplest historical narratives, and for the most exquisite poetry, where mere impressions or sensations are felt and described in the most rapid succession; while not a school of native philosophy has arisen within their pale, not an element of metaphysical thought occurs in their sublimest compositions. Hence are the deepest revelations of religion, the awfulest denunciations of prophecy, the wisest lessons of virtue, clothed, in Hebrew, under imagery drawn from outward nature. And in this respect, the author of the Koran necessarily followed the same course. (p. 131)

But the Koran is not a book of Divine Revelation whose author is God! Cardinal Wiseman continually descends to the level of the natural, and this is the strong influence of the romanticism of his time. Such influences can only be averted and their poison purged by the ascetical life, such as we find in the Fathers and Doctors of the Church.
But to the Indo-European was given a wonderful suppleness in expressing the inward and outward relations of things, by flexion in its nouns, by conditional and indefinite tenses in its verbs, by the tendency to make or adapt innumerable particles, but principally by the powerful and almost unlimited faculty of compounding words; joined whereunto is the facility of varying, inverting, and involving the construction, and the power of immediately and completely transferring the force of words from a material to a purely mental representation. Hence, while it is a fit instrument for effecting the loftiest designs of genius, it is no less powerful in the hands of the philosopher; and in it, and by it, have arisen those varied systems, which in ancient India, and in later Greece, and in modern Germany, have attempted to fathom the human understanding, and analyze to their primitive elements the forms of our ideas.

And do you not see in all things, a subserviency to still nobler designs, when, in conjunction with these reflections, you look back at the order observed by God in the manifestation of his religion? For so long as his revelations were rather to be preserved than propagated, while his truths regarded principally the history of man and his simplest duties towards God, when his law consisted of precepts rather of outward observance than of inward constraint, while the direction of men was managed rather by the mysterious agency of seers into futurity, than by the steady rule of unalterable law, the entire system of religion was deposited in the hands of that human family whose intellectual character and language were admirably framed for clinging with tenacity to simple traditions of early days, and for describing all that was on the outside of man, and lent themselves most effectually to the awful ministry of the prophet’s mission.

But no sooner is a mighty change introduced into the groundwork of his revelation, and the faculties unto which it is addressed, than a corresponding transfer manifestly takes place in the family whereunto its ministration and principal direction are obviously committed. The religion now intended for the whole world, and for each individual of the human race, requiring in consequence a more varied evidence, to meet the wants and satisfy the longings of every tribe and every country and every age, is handed over “to other husbandmen,” whose deeper power of thought, whose ever eager impulse to investigate, would more easily discover and bring to light its inexhaustible beauties; who would search out its connections with every other order of truth, every other system of God’s dispensation; thus ever bringing forth new motives of conviction, and new themes of praise. And in this manner Divine Wisdom, while it hath made the substance of religion one and immutable, hath yet in a manner tied its evidences to the restless wheel of man’s endeavor, and mingled them with the other motives of his impelling desires; that so every step made in the prosecution of sound study and humble inquiry, may give them also a new advance, and a varied position, on which the reflecting mind may dwell with surpassing admiration. And how this hath happened with the science of Ethnography, I trust you have now sufficiently seen. (pp. 133-134)   (Emphases added)
Thus ends the Second Lecture.  The Cardinal is evidently speaking of the change of language from the Old to the New Testament, but he may have oversimplified to some extent. For example, although most of the books of the Old Testament were written in Hebrew, the Greek Septuagint goes back to 200-100 B.C. and includes the seven deutero-canonical books with other passages not found in the Hebrew text. Cardinal Wiseman certainly knew this, but he had a point to make and he made it with great rhetorical flourish and persuasion. That point was, I believe, essentially “progressive,” that is, evolutionary. There is no mistaking the movement upward from the stark simplicity and externality of the Oriental Hebrew to the greater complexity and depth of thought of the Greek and Latin languages of the West. 

Moreover, he has “tied” the “evidences” of God’s Revelation to the “restless wheel of man’s endeavor” and to his desires. This is a step down into naturalism. By it the Cardinal ensures that every step forward is a “new advance”  by means of Baconian instances.

His liberalism shows most plainly in his confidence that the researches of modern scientists are inspired by the pure and disinterested motives of honesty and humility.

But the progress of science has not justified the Cardinal’s optimism and adulation, for he himself, having returned from Rome to England in the midst of the Industrial Revolution, wrote a most scathing and truly prophetic criticism of the progress of technology in his essay, “Sense vs Science” (Dublin Review, Dec. 1849).

But we must continue to follow his studies and lectures in the less practical but certainly just as influential sciences as he takes up “The Natural History of the Human Race” in his Third and Fourth Lectures.



Lecture the Third

Just as he has demonstrated by philologicaI Ethnography that the entire human race formed originally one family, so now, by physiognomica1 Ethnography, he must demonstrate “the unity of the human race and its origin from one stock. This consists in the consideration of those physical differences, that distinguish the human form in various regions of the globe.” (p. 137)

He is well aware of the impact these studies have on Divine Revelation, for he says:

The Word of God hath always considered mankind as descended from one parent, and the great mystery of redemption rests upon the belief that all men sinned in their common father. Suppose different and unconnected creations of men, and the deep mystery of original sin, and the glorious mystery of redemption, are blotted out from religion’s book. (p. 137)

He has put it so well and it should be emphasized again and again that to call into question and doubt the special creation of Adam and Eve and their testing and Fall,  just as narrated in Genesis, is to blot out from “religion’s book” the very basis of our Faith. The Cardinal goes on:

Is it not then important to answer their reasoning, who maintain it is impossible to reduce the many varieties of human families into one species, or trace them to one common progenitor; who assert that natural history doth show such deeply-entrenched divisions between the physical characteristics of different nations, as that one could never have been derived from the other; and that no conceivable action of causes, either instantaneous or progressive, could have ever altered the European’s shape or color into the negro’s, or caused “the Ethiopian to change his skin,” and produce the Asiatic race? And how shall this confutation be obtained? Assuredly by no other means that I have already suggested to you, and intend often yet to inculcate and exemplify -- by the deeper study of that very science which has engendered the objection -- by the collection of yet better evidence than has already been produced -- and by a well-digested classification of phenomena, whence satisfactory conclusions may be drawn. (p. 138)

It is most interesting to note that all defenses of Divine Revelation against evolution have proceeded along these same inductive Baconian evidentiary lines. The Protestant creationists have amassed a world of such evidences to disprove evolution and prove Creation by the purpose and design manifested in all creatures.

But as I see it, there is a danger in relying entirely upon such physical evidences because it causes us to overlook and/or underestimate the far stronger proofs and highest certitudes that reside in 1) the natural metaphysical demonstrations for the existence of God as Creator, and 2) the supernatural Faith in Divine Revelation -- a Revelation that is seen to follow reasonably from God as Creator.

Evolutionary ideology cannot withstand these evidences except by retreating into irrational atheism. The theistic evolutionist sits astride a very sharp, painful and narrow fence and ends, inevitably, as today’s compromises prove, by mutilating beyond recognition the Word of God both in His written Form and in His Sacramental Form.

But Cardinal Wiseman did not foresee these consequences and so outlines his plan of demonstration:

I will premise a historical view of this science, dwelling, perhaps, more fully than may appear consistent with my plan, upon the earliest stages of its history, for motives which will easily be seen; I will then endeavor to classify and arrange the conclusions which the study in its present state may justly warrant us to draw, supporting them with such additional illustrations as I have been able to collect, and then will leave you to compare these conclusions with the history of the human race delivered to us in Genesis. (p. 138)

Next he presents the objections of an English scholar who in 1819 questioned the inspiration of Scripture, especially of the Old Testament, and most particularly of the creation of Adam and Eve. Wiseman laments these opinions but praises the work for its “great collection of important facts” (!) and ventures to remark on the “theological position of the argument.” What follows is an exposition of the “documentary” or “fragment” theory of Eichhorn and Astruc (1781):

Now, taking one of the rashest and boldest interpreters that modern Germany has produced, we should find even him vindicating the different texts quoted by our author from all charge of contradiction. I allude to Eichhorn, who, upon grounds solely philological, seems to have satisfactorily proved, what Astruc had conjectured in the last century, that the book of Genesis is composed of several distinct documents, which Moses has plainly incorporated into his work, clearly distinguishable, not only by their definite and complete form, but by the use of peculiar words; as for instance, the word Jehovah … Elohim … Jehovah …  (pp. 140-141)

Wiseman finds in this theory of pre-Mosaic documents a complete vindication of Scripture “from all charge of contradiction. . . . For the texts quoted are shown to be only different descriptions of the same event.” (p. 141)

Earlier I referred the reader to other sources for detailed discussion of this “documentary theory” and the reasons for its rejection. If pushed beyond the limits prescribed by the 1906 Decree of the Biblical Commission, it ends in the heterodox position of Fr. Kenneth Baker quoted earlier and ultimately in the apostate “synchronic” view of the Bible as a merely human literary creation. But Wiseman did not foresee such consequences.

We are given Aristotle's classification of mankind “into four distinct classes, or races, as we now call them.” (p. 142)  As noted earlier, there is no justification in Scripture for distinct races but only of tribes and nations. But Cardinal Wiseman adopts the current evolutionary terminology.

Aristotle grouped the Egyptians and Ethiopians together by reason of their dark skin color and wooly hair which he attributed to the hot climate but later scholars, by the examination of pictures and mummies, have concluded that the Egyptians and the negroes were of different “races” but inhabited the same continent and therefore, were seen together by the Greeks.

Aristotle’s second category, after the Greeks which came first, was that of the Scythians or “what is now called the Mongul race.”  These were Germanic tribes. Wiseman draws largely on classical sources such as Aristotle, Hippocrates, Herodotus and Ovid.

"The third race of men enumerated by Aristotle consists of the Thracians." (p. 153) We need not follow the Cardinal beyond his striving to reconcile Aristotle and the ancients with the modern researches of his time, but we must note and emphasize that it is not a part of his firmly established methodology to consult the Biblical record for guidance. His method is absolutely empirical and inductive. We shall see the consequences of this kind of methodology as we go along. But let it be noted well that Divine Revelation indicates a three-fold classification of humankind after the Flood: the Semites, the Hamites, and the Japhethites. The accidental differences of color, shape and other characteristics are genetic, that is, inherited, as the modern science of genetics has demonstrated. Therefore, there was in the gene pool of Adam and Eve the potential within human limits set by God, for every characteristic subsequently expressed. We can say that before the Flood, the division was moral: there were the godly Sethites and the wicked Cainites.1   After the Flood, the division was physical, according to the three sons of Noe: Sem, Ham and Japheth.  At Babel, after the dispersion by God, the divisions became linguistic as well as physical.

These Biblical indications are the authoritative guidelines of the Fathers and Doctors of the Church. For example, St. Thomas says of the colored peoples who descend from Ham (Cham) that “Cham brought the curse of slavery on to his descendants, for having laughed at his father (Noe) when the latter was made drunk.”  Slavery was the direct punishment for the sin of filial disrespect. (ST, II-II, Q 150, a 3, ad 3)
St. Augustine, in the early chapters of Book 16, of the City of God, discusses what was prophetically prefigured in the sons of Noe and their descendants:

These secrets of divine Scripture we investigate as well as we can. All will not accept our interpretation with equal confidence, but all hold it certain that these things were neither done nor recorded without some foreshadowing of future events, and that they are to be referred only to Christ and His church, which is the city of God, proclaimed from the very beginning of human history by figures which we now see everywhere accomplished. ... The object of the writer of these sacred books, or rather of the Spirit of God in him, is not only to record the past, but to depict the future, so far as it regards the city of God; for whatever is said of those who are not its citizens, is given either for her instruction, or as a foil to enhance her glory.  (Emphasis added)

But, Cardinal Wiseman does not see the eternal enmities predicted in Genesis 3:15 as at work in the researches of the science of his day.  He sets his feet firmly on the path of Baconian empiricism rather than on the pathways indicated by the Fathers and Doctors of the Church for whom Scripture was the definitive guide rather than an hypothesis to be proven by experimental research.

It may be that the earlier classifications of men into white, black and fair was not far from the truth, for these seem to correspond to what is known of the descendants of Japheth, Ham and Sem. According to the Table of Nations in Genesis 10, the descendants of Ham migrated into southern regions, those of Japheth into the northern, and those of Sem remained in the Eastern lands. The building of the Tower of Babel in Genesis 11 brings us back to the time when all men had only one language. When God scattered them, they followed the same lines given in Genesis 10.

Cardinal Wiseman is following very different guidelines. He sums up the conclusions of these modern sciences:

For many ages, the same obvious classification of mankind, formed upon the prevalent complexion in different parts of the world, was followed with out much discrimination; so that the human race might be considered as divided, like the earth which it inhabited, into three classes or zones; the very white occupying the colder regions, the black possessing the torrid, and the fair the temperate regions. Such, for instance, is the division adopted by the Arabic historian Abulpharai. In the last century, this simple arrangement was modified till it assumed the form of a complicated system, in consequence of the discovery of many intermediate shades in the color of nations, not easily to be introduced into that three-fold division. Leibnitz, Linnaeus, Buffon, Kant, Hunter, Zimmermann, Meiners, Klugel, and others, proposed different classifications based upon the same principle, which, as this is now universally rejected, possess but little interest, and are not easy to remember. (pp. 156-157)

And what is the new principle of classification? (For this science is constantly changing and shifting its basis, having no sound or authoritative ground on which to stand):

The first who proposed a new basis for this important study was Governor Pownall, who, though he adopted color as the ground of his classification, yet suggested the propriety of attending to the form of the skull. (p. 157)  (Emphasis added)

And so it remains to this day, only adding other bone structures, especially those of the pelvis, arms and legs, along with facial bones, in order to show as they think, most plainly, the evolution of man from the ape.
But indications are that genetics has already become the main basis of classification, bone structure taking a secondary place.  But Cardinal Wiseman is writing in the 1830’s and has no inkling of such developments as those we witness today. Perhaps, though, if he had grasped more firmly the principles of history indicated in Scripture, he might have foreseen that such departures from Divine Revelation as those he witnessed and came to tolerate, and even adopt, could lead nowhere but to disaster for the Church and for the world, as St. Augustine said.

With measurements and diagrams, the Cardinal proceeds to describe the skulls of various humans and animals, thus, according to him, uniting the two sciences of physiology and comparative anatomy. Viewed especially from the facial line in profile, the baboon is the nearest skull to human shape. (p. 159) This was the conclusion of Dutch anatomist Peter Camper (fl. 1789). But Blumenbach (fl. 1795) diagrams and classifies skulls, looking at them from above and then facially according to brow ridge, nose and jaw bones. He thus divides the entire human race into Caucasian, Ethiopian and Mongul. (p. 161) Each of these categories has multiple subdivisions based on skull configurations. Skin color and hair texture are correlated with the skull features. Albinos are described as “wonders of nature,” and apparently unexplainable.         (p. 165 note)

More pages of such descriptions are given and Wiseman promises that it "will not be without its use … for very important conclusions." (p . 169)

The scholars whose researches he ranges "on the side of truth" are Camper, Blumenbach and Dr. Prichard (no doubt famous in their time but presently fallen into oblivion).

But now the Cardinal proposes to “state those who are our opponents” and to give their views of this science of comparative anatomy. From the following passages we can see how far advanced the evolutionary view was as early as the 1830's and just what dangers, if any, the Cardinal thinks it poses for the Faith of the Church. And so, 

… our opponents are to be found chiefly among the French naturalists, who unfortunately, are yet, in part at least, unreclaimed from the skeptical theories of the last century. Voltaire, in fact, was one of the first to observe, that "none but a blind man can doubt that the whites, negroes, albinos, Hottentots, Laplanders, Chinese, and Americans, are entirely distinct races." Desmoulins, in an essay which, to the credit of the Academie des Sciences, was rejected by that learned body, asserts the evidence of eleven independent families of the human race. Mons. Bory de Vincent goes further still, and increases the number to fifteen, which are again considerably subdivided. Thus the Adamic family, or the descendants of Adam, constitute only the second division of the Arabic species of man, the homo Arabicus: while we, the English, belong to the Teutonic variety of the Germanic race, which is again but the fourth fraction of the gens braccata, or small-clothes-wearing family of the Japhetic species, the homo Japheticus who is divided into the above-mentioned class and another, somewhat more elegantly cognizanced, namely, the gens togata, or cloaked family. (pp. 170-171) 

This is the first mention of anyone’s attempt to relate modern humans to their Biblically named ancestors, and it occurs only among Cardinal Wiseman’s opponents.  A note tells us “The Japhetic man is himself only a division of the Leiotric or close-haired race. The unity of origin of the fifteen races is denied.”

The enemies of religion seemed to delight in finding more and more sub-divisions of the human family thus adding, it seemed to them, evidences against the unity of the human race and its origin from Adam and Eve. The Cardinal continues with the ideas of another Frenchman:

Virey belongs to the same school; though his works are even more revolting; from the light and wanton manner in which the most delicate points of morals and religion are handled throughout. Not content with attributing to the negro a different origin from the European, he goes so far as almost to suspect a certain fraternity between the Hottentot and the baboon. (p. 171)

Dr. Henry Morris frequently makes the observation in his works that the concept of race (and here we see, even the practice of overt racism) is an evolutionary concept and practice. It should not be confused, either, with the Biblically established differences that characterized the three Sons of Noe. As  Solange Hertz points out,  two of Noe’s sons have suffered a curse:

The world has yet to see the end of the curse laid upon them [the Jews, descendants of Sem] for their deicide, as it has yet to see the end of that much older curse laid upon the black races for the filial disrespect shown by their ancestor Cham to his father Noah. … (On the Contrary, 1997, p. 212)

This is not anti-Semitism or racism but divinely revealed fact, ernphasizing the punishments due to sins.  And who knows but that the General Judgment will reveal a second Deicide, Sacramental, committed by the descendants of Japheth?

Now we come to Lamarck (1744-1829).  The report of the Cardinal must be given in its entirety because of its importance for the central subject of evolution:

But on this subject Lamarck has gone much further, and attempted to point out steps whereby nature proceeds, or in former times did proceed, towards gradually developing one class of beings from another, so as to establish a graduated chain, not of simultaneous but of successive links; and thus produced in the end the human species, by a metamorphosis, the inverse indeed, but not for that the less marvelous, of what we read in ancient fable. The .two volumes of his Philosophie Zoologique are entirely directed to support this degrading theory; the first, to prove how mants bodily organization sprung from a casual though natural modification of the ape: the second, to show that the spiritual prerogatives of the human mind are but the extension of the faculties enjoyed by brutes, and only differ in quantity from their reasoning powers . (p. 172)

The Cardinal has a note here that indicates his keenness to find refutations of Lamarck’s theory. It says:

I may here observe that Steffens denies altogether the existence of a graduated scale of beings, inasmuch as to support it, according to him, the lowest animals should come next to the most perfect plants, whereas the links between the two orders possess the lowest qualities of each, as polypi, infusoria, algae, etc.; the organization of all which, whether in reference to the vegetable or animal kingdom, is of the lowest kind. (p. 172 note)

This reference demonstrates, too, that the concept of the Great Chain of Being, inherited from the Middle Ages, was still a working idea for some, such as Lamarck, though he temporalized it. Steffens, on the other hand, sees the lowest animal life meeting in the same link of the chain as the lowest plant life, all of which proves mainly that the Chain was not intended to classify within categories but rather to indicate the relationship between the highest rational creatures, the Angels, to the highest of the animals, rational man, and of man to all creatures below him. As St. Gregory the Great says, commenting on Matthew 28:19-20: "Go ye into the whole world and preach the Gospel to every creature. By every creature man is meant; for man has being in common with the stones, life in common with the trees, feeling with the animals, understanding with the angels. The Gospel is preached to every creature when it is preached to man; . . ." (Cantena Aurea. Ascension.)

The Cardinal continues on Lamarck:

Lamarck assumes, upon slight and ill-supported grounds, that because we see in nature an existing gradation of organized beings, there must also have been a successive development, whereby animals of one class might rise into another; inasmuch as any animal, being driven by its wants to new or peculiar habits, thereby acquires the variation of organization necessary for them, although generations must persevere in their exercise before the effect is perceptible. Thus, for instance, a bird is driven by its wants to take to the water, and either swims or wades; its successors do the same; in the course of many generations, the outstretching of its claws produces a web between them, and it becomes a regular water-fowl; or it extends its limbs to walk in deeper places, and gradually its legs are prolonged to the length of the crane’s or the flamingo’s. (p. 173)

The Cardinal notes here another objection: “If some birds, he says... which swim, have long necks, as the swan and goose, it is from their custom of plunging their heads in the water to fish. Why then, we may ask, has not the same habit produced a like effect in the duck or teal?” Well, Cardinal Wiseman should be living now, for the evolutionists always have an answer to such questions. He continues:

These two agencies combined, new wants, and the tendency of nature to meet them, [and what is this but Darwin's natural selection?] conspired to make men out of the baboon. One race of these, probably the Angola Orang, from some recorded reason, lost the habit of climbing trees, or holding by their hind as well as by their fore limbs. After thus walking on the ground for many generations, the former changed into a shape more suited to their habits, and became feet, and they gradually developed the habit of walking erect. They now no longer needed their jaws for cropping fruit or for fighting with one another, having their forefeet or hands now disposable for these purposes; and hence by degrees their snouts shortened and their face becomes more vertical. Advancing still further in this road to humanization, their grin subsided into a courtly smile, and their jabbering resolved itself into articulate sounds. "Such," he concludes, "would be the reflections which might be made, if man were distinguished from animals only by the character of his organization, and if his origin were not different from theirs." Unfortunately, however, his second volume disposes of any other proof that man had a different origin. I hardly need detain you to confute this scheme; I will content myself with remarking that the experience of thousands of years has abundantly disproved it. (p. 173-174)

Little did Wiseman reflect himself, at this time, that those "thousands of years" which could abundantly disprove evolution in his mind, were to be lengthened by “science” into millions of years, giving time, so it would be made to appear, for evolution to occur. But he continues with his own optimistic proofs against the Lamarckian thesis:

How comes it that we can discover no instance of any such developments as Lamarck assumes, during this long period of observation? The bee has been striving without intermission in the art of making its sweet confection, since the days of Aristotle; the ant has been constructing its labyrinths, since Solomon recommended its example; but from the time they were described by the philosopher and the sage, till the beautiful researches of the Hubers, we are certain that they have not acquired a new perception, or a new organ for these purposes. Egypt, which, as the learned commission of French naturalists well observed, has preserved for us a museum of natural history, not only in its paintings, but in the mummies of its animals, presents us every species, after three thousand years, perfectly unchanged. What striving has there not been in man, and is there not particularly now, after new resources, after new powers, and after a greater range in the use of his senses? and yet, alas! not the sprouting of a new limb, not the expansion of a single organ, not the opening of a single new channel of perception, begins as yet to give us hope, after many thousands of years, that we shall yet reach a higher step in the scale of progressive improvement, or recede somewhat further from our consanguinity with the chattering ape. (p. 175)

At this point, another note advises us that there is “a very full confutation of Lamarck’s system in Lyell’s “Principles of Geology,” vol. ii, p. 18, London, 1839. “Now if the Cardinal followed Lyell’s career, he would find him later, fully ascribing to Darwin’s theory which is certainly not different in essence from Lamarck’s. It is a fact perhaps little known that Charles Lyell (1797-1875) did not at first accept Darwin’s theory. As one biographer of Darwin put it, Lyell’s position was the reverse of Huxley’s. He had a very clear grasp of the theory but a deep dislike of its implications.” ( John Bowlby, Charles Darwin: A New Life, Norton, 1990, p. 353,)  And Gertrude Himmelfarb points out that one would think a uniformitarian such as Lyell, who imposed longer and longer ages on earthly history, would also be an evolutionist. Lyell denied this association. But by 1856, he was urging Darwin to write his book on the origin of species.

And so it is with relief and applause that we emphasize Cardinal Wiseman’s strong rejection of Lamarckian evolution.  At the same time, we may be permitted to lament the compromises he later makes in the name of geology and regret that he did not take his stand, as the Fathers and Doctors of the Church would have done, on “the divine Scripture”.  Instead, he does see the stability of species created in the beginning and observable in nature ever since.  He also maintains man’s original high state.

Having, as he says, “given the history and principles of this study,” he now proceeds to “its discoveries and results.” (p. 175)  The principles are very thin, indeed, consisting merely of comparing measurements of bones. But the Cardinal’s purpose is to demonstrate the unity of the human race, showing the bearing of these studies "upon what religion teaches regarding the origin of mankind…"  His method is “to condense these results into a compendious essay…  The great problem to be solved is, how could such varieties as we have seen, have taken their rise in the human species?

Was it by a sudden change, which altered some portion of one great family into another; or are we to suppose a gradual degradation, as naturalists call it, whereby some nations or families passed gradually through successive shades, from one extreme to the other? And in either case, which is to be considered the original stock? (p. 176)

It is obvious from all this how deeply involved the Cardinal became in the particularities of the sciences of his day -- sciences which pursued particular instances almost entirely without, it would seem, any real principle by which to be guided. It was almost collecting for collection’s sake. And he recognizes the lack of any definite conclusion being derived from such inductions, for he continues:

It must be owned that the present state of this science does not warrant us in expressly deciding in favor of either hypothesis, nor, consequently, in even discussing the last consequence. But, independently of this, it has arrived so far as to leave no reasonable room to doubt the common origin of every race. (p. 176)

It is not necessary and would be tedious in the extreme to describe all the instances and analogies that Wiseman assembles here. But I wish to quote any passage wherein he refers to Scripture or doctrine and seems to come to some definite conclusion regarding his subject.

He sees clearly, by analogy with plants and animals, that different accidental characteristics are “transmissible by descent.” It remained, of course, for the Augustinian monk, Gregor Mendel (1822-1884) to establish the laws of inherited characteristics. The result of his meticulous research was overlooked for over thirty years and when re-discovered in 1900, became the basis for the new science of genetics. The evolutionists were skillful in interpreting Mendel’s laws to their own advantage. This process was especially advanced and facilitated by the work of August Weismann (1834-1914 ) whose theory of the transmission of germ plasm invalidated Lamarck’s theory of inheritance by use and disuse and made natural selection the only conceivable mechanism for evolution. But in Wiseman’s time, the causes for physical differences or variation were sought mainly in the environment.

Much attention was given throughout the 18th and 19th centuries to such freakish occurrences as the porcupine-man of Suffolk, England, in the 1700's. This man and his two sons were covered with thick warts and described by scientists of an English learned society’s "Philosophical Transactions" as "a different species of mankind…"  Today, of course, such phenomenal abnormalities are recognized as mutations in the genetic code of those individuals. And these, ultimately, are due to the consequences of Original Sin.

But Cardinal Wiseman is counting on being able to prove from these physical instances, the truths of Revelation. He says:

… these points, if proved, embrace all the elements of the proposed problem, which is, "Could such varieties as we now see in the human race have sprung up from one stock?" For if this is demonstrated, we have removed the grounds whereon the adversaries of revelation deny the unity of origin which it teaches. …(p. 176)

Cardinal Wiseman was not able, for whatever reason, to take the true measure of those “adversaries of revelation.”  Yet he remained optimistic. He stresses the permanence of the moral attributes of man:

… the enduring power of domestic affections; the disposition to establish and maintain mutual interests; the common feelings regarding property and the methods of protecting it, notwithstanding occasional deviation; the accordance upon the leading points of the moral code; and more than all, the holy gift of speech, which secures the perpetuation of all other human characteristics, prove that man, wherever situated, however degraded they may now appear, were certainly destined for the same state, and consequently originally therein placed. And this consideration ought surely to possess great weight towards establishing in man, as its parallel one does in other animals, an identity of origin. (pp. 192-193)

How little he realized the power of sin in us and the cunning of the Devil in exploiting those consequences of the Original Fall. For the “enduring power of domestic affections” seems today to be at an end, the rights of property are hardly recognized by the State or by individuals, and there is no longer any State that bases its laws openly on the Ten Commandments of the one true God. Such unrealistic optimism is typical of the liberal both in politics and religion. Nor does the liberal correctly distinguish between the sovereign rights of God over even the secular State.

But Cardinal Wiseman does at least maintain an original state of perfection for man, however vaguely that original state was perceived by him. He writes concerning his own view and those who oppose it:

This reasoning is of course opposed to the popular theory of ordinary philosophers -- that the natural progress of man is from barbarism to civilization, and that the savage must be considered the original type of human nature, from which we have departed by gradual efforts. (p. 193)

We note well that this was “the popular theory of ordinary philosophers” in the 1830’s -- long before Darwin’s Origin.  He continues:

But the reasoning I have pursued; the reflection that nature, or rather its Author, will place his creatures in the state for which he intended them; that, if man were formed in body, and endowed in spirit, for a social and domestic life, he can have been no more cast originally into a desert or a forest, savage and untutored, than the sea-shell can have been first produced on the mountain’s top, or the elephant been created amidst the icebergs of the pole -- this reflection must exclude the idea that the savage state is any but a degradation, a departure from the original destiny and position of man. Such is the view taken by the learned Frederick Schlegel, in a valuable work, which I am glad to see a respected and learned friend of mine has at length presented to our countrymen in their own tongue: … (p. 194)

The Cardinal's orthodox view is based not really at all on the Scriptures but on natural reasoning, which indicates to me that he has not come very far out of the Deism of his previous century.  But we will pay close attention to all references he makes to the Holy Scriptures. He concludes this Third Lecture with a quotation from a Christian German philosopher, one Pabst, who published in 1830, Der Mensch und seine Geschichte (Man and his History). This passage is worthy to be compared with similar passages from the Fathers of the Church. Pabst says:

... man stands as a living individuality, composed of nature and spirit, of outward and inward being, of necessity and freedom; to himself a mystery, to the world of spirits an object of deep thought of God’s almightiness, wisdom, and love, the perfectest witness. Veiled round by his corporeal nature he sees God as at a distance, and is as certain of his existence as the heavenly spirit., the son of revelation and the hero of faith, who is weak, and yet strong, poor, and yet possessor of the highest empire of love divine!” (p. 196)

Compare this with the following from St. Gregory of Nyssa, “On the Making of Man” (III-V) in the state of original blessedness:

… “God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness, and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and the beasts of the earth, and the fowls of the heaven, and the cattle, and all the earth.”

… the aether, the stars, the intermediate air, the sea, the earth, the animals, the plants, -- all are brought into being with a word, while only to the making of man does the Maker of all draw near with circumspection, so as to prepare beforehand for him material for his formation, and to liken his form to an archetypal beauty, … 

… For as in our own life artificers fashion a tool in the way suitable to its use, so the best Artificer made our nature as it were a formation fit for the exercise of royalty, preparing it at once by superior advantages of soul, and by the very form of the body, to be such as to be adapted for royalty; for the soul immediately shows its royal and exalted character, …

… but, instead of the purple robe, clothed in virtue, which is in truth the most royal of all raiment, and in place of the sceptre, leaning on the bliss of immortality, and instead of the royal diadem, decked with the crown of righteousness; so that it is shown to be perfectly like to the beauty of its archetype in all that belongs to the dignity of royalty. …

…  purity, freedom from passion, blessedness, alienation from all evil, and all those attributes of the like kind which help to form in men the likeness of God: with such hues as these did the Maker of His own image mark our nature.

What is missing in the German writer whose man "sees God as at a distance" is the intimacy of the image and likeness signifying the life of divine grace, the strong sense of the supernatural that pervades St. Gregory’s description, and the unabashed recognition of royalty as a sign of God’s likeness and special favor.  For all this is based on the contemplation of the words of Holy Scripture, words which themselves breathe the supernatural as the sovereign Kingship of Christ is pre-figured in the royal headship and dominion of Adam.
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The Fourth Lecture

In the Fourth Lecture the Cardinal returns to the comparative study of languages and proposes a new test in order to prove the original unity of the human race. It is this: having proven that one aspect of man’s life remains unchanged and unalterable in its essential parts, and this is language, he expects by measuring against this standard, to discover whether or not the other aspect of man’s life, that is his form and features, have also remained unchanged or have varied in time.

Now I think it can be proved that the boundaries of the two-fold classification of men, according to language, and according to form and feature, no longer coincide; and as they must have once run together, and as that of language has remained unvaried, we must conclude that the other has undergone change. (p. 199)

In the course of this discussion, we find how far from Scripture these speculations wander and at the same time retain the fact of a Deluge. For example,


Whatever hypothesis we may choose to adopt, the prevalence of a language essentially the same from India to Iceland proves the intermediate nations to be of common origin. Yet the inhabitants of the Indian peninsula differ from us in color and shape, so materially as to be classified as another race. Klaproth, to account for this circumstance, imagines that the Indo-Germanic nations were saved from the Deluge on two chains of mountains, the Himalayas and the Caucasus . … But all this is pure conjecture, without the slightest foundation either in history or in local tradition; … (pp. 203-204)

As the Cardinal notes, these conclusions have no foundations either in history or in local tradition, but he does not address the fact that only eight people survived the Deluge -- not whole tribes or nations -- and that those eight came out of the Ark in the mountains of Ararat, far from the present Himalayan range but perhaps, conceivably, a southeastern part of the Caucasus -- certainly not both!

However, the Cardinal is not particular about such details. He is very concerned, though, about the extremes of black and white color in men and how they could have originally been one -- "and this assuredly is the hardest knot we have to untie in this inquiry." (p. 204)

He concludes:

Thus far, you see, I have only thrown doubts on the processes imagined to explain the black color of the negro: for though I think it depends upon climate, certainly no theory has been yet discovered to account for its origin. Our science is yet young, and we must content ourselves with collecting facts and drawing their natural inferences. It is therefore to these we must appeal; and they will suffice to prove that such a change may have taken place, though whether by accident or gradual deviation, we know not. I will submit such as I have noticed to your consideration. (p. 208)

There is no better statement of the Baconian method than that! But later, some of the conclusions he puts forward would today be castigated as racist in the extreme. He has made a distinction between the black color and the negroid features:

This difference will perhaps appear more remarkable, if I am correct in another observation. I think we shall in general find that those tribes which are described as not having the negro features, but only the black color, are raised a degree in civilization above their neighbors, and profess some religion claiming a revelation, -- as the Abyssinians, a very corrupt Christianity; the natives of the Congo, some remnants of it, and all others of the Mohammedan religion; whereas, those that have the negro characteristics to their fullest extent, as the Dahometans, Caffres, or Hottentots, are in the lowest state of moral and physical degradation, and profess some miserable system of fetichism or idolatry. …(p. 121)

He finally concludes, however, that color as such is due to climate, whereas form and feature depend upon the influences of a civilization. But bringing forth ever new instances, he must say “that the operation of causes is yet unknown to us; that we cannot discover the law whereby nature works… (p. 214) 

There follow many more instances and a long discourse which proves the Cardinal to be a thorough uniformitarian with very little awareness of the universal Deluge and the magnitude of its effects upon the surface of the earth, despite the details given in Genesis 6-8. (He comes to it later.)  He has absorbed the principles of LyelI and proceeds to muse upon the constant and regular operations of nature, granting a two-fold action, one regular from the beginning and uniform to the end (shades of Hutton!) while the other, not a catastrophism, as one would expect, but an influence strongly suggestive of an evolutionary progress, as he compares its strong and almost irresistible force to the gradual development of a child:

And, in like manner, we must allow that in the world's infancy, besides the regular ordinances of constant and daily course, causes necessary to produce great and permanent effects may have had a power, now no longer wanted, and consequently no longer exercised; that there was a tendency to stamp more marked features upon the earth and its inhabitants, to produce countries as well as their vegetation, races as much as individuals. (p. 224)

In these passages, the Cardinal is as much of a Deist as Newton or Pope and his Bolingbroke! (See From the Beginning, Volume II)

Again he returns to the great puzzle of extremes of black and white color in the human race and quotes another remark by a German scholar, a remark that would stigmatize him today as the perpetrator of verbal hate-crime, even for presuming to put it into public print:

Such examples, to which I might add many others, seem to show the existence of hidden resources in nature, never called forth, save in her infant state. And it surely cannot be unphilosophical to suppose that impressions, meant to be characteristic and permanent, were then more easily communicated, and more indelibly stamped. We need not, with Carové, have recourse to the hypothesis that the black color of the negro was the mark set upon Cain, and that it was continued after the Deluge in the family of Japheth, whom he supposes to have married into that stock. (p. 227)

A note here advises us: “He does indeed suppose them to be of a mixed race, between the Sethites, represented by Shem, and the Cainites, continued in Japheth.” This is curious, indeed, for every scholar I have consulted makes the descendants of Cain to be continued in those of Cham, not Japheth. Noteworthy, also, is the fact that the Cardinal does not find this "hypothesis" either objectionable or worthy of consideration by reason of its apparent Biblical basis. It is evident that for him, the real proofs must come from the natural sciences, not from Divine Revelation or theology.  And so he continues:

The admission of such an hypothesis gains us but little, for we have still the color of the Americans and Malays to accounts for. … yet we must own that the methods whereby nature has proceeded are yet a mystery; so that the philosopher must be content with conjecture,… (p. 228)

Could he have foreseen the consequences of those lines of thinking that the sciences were following in his time, he would have discovered -- to his dismay or to his joy we cannot say -- that "the methods whereby nature has proceeded" are no longer a mystery but have been revealed in their full splendor by Darwinian natural selection, still upheld in place of the Creator even by Catholics in this first year of the Third Millennium!

His idea that “the potency of nature” is unlimited and “beyond our comprehension” is alarmingly heterodox but makes it easy to “justify the production of inexplicable phenomena.” (p. 233) Obviously, Cardinal Wiseman was profoundly influenced by German naturalism.

In the end, however, the Cardinal takes his stand upon the evidences of morality, especially the moral character of “our Redeemer” as portrayed for us by the different Evangelists. He concludes the Fourth Lecture with these words that could be seen as anticipating, viewed from our ecumenical climate, the ability to transcend all nations and peoples. It is a far cry from the Jesus Christ, true God and true Man, of the Fathers and Doctors of the Church and closer in resemblance to “the one God who fits all” of today’s evolutionary scientists.

How comes it that men, not even learned, contrived to represent a character every way departing from their national type -- at variance with all those features which custom and education, and patriotism, and religion and nature, seemed to have consecrated as of all most beautiful? And the difficulty of considering such a character the invention of man, as some have impiously imagined, is still further increased by observing how writers, recording different facts, as St. Matthew and St. John, do lead us nevertheless to the same representation and conception. Yet herein methinks we have a key to the solution of every difficulty. For if two artists were commanded to produce a form embodying their ideas of perfect beauty, and both exhibited figures equally shaped, upon types and models most different from all ever before seen in their country, and, at the same time, each perfectly resembling the other, I am sure such a fact, if recorded, would appear almost incredible, except on the supposition that both had copied the same original.

Such, then, must be the case here: the Evangelists, too, must have copied the living model which they represent, and the accordance of the moral features which they give him can only proceed from the accuracy with which they have respectively drawn them. But this only increases the wonder. For, assuredly, he was not as the rest of men, who could thus separate himself in character from whatever was held most perfect and most admirable by all who surrounded him, and by all who had taught him; who, while he set himself far above all national ideas of moral perfection, yet borrowed nothing from Greek, or Indian, or Egyptian, or Roman; who while he thus had nothing in common with any known standard of character, any established law of perfection, should seem to every one the type of his peculiarly beloved excellence. [Here he quotes in a note three lines from Euripides’ tragedy of Iphigenia.] And truly, when we see how he can have been followed by the Greek, though a founder of none among his sects -- revered by the Brahman, though preached unto him by men of the fisherman’s caste -- worshipped by the red man of Canada, though belonging to the hated pale race -- we cannot but consider him as destined to break down all distinction of color and shape, and countenance, and habits; to form in himself the type of unity, to which are referable all the sons of Adam, and give us, in the possibility of this moral convergence, the strongest proof that the human species, however varied, is essentially one. (pp. 241-242)   (Emphasis added)

By means of such vague and remote analogies does the good Cardinal establish the unity of the human race. The Fathers rather emphasize that God created Adam in His Own image and likeness with the Incarnation of the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity in mind. The first Adam and Eve, in whom we all fell, and the Second Adam with the Second Eve Mary, who redeemed us, thereby establish the human race in its one essential rational nature of a body-soul composite, created perfect, but now fallen and in absolute need of God’s salvific grace.

Ludwig Ott (Fundamentals of Catholic Dogma, l964 edition) lists this doctrine of the unity of the human race as Sententia certa, which is the third degree of theological certitude, the first being De fide, and the second being Sententia fidei proxima. The doctrine Sententia certa is one on which the authority of the Church has not yet fully pronounced, but whose truth is guaranteed by its intrinsic connection with the doctrine of revelation (i.e., De fide). (Ott, p. 9-10)

Of this doctrine, which says The whole human race stems from one single pair  (Sent. certa), Ott explains:

Against the Pre-Adamite Theory (first expounded by the Calvinist Isaac de la Peyrere, 1655), and the view of certain modern scientists, according to which the various races are derived from several separated stems (polygenism), the Church teaches that the first human beings, Adam and Eve, are the progenitors of the whole human race (monogenism). This teaching of the unity of the human race is not, indeed, a dogma, but it is a necessary pre-supposition of the dogma of Original Sin and Redemption. According to a decision of the Bible Commission, the unity of the human race is to be reckoned among those facts which affect the foundations of the Christian religion, and which, on this account, are to be understood in their literal, historical sense (D 2123). The Encyclical "Humani Generis" of Pius XII (l950) rejects polygenism on account of its incompatibility with the revealed doctrine of original sin. (D 3028). (p. 96)

Ott then goes on to quote the Biblical proofs from Genesis, Acts 17:26; Wisdom 10:1; Rom. 5:l2 ff; I Cor. I5: 21 if; Hebrews 2:11 and St. Augustine in John 9,10.

We may note that racial differences affect external characteristics only. The essential agreement of all men in physical structure and in mental endowment  indicates a common origin. (Ott, p. 96)

And we must add that the status of the doctrine of the unity of the human race remains the same today despite the ascendance of the evolutionary theory of polygenism which even many Catholics accept (e.g., Fr. Anthony Zimmerman, S.V.D., et alia).

But there is a deeper and more important significance to this doctrine of the unity of the human race, one that is being greatly obscured today by reason of the false ecumenism that obtains. This deeper significance is centered in the unique headship of Adam and of the Second Adam, Christ. Pohle-Preuss explain the basics of the doctrine this way:

It was the will of God that Adam should be physically and juridically the head of the human race, and, as such, should act as its representative. God had given him original justice and its concomitant preternatural prerogatives not only as a personal privilege, but as a heritage which he was to transmit to all his descendants. In other words, original justice was essentially hereditary justice, original sanctity was essentially hereditary grace and a privilege given to human nature as such. [That is, to every single human being that would ever be born.] Consequently, hereditary grace and human nature were from the first causally related. The nexus existing between them was based neither on metaphysical necessity nor on any legal claim, but was instituted by the free will of God. When Adam voluntarily renounced original justice, he acted not for himself alone, but as the representative of his race, as the moral and juridical head of the human family. Thus the loss of original justice, was essentially a privation of hereditary justice, and as such tantamount to a voluntary renunciation on the part of human nature of its supernatural heritage. This voluntary renunciation involves an hereditary guilt, which is voluntary on the part of each and every individual human being, because Adam, acting as head and progenitor of the race, rejected sanctifying grace in the name of his entire progeny. Consequently original sin is not a personal sin [for Adam’s descendants] but a sin of nature, conditioned upon our generic relation to Adam, [and we may add, our genetic relation to Adam] who, contrary to the will of God, despoiled human nature of grace and thereby rendered it hostile to its Creator. (God the Author of Nature and the Supernatural: A Dogmatic Treatise. B. Herder, 1912, pp. 273-274.) (Emphases added)

Because of this unique headship of Adam both in his original integrity and in his Fall, a new Head was required to repair the damage done by Adam’s disobedience; this was the Second Adam, our Lord Jesus Christ (Cf. Rornans 5)  And just as no human being can escape the penalties of the sin of Adam by reason of this physical generic-genetic unity of humanity with Adam and Eve, so no human being can be saved from the eternal death of Hell except by incorporation into the unity of the Body of Christ by Baptism and the Faith of His Church.

This doctrine of  “the unity of the human race” is therefore of life-and-death importance for every human being who, as a descendant of the first Adam and Eve, must needs be redeemed by the Second Adam and the new Eve, Mary, if he is to enjoy eternal life.

Whether or not all men accept to believe in the headship of Adam, all men must suffer and die as a result of Adam’s sin. No one escapes the penalties of the Original Sin, not even little children, not even the natural world. All plants and animals, every living being, shares in the sin of Adam, for as St. Gregory the Great points out, all creation is summed up and represented in Adam.  Christ and His Immaculate Mother Mary alone were preserved from all taint of the Original Sin of Adam.

The Sovereign Headship of Christ is a divine Truth that, alas, men are free to accept or to reject. The eternal enmities between the Seed of the Woman, Mary, and the seed of the serpent, Lucifer and his agents (Genesis 3:l5) divide the natural unity of the human race into the supernatural categories of the elect and the reprobate.

In this way, the headship of Adam, pre-figuring the Sovereignty of Christ, is of eternal significance for each and every human being born into this world.
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Lecture the Fifth 

[on the Natural Sciences]

Cardinal Wiseman distinguishes between the kind of study in which he is engaging and natural theology of which he cites “the Bridgewater publications” as examples. “Natural Theology” he defines as that study which “by giving strong demonstrations of the goodness and wisdom of God, in the works of creation” shows “the existence of a regulating providence in the construction and direction of the universe.” (p. 245) But he confines himself to “the connection between science and revealed religion.”

And it is by the “department” of medicine that he proposes to enter the present Lectures because of “the action of natural causes upon the physical organization of man.” (p. 245) And so, he devotes the next twelve or so pages to medical descriptions of our Lord’s sufferings on the Cross in order to prove the certainty of His death, thereby refuting those who deny His Resurrection by claiming that He feigned death on the Cross.

According to the Cardinal, "Several eminent writers had occupied themselves with the physiology of our Saviour’s passion," concluding that aside from all else, the pierce of the lance in His side “must, in any hypothesis, have occasioned a deadly wound.” (p. 253) A note also advises that “the abundant gush of the blood and water … must be considered preternatural, and deeply symbolical.” (p. 254)

From the Cardinal’s extensive writings it is painfully evident that with the rise of the natural sciences, there came also incessant attacks upon the truths of Divine Revelation although the Cardinal himself downplays these attacks as much as possible and emphasizes the evidences that support his views. And so we come to the science of Geology.  He says:

It would not be difficult to establish links between the science I have just treated of, [medicine] and the one on which I next shall enter, that is, Geology. Chemistry, for instance, which presents many analogies to both, might furnish us several interesting applications. But I pass them over, both because they are probably better known, and because the abundance of materials lying before us will not allow us time for less important topics. I hasten therefore forward, to as rapid a view as I can give of the connection between Geology and Sacred History. (p. 259)

That this science has won over his mind and heart is evident from the following panegyric on the powers of nature:

Geology may truly be called the science of nature’s antiquities. Fresh and young as this power may look to us, and ever vigorous in all her operations -- free from all symptoms of decay as her beauty and energy may appear -- yet hath she too her olden times, her early days of rude contention and arduous strivings, and then her epochs of calmer subsidence, and gentler rule. And the legends of all these she hath written upon monuments innumerable, scattered over the boundless tract of her supreme dominion, in characters which the skill of man hath learnt to decipher. She has her pyramids in those mountain-cones of disputed formation, which rise in every continent -- her mighty aqueducts in the majestic rivers which bestride, as it were, large territories -- now sinking into the depths of earth -- now flowing in peaceful streams to the reservoirs of the vast deep; her landmarks and local monuments to note the times and places of her victories over art, or of her defeats of a stronger energy than her own -- her cameos and sculptured gems, in the impressions, upon stone larninae, of insects or plants -- and we have but even now discovered her cemeteries, or columbaria1 in those curious caverns wherein the bones of early generations lie inurned, yea embalmed, by her preserving hand, with evidences and proofs of when they lived, and how they died. And even beyond those times, we may go back to her cyclopean monuments, her fabulous ages of  

“Gorgons and hydras and chimeras dire,”

when the huge saurians and megatheria disported in giant proportions over sea and land, and find, to our astonishment, all that a nightmare fancy might have dreamt of their shapes, recorded in sure representations upon unerring monuments, (p. 260)

It is evident from this passage that Cardinal Wiseman’s world view and especially, his view of Nature, is very far from that of the Fathers and Doctors of the Church  and from Holy Scripture, but has, rather, been shaped by the German romanticists, especially Herder and Schlegel, as noted earlier. However, it is interesting that the concept of “pre-history” has not yet been formulated. This took place, as far as I have been able to determine, around the 1850's. But we can see that Cardinal Wiseman is not far from it. Essential, also, to the Cardinal’s view of earth history is that he sees nature as the sole shaping power of the earth’s features. This is a strong counter- influence in his view of the Biblical record of history, as we shall see.

In the next passages, the Cardinal situates himself in the currents of thought preceding and surrounding him, and it is here that we find his position vis a vis the Scriptures.  He says:

Of all sciences, none has been more given up to the devices of man’s heart and imagination than geology; none has afforded ampler scope for ideal theories, and brittle, though brilliant, systems, constructed for the most conflicting purposes. In enumerating the various theories of the earth as they are called which have been framed during the last two centuries [the 17th and 18th], we may conveniently divide them into three classes, (p. 260)

The Cardinal takes well over ten pages to describe these three classes and to define his own position amongst them; but this part of his work is of the utmost importance because it is here that we discover most clearly and definitively, what has happened to the Scriptures, to the veracity of the Biblical record in the mind of one of the Church’s foremost 19th century prelates and scholars. However, it is also well to note, as pointed out earlier, the Cardinal does not take the lead in these matters. He is no latter-day Father of the Church!  He is rather a follower of the sciences of that nature which he comes close to worshipping.

1)   The first class embraces “those who assumed the Mosaic cosmogony or creation, and the deluge, as demonstrated points, and conducted their studies primarily with a view of reconciling actual appearances with these events.” (p. 261)  It is important to realize that the Cardinal is here speaking of men who accepted, at least to some extent, the Mosaic account of creation and the Deluge as real historical facts and tried to reconcile them with the “discoveries” of geology.  He continues:

In the earlier works of this, as of every other class, there is, naturally, more of imagination and ingenuity, than of solidity or research. The older theorists hardly deserve to be dwelt upon; Burnet and Woodward, and Wiston and Hooke, and many others, may deserve praise for their zeal in the cause of religion, but can receive but little for real services in its behalf. (p. 261)

I am forced to agree with him on the point of “little for real services” in behalf of religion, but one cannot escape the tone of scorn, of actual contempt that the Cardinal evidences for these early scholars. This tone, often deserved, admittedly, continues to pervade his words:

Nothing was easier than to show how the world was first created, and how it was destroyed by a deluge, when all the agents employed were pure suppositions, or fictions of the author’s imagination. Burnet supposed a brittle crust to have formed the earth’s original surface, and a change to have taken place, about the era of the deluge, in the direction of its axis; this imaginary change, which has been sufficiently disproved by modern astronomers, freed the imprisoned waters from their frail bondage, and made them overflow the earth. Whiston was still more poetical. He supposed our earth to have roamed, for ages, through space --

“A wandering mass of shapeless flame;

A pathless comet;” -- Byron.

till, at the period of the Mosaic creation, its course was bridled in, and it was reclaimed from its ‘vagrant state, to begin the peaceful revolutions of a planet. But then what occurred so soon to interrupt it, in its orderly career, at the deluge? Another comet is at hand, let loose by almighty vengeance upon the wicked world:

“Down amain

Into the void the outcast world descended,

Wheeling and thundering on:  its troubled seas

Were churned into a spray, and whizzing, flurred

Around it like a dew.” --Hogg.

In this state it bore down upon our little globe, caught it up in its watery atmosphere, and at once drowned and demolished it.1
What seems to me most important to realize is that Burnet, Whiston, Woodward and Hooke were all seeking natural explanations for events they still believed to be divinely revealed and historical. Woodward and Hooke were probably the most sensible of the lot, especially Woodward who alone recognized the magnitude of the Biblical Deluge and resisted the trends of his time toward a uniforniitarian view of earth history.
Whether or not we can say the same for Cardinal Wiseman remains to be seen. The Cardinal continues:

Truly, theories such as these, which caused Voltaire, in his scoffing mood, to say that “philosophers put themselves in the place of God, and destroy and renew the world after their own fashion,” materially hurt, instead of assisting, the cause of religion. … so may we here say, that the artificial means thus taken to pass unhurt over what were deemed the dangers of this study, and to apply it to profitable ends, did rather give those dangers a greater power; and … when they were overthrown by the advance of science, seemed to entail some disgrace upon the subjects they pretended to illustrate. (p. 262-263)

And so, at this point we may count on Cardinal Wiseman to keep abreast of and to accept all that is offered by "the advance of science."

In the course of reducing to absurdity the work of one Dr. Croly who in a book entitled Divine Providence, attacks geology “as essentially antichristian” (p. 264) the Cardinal attaches a note that gives us an idea of where exactly he stood on the Six Days.  Dr. Croly, apparently a Lutheran scholar, saw parallelisms between Abel and the Waldenses, Enoch and the Bible (seeing these as the two witnesses of the Apocalypse, chapter 11), Constantine and Moses. Cardinal Wiseman concludes his remarks on this exegete with the words: “To detail the various inaccuracies, philological and physical, in the declamations of this writer, … would require not much time, but more than the work deserves.” (pp. 265-266)  And it is at this precise point that we are informed of the Cardinal's own views on certain very key passages in the Biblical record.  He says:

For instance, … Dr. Croly denies that the days of creation can mean anything but the space of twenty-four hours; because among other reasons, the Hebrew word yom comes from the verb yama (ferbuit). There is no such verb in Hebrew (consult Winer’s Lexicon, p. 406), neither if there were, could it be root to the other.  In Arabic, there is a cognate verb, wama (ferbuit dies), “the day was hot:” but surely the simple term day could in no language be derived from the idea of a hot day. To prove that the word day could not symbolically signify a longer term, because literally it means the period of light, “the time between two sunsets,” is surely an error in logic: you might as well say that night cannot mean death, because it signifies the time between sunset and sunrise.

One must interrupt here to protest the sophistry of shifting from the literal meaning of “the time between two sunsets” to a figurative meaning of night, namely that of death. This is a radical and deceitful departure from fair and true exegesis. The Cardinal continues, and we must pay close attention to his words so as not to be unfair to him:

I do not. advocate the prolongation of the days to periods: but I think it very wrong to call men infidels for doing so, when only such erroneous grounds are given to the contrary.

Let us grant that Dr. Croly's defense of the Six Days based on his lack of knowledge of the Hebrew was deserving some kind of correction, but does his defense of the plain literal meaning of Scripture -- an interpretation held in common with the great majority of the Fathers and Doctors of the Church -- does this merit the kind of ridicule that the Cardinal heaps upon this Lutheran scholar? He continues, and here we find that Copernicanism has done its work also, preparing the way for the triumph of evolutionism, in which the Cardinal is already embroiled up to his neck:

The terms used to express the sun’s standing still are just as literal and express as those used in the history of creation; yet no one hesitates to take them figuratively, because demonstrated laws of physics compel us to do so.

And there we have it: Science has become dominant over Scripture --  the laws of physics are infallible and compel us to take figuratively what is most plainly an historical narrative in the Book of Joshua, just as plain an historical narrative as the account of the Creation in Genesis. But the Cardinal has chosen otherwise, and a final note on the despised literalism of Dr. Croly tells us,

Dr. Croly always affects to speak against foreign geology, and even in a note contrasts with it the conduct of the English Geological Society, p. 108. And yet he must have known that all eminent English geologists concur in the opinions he so severely denounces, of great revolutions prior to that of the deluge. (pp. 265-266)

This last remark advises us that the Cardinal will accept what today is referred to as “the Gap Theory” or the “Restitution” theory, but we must let him speak for himself. Suffice it to note here that in the 1830’s, the laws of physics were believed to have thoroughly disproven the geocentric universe of the ancients and of all medieval Christendom, including the greatest Scholastic doctors and theologians, such as St. Thomas Aquinas. Also, by the 1830’s, the belief in a literal Six Days of Genesis One is being seriously questioned without any repercussions from the Teaching Authority of the Church. Cardinal Wiseman himself is established in the view that the Six Days are to be taken in a symbolical sense, and put on a par with those passages of Scripture that refer to the sun’s movement around a stationary Earth.  Is it any wonder, then, that evolutionism has so overwhelmed us today and virtually destroyed, in the minds of the faithful, any idea that the Tradition of the Church favors a literal Six Days and a literal movement of the sun around a stationary Earth?

Only in recent years of the 20th century have daring scientists come out with the truth that neither the geocentric nor the heliocentric view can be proven empirically ( e.g., Sir Fred Hoyle) and that all  calculations for space travel must be made from the fixed reference point of the Earth. But Cardinal Wiseman has chosen to believe the scientists over the Divinely Revealed facts of Scripture; he has chosen to reduce the Word of God to symbol and allegory when that Word conflicts with the words of today’s atheistic scientists. Did he set the trend or was it already well on its way? I cannot say, but this much is certain: the Cardinal reinforced whatever evolutionary trends were circulating around him and made the acceptance of evolution that much easier for the trusting faithful.

2)  We come now to the second class of theories -- those “framed in direct opposition to the inspired records.” (p. 266)

The “inspired records” have been reduced for the Cardinal to narratives that only figuratively or symbolically refer to days in Genesis One, to a universe that is really heliocentric even though the “inspired records” know of no such cosmology, and to a  universal Deluge described as a unique and never-to-be-repeated event as only the last of a series of such catastrophes.

Just what it is that he will find “in direct opposition to these “inspired records” becomes a matter of some interest. And so he gives us his view of the work of the Comte de Buffon  (1707-1788), the main example of the second class of theories concerning the science of geology:

The last century [the 18th] produced plenty such [theories in opposition to the inspired record] in France; and one in particular, which if not intended, was at least conceived, by too many admirers to be in conflict with the Mosaic narration. I mean Buffon’s, who in his celebrated Epochs of Nature, published in 1774, repeated and illustrated the Theory of the Earth which he had produced twenty-six years before. (p. 267) 

A note here tells us that "Rousseau was among those who placed Buffon’s system in opposition to the scriptural account, and gave it preference, …"  Of Buffon the Cardinal continues:

All that brilliancy of imagination, charm of style, and decision of tone, could do in favor of any theory, this one certainly possessed. “He came forward,” says Howard, “no longer to give a bold conjecture on the formation and theory of the universe, but with pretended proofs in hand, to evince not only the possibility, but, on most points, the necessary truth, of his former assertions. This was no longer in the style of a man who offers his conjectures to the world, but in the magisterial and dictatorial tone of one who is perfectly sure of whatever he advances.”  The basis of his theory was, that the earth had originally been a mass of fire, heated to an almost incredible degree, and that it has been gradually cooling till our own times; so that at each appropriate stage in the process, it produced the plants and animals suited to each degree of warmth. It cannot be necessary to enter into any explanation of the dissension which now exists concerning the grounds of this theory; that is, as to whether a process of gradual cooling is going on in the earth. M. Arago contends, upon observation, that the exact accordance of climate, so far as we can reason between ancient and modern times, will not allow the admission of this supposition. And he argues from elements which a French philosopher at the time of Buffon would, I think, have hardly ventured to use, without consenting to incur the ridicule of being too credulous. For, with the books of Moses in his hand, he shows that the seasons in Palestine correspond now exactly to what they were in his time, as to order of succession and power of production; and he thence concludes that no alterations of climate can possibly have occurred. (p. 268)

We might note, just in passing, that the implication seems to be here, in the mind of M. Arago, that the climate of  Palestine was the same as that which Moses experienced, but of Moses where? He never entered Palestine, or the Promised Land. Perhaps it was Egypt? In any case, it is obvious and will become more and more so, that Cardinal Wisernan puts his faith in the so-called facts of geology and science in general far and above any words of the “inspired records.”  He continues with objections to the explanation of M. Arago: 

To which reasoning, perhaps, it might be objected, that a gradual change of climate, by degrees almost imperceptible, except at long intervals, might produce a corresponding modification in the habits, if one may so speak, of plants and vegetables. [sic] Connected with this subject, and bearing in an interesting manner upon geological facts, is the question of central heat, which has been treated with great mathematical accuracy and learning by Fourier and Poisson, the former maintaining the existence of a radiating heat in the interior of the earth; the other, while he admits the experimental facts, denying the conclusions. But any discussion of this question would lead us too far from the matter in hand.1 

From the time of Buffon, system rose beside system, like the moving pillars of the desert, advancing in threatening array; but, like them, they were fabrics of sand; and, though in l806 the French Institute counted more than eighty such theories hostile to Scripture history, not one of them has stood still, or deserves to be recorded. (p. 269)

It would be asking too much of the Cardinal to object to Buffon's theories on the basis that they contradict the Creation account of Genesis One. And yet, this is precisely why Buffon is classed amongst those whose theories are “framed in direct opposition to the inspired records.” As we will see, the Cardinal has in mind another interpretation of Genesis One.

And so, dismissing Buffon and all other such theories, the Cardinal comes to the third class of scientists, those with whom he is disposed to agree:

The third and most important class of geologists comprises those who, without positively constructing theories, have been content to collect phenomena, and to classify and compare them. And geology, in this, its true sense, owes its origin and principal development to Italy. (p. 269)

Having praised 18th century pioneers in geology, Jean Deluc, S.G. de Dolomieu, Georges Cuvier and William Buckland as men “without any spirit of system” whose work has yet “proved most favorable to the cause of truth” he continues:

While science is in the hands of men thus persuaded of the certainty of those great leading facts which are enrolled in the sacred account of the world's early history, assuredly the writers, whom I have quoted as hostile to this study, should have little cause to fear. So long, indeed, as phenomena are simply recorded, and only the natural and obvious consequences drawn from them, there can be no fear that the results of the study may prove hostile to religion. How much wiser was the counsel of Gamaliel, and how applicable to those who impugned these pursuits: “Refrain from these men and let them alone; for if the work be of men, it will fall to nothing; but if of God, ye are not able to destroy it.” (Acts v.28,39)  If the representations they have given of nature are the fictions of men, they cannot stand against the progress of science; if they truly picture the work of God, they must be easily reconcilable with his revealed manifestations. (p. 270)

Not only does the Cardinal stand out for his optimism as to the “progress of science” but the vagueness of his references to “the cause of truth” and “the sacred account” leaves the parameters of truth and error conveniently undefined. Furthermore, Deluc, Cuvier and Buckland certainly could be described as having a system in mind. The well-known Swiss naturalist Jean Deluc wrote in his 1809 book, Elementary Treatise of Geology a strong defense of traditional theology as he attacked the uniformitarianism of James Hutton in these words:

Certainly no conclusion from the natural sciences can be more important to men than that which concerns Genesis: for to place this book in the class of fables would be to throw into deepest ignorance that which it is most important for them to know: their origin, their duty, and their destination.1
It is said, too, that he claimed a knowledge of geology was now, in the early 19th century, essential for theologians. This may be disputed, but what cannot be disputed is that Deluc possessed a “spirit of system”. Cuvier, also, had a system in mind when he advocated continuous creations because he seemed to see continuous catastrophes in the geological record. And it was to William Buckland that Cardinal Wiseman owed his new system of the Genesis account wherein there are geological ages between verses I and 2, as we shall discuss in detail presently. What the Cardinal means by having no “spirit of system” is that these men amassed an immense amount of geological data and drew from all these instances certain conclusions. It is the amount of data they have accumulated that impresses the Cardinal. He fails to see that every one of them has interpreted the data in a certain way.  And so he will do also but in no original way and certainly not in the traditional way of Catholic exegesis.

The Cardinal tells of an Italian cleric, Canon Recupero, engaged in geological field work who complained that “Moses hangs like a dead weight upon him, and blunts his zeal for inquiry…” (p. 271) Further, “The bishop, who is strenuously orthodox, for it is an excellent see, has already warned him to be upon his guard, and not to pretend to be a better natural historian than Moses; nor to presume to urge anything that may in the smallest degree be deemed contradictory to his sacred authority.” (p. 272)

This incident involved estimating the age of the earth from a pit containing seven layers of lava. Canon Recupero’s estimate had come to “at least fourteen thousand years ago” allowing two thousand years for each layer judging from certain vegetation growing therein. The problem was solved by S.G. de Dolomieu who showed that the criteria for the dating were faulty and that “no conclusion could thence be drawn in reference to the period of the present order of things.” (p. 275)

This story is instructive on several counts :  1) the zeal of this bishop to guard and preserve the veracity of God's Word;  2) the character of many clerics of the time, for whatever the degree of education in theology this canon had (canons were not priests and their main duty was the recitation of the Divine Office in the Choir of the Cathedral), he needed above all a stronger faith (Copernicus, too, was only a canon); and 3) the absolute confidence of Cardinal Wiseman in the honesty and integrity of the geologists of his third class.

He now comes to the part of his Lecture wherein we may see “in what way the doctrines [ ! ] of geology bear upon the inspired records, and how far the phenomena, observed by men upon whose accuracy we may rely, are in accordance with their artless narrative.” (p. 275)

The Cardinal then lists, from one Dr. Sumner, three points or articles touching the creation of the world, but it will be impossible to keep the three articles distinct in the Cardinal’s subsequent discourse. These three articles are: “first, that God was the original creator of all things; secondly, that at the formation of the globe we inhabit, the whole of its materials were in a state of chaos and confusion; and thirdly, that at a period not exceeding 5,000 years ago (5,400) -- whether we adopt the Hebrew or Septuagint chronology is immaterial --  the whole earth underwent a mighty catastrophe, in which it was completely inundated by the immediate agency of the Deity.” (pp. 275-276)

Aside from the rather ambiguous and suggestive characteristic of God as the original creator of all things, we can say  that only articles one and three are Scriptural, and of number three, it is not clear whether it refers to the Deluge of Genesis 6-11 or to some other catastrophe. But we can say categorically that article number two is a purely geological conclusion and intrusion. For the moment, I must object that Scripture says the earth was “without form and void” (Septuagint) or “void and empty” (Hebrew). None of the Fathers interpret these words to indicate “chaos and confusion.”  Rather, they take it as the substance or stuff of all things in  terms of the four elements (earth, water, air and fire) created on the first Day, awaiting subsequent distinction and adornment within the time limits of the Six Days.  This is the common opinion of the Fathers and Doctors of the Church.1
Now the Cardinal proceeds to his own theory, taken mainly from William Buckland, and I will give it as much as possible in his own words though his presentation of it is hardly clear and certainly not concise. Because it is so unclear, it will be necessary to follow his discourse closely, word for word.

Some writers, he says, “have attempted to read the days of creation step by step in the present appearances of the world, and to give a history of each successive production, from light to man, as recorded upon the face of the globe.”   (p. 276)

It seems clear enough from these words and confirmed by previous and subsequent statements, that Cardinal Wiseman does not take the days of Genesis One as literal, 24-hour days bounded by an evening and a morning. So he must be referring here to various day-age theories, wherein the days of Genesis One are interpreted as being really “successive productions” of indefinite time “as recorded upon the face of the globe.”  All this, he admits, “however laudable in its object, is not certainly satisfactory in its results.”  So he is not satisfied with these day-age theories.  What then?  “The first portion of my task, therefore, shall be rather negative than positive -- an attempt to show you that the startling discoveries of modern science no ways clash, or stand at variance, with the Mosaic narrative.” (p. 276)

How very contemporary he sounds! He is both cautious and daring! What can these “startling discoveries of modern science”  be? Again he assures us of the accuracy of the modern geologist. In other words, we are not permitted to question these “startling discoveries”  because  “in the first place the modern geologist must, and gladly will, acknowledge the accuracy of the statement that

… after all things were made, the earth must have been in a state of chaotic confusion; in other words, that the elements, which later were to combine in the present arrangement of the globe, must have been totally disturbed, and probably in a state of conflicting action. What the duration of this anarchy was, what peculiar features it presented, whether it was one course of unmodified disorder, or was interrupted by intervals of peace and quiet, of vegetable and animal existence, the Scripture has concealed from our knowledge, while it has said nothing to discourage such investigation as may lead us to any specific hypothesis regarding it. (p. 276)

This is but the beginning, but one cannot help wonder how such a scenario, so unclear and even confused, can also be accurate? But he has the audacity to claim the authority of Scripture for this and without, as yet, quoting one word, verse or ancient authority. But alas, he will come to that.   And so he continues:

Nay, it would seem as though that indefinite period had been purposely mentioned, to leave scope for the meditation and the imagination of man.

Nothing, though, about the Holy Ghost as the Author of the Scriptures and as necessary to preserve from error and even worse, the "the meditation and the imagination of man."  He continues:

The words of the text do not merely express a momentary pause between the first fiat, of creation and the production of light; for the participal form of the verb, whereby the Spirit of God, the creative energy, is represented as brooding over the abyss, and communicating to it the productive virtue, naturally expresses a continuous, not a passing action. The very order observed in the six days' creation, which has reference to the present disposition of things, seems to show that divine power loved to manifest itself by gradual developments, ascending as it were, by a measured scale from the inanimate to the organized, from the insensible to the instinctive, from the irrational to man. (p. 277)

Now he begins to sound strangely like the very Lamarck he earlier had so castigated! And he goes on in the same vein:

And what repugnance is there in the supposition that from the first creation of the rude embryo of this beautiful world, to the dressing out thereof with its comeliness and furniture, proportioned to the wants and habits of man, it may have also chosen to keep a similar ratio and scale, through which life should have progressively advanced to perfection, both in its inward power and in its outward instruments? (p. 277)

All that’s wanting to make this passage purely evolutionary is a more explicit allusion to transformations over time, for the references to “ratio and scale” ambiguously suggest, with the progressive advance toward perfection, an essentially evolutionary world-view.  He continues:

If the appearances discovered by geology shall manifest the existence of any such plan, who will venture to say that it agrees not, by strictest analogy, with the ways of God, in the physical and moral rule of this world? (p. 277)

The error is in applying to God’s creation the same kind of processes that obtain in the order of generation that began after Creation week. In other words, it fails to recognize a radical distinction between God’s Creative Action confined to the first Six Days and the generation of beings from like beings in the following days and months and years. Creation by God is instantaneous and essentially a-temporal -- just the opposite of the order of generation which He first created, established and then empowered by His Providence and Concursive causality. (See this writer’s “Thirty Theses Against Theistic Evolution.”)  What the Cardinal is presenting here is nothing else, in my opinion, than a scenario of theistic evolution, though he still adheres to a short time-span. But we must hear him out to the end, which is hardly in sight!

Or who will assert that it clashes with His sacred word, seeing that in this indefinite period, wherein the work of gradual development is placed, we are left entirely in the dark? Unless, indeed, with one now enjoying high eccelsiastical preferment, we suppose allusion made to such primeval revolutions, that is, destructions and reproductions, in the first chapter of Ecclesiastes; or with others we take the passage wherein worlds are said to have been created in their most literal sense. (p. 278)

We will just note for the present that the inspired writer of Ecclesiastes is immersed throughout in the cyclic order of generation, even noting with the most acute scientific accuracy the heliacal motion of the sun around the earth. He also notes prophetically that in the last days, “There shall be no remembrance of former things: nor indeed of those things which hereafter are to come, shall there be any remembrance with them that shall be in the latter end.” (Eccles, 1:11) This describes the typical modernist mentality to a "t"! He also asserts what science today calls the First Law of Thermodynamics -- that matter is neither created nor destroyed in the time since Creation:  “I have learned that all the works which God hath made continue for ever: we cannot add anything, nor take away from those things which God hath made -- that he may be feared. That which hath been made, the same continueth: …etc.” (Eccles. 3:14-15) 

But on the Creation and the beginning of all things, this sacred author does not concern himself. He sees only the recurring seasons of things and the end of both the individual and all creation at the General Judgement: “Remember thy Creator in the days of thy youth, before the time of affliction come , … before  the silver cord be broken , and the golden fillet shrink back, and the pitcher be crushed at the fountain, and the wheel be broken at the cistern, And the dust return into its earth, from whence it was, and the spirit return to God, who gave it.” (Eccles. 12: 1, 6-7, 14)

From this last verse, we may be sure the sacred author had in mind Genesis 3:19 and it is precisely this theme that preoccupies him.. Not the creation and destruction of innumerable worlds.

In Hebrews 1, verse 2, some Bibles translate it as "by whom He made the worlds" and others as "by whom He made the ages."  The Douay has "by whom He made the world." The verse could just as well refer to our Lord’s sovereign creative power over all times and all places, for He is the King of all creation having created all things with the Father and the Holy Ghost. But more of this later. The Cardinal continues with the testimonies of ancient cosmogonies:

It is indeed singular that all ancient cosmogonies should conspire to suggest the same idea, and preserve the tradition of an early series of successive revolutions, whereby the world was destroyed and renewed. The institutes of Menu, the Indian work most closely agreeing with the Scripture narrative of the creation, says: “There are creations also and destructions of worlds innumerable; the supremely exalted Being performs all this with as much ease as if in sport, again and again, for the sake of conferring happiness.” The Burmese have similar traditions; and a scheme of their various destructions of the world by fire and water, may be seen in the interesting work of Sangermano, translated by my friend Dr. Tandy. The Egyptians too have, by their great cycle or Sothic period, recorded a similar opinion. (p. 178) 

Having some acquaintance with the dominance of this cyclic theme in the ancient myths and philosophies, I am not at all persuaded that they refer to “successive revolutions whereby the world was destroyed and renewed” by the God of Moses. (See this writer’s book, From the Beginning, Volume II.)

But, when the Cardinal begins to cite the Fathers of the Church, there is cause for real concern. And so, it seems, is His Eminence not only concerned, but truly impressed and convinced that these Fathers taught what really smacks of the eons of Gnostic emanationism. (Consult the major work of 5t. Irenaeus, Against Heresies).  Here is what Cardinal Wiseman says:

But I think it much more important and interesting to observe how the early Fathers of the Christian Church should seem to have entertained precisely similar views; for St. Gregory Nazienzen, after St. Justin Martyr, supposes an indefinite period between the creation and the first ordering of all things. (Orat. ii. tom. i. p. 51, ed, Bened.)  St. Basil, St. Caesarius, and Origen, are much more explicit; for they account for the creation of light prior to that of the sun, by supposing this luminary to have indeed before existed, yet so as that its rays were prevented, by the dense chaotic atmosphere, from penetrating to the earth; this was on the first day so far rarified as to allow the transmission of the sun’s rays, though not the discernment of its disc, which was fully displayed on the third day. (St. Basil Hexaemer “ hom. ii…;  “St. Caesarius, Dial. i … “Origen Periarch.” lib iv. c. l6….)  This hypothesis Boubee adopts as highly conformable to the theory of central heat, and the consequent solution of substances in the atmosphere; which would gradually be precipitated as the dissolving medium cooled. (Geologie Elementaire … 1833)  Nay, if Dr. Croly is so indignant at some geologists for considering the days of creation indefinite periods, because according to its etymology the word used signifies “the time between two sunsets,” what will he say to Origen, who in the passage I have alluded to, exclaims, “Who that has sense can think that the first, second, and third days were without sun, or moon, or stars?” Assuredly the time between two sunsets would exist most anomalously without a sun. (pp. 279-280)

These charges and attributions are so serious that each one must be taken individually, by turn.

But I think it would be well, for the sake of clarity in the following expositions, to give first the “scenario” or interpretation which I believe to be the true one and the reader, of course, may then judge for himself. For there is an alternative interpretation than that of Cardinal Wiseman and his geologists of the 18th and 19th centuries, one that interprets “the indefinite period of time” between verses 1 and 2 of Genesis One in a manner more true to that of the Fathers referred to than that of Cardinal Wiseman and the interpretation he attributes to the Fathers.

The Dictionary of Scholastic Philosophy defines the concept of aeviternity this way, based on St. Thomas' Summa, I, Q 10, a 5: "…duration with periodic or irregular intervals of change; a mean between the changeless duration of eternity and the constant change of time."  The period between change and change in such beings is an aevum, i.e., a long period or stage of existence. Cardinal Wiseman and his sources take this indefinite period of time as necessarily referring to the geological ages and upheavals that scientists of the 18th and 19th centuries believed they discovered in the earth’s crust, as we will see in the following quotations. But as the definition points out, it can mean a long period of time or a stage of existence. I hold it refers to a stage of existence, namely, to that of the Angels, to their trial, to the War in Heaven,  to the Fall of Lucifer and those who followed him, and to the creation of Hell in the already existing earth which suffered the physical consequences of this Fall and creation or making of a place of fire for the demons.

 Scripture makes plain, in Isaiah 14:12-15 and in Apocalypse 12: 9-13, that Lucifer and his apostate crew were cast down to the earth.  This is the making of Hell, and how is it possible that the earth should not have suffered some upheavals in this "time" of aeviternity, the tohu and bohu of the commentaries and their alternative translations of  “without form and void”.  This interpretation would also allow the verb “became” for “was” in verse 2, which many insist upon.

But, most importantly of all, this interpretation rules out “stages in the creative process”, for creation by God is NOT a process but a series of instantaneous, essentially a-temporal acts which produced the effects, the temporal creatures named and described for each of the Six Days.  Thus light belongs to the aevum of One Day but ends with evening; and morning begins the Second Day which ends with evening, and the 24-hour day of the week is thus instituted and established for all time.

The light of the heavens was set revolving as soon as it was created, so that evening and morning have their secondary cause in this light. On the Fourth Day, the sun is placed in  the firmament and assigned its special motion and times around the earth as part of the already existing heavens and light. Same for the moon and the stars. This is St. Basil’s account of the first One Day and harmonizes perfectly with his exposition of the Six Days following. But more of St. Basil later, for he does believe in a world before this one -- the world of the angelic hosts.

The most serious, thorough and objective scholar of this subject that I know of is Arthur C. Custance, M.A., Ph.D., FRAI, Canadian Evangelical Christian whose dates I do not know but who died sometime shortly after 1970. For it was in this year during his retirement that he wrote and privately published his work, Without Form and Void: A Study of the Meaning of Genesis 1.2. Dr. Custance was an advocate of the so-called “Gap” or “Restitution” theory, but what sets his work apart from other works like that of Cardinal Wiseman is that he does not allow geology or any other human science to take precedence over the words of Scripture. And his main goal was to determine, as far as possible, the correct translation of the first verses of Genesis. As he says:

… therefore, the question at issue in this study is not “What is the geological evidence?” but “What does the passage really mean?”  In short, if we are once sure what some particular passage is saying, we should not allow science to determine for us -- and I speak as a scientist -- what we may believe in Scripture; nor are we to allow a clear statement of Scripture to determine what the scientist may observe in his laboratory. Demonstrable fact in the one cannot ultimately conflict with demonstrable fact in the other, though interpretations often do. Where a conflict of evidence seems to exist, we must search for some means of reconciliation: failing this, we need not abandon either piece of evidence if we are reasonably sure of both, but only wait for further light. Contradictory things sometimes equally turn out to be true, and in the past it has not infrequently happened that further light has shown such contradiction to be more apparent than real. Invariably Scripture has been vindicated where it often seemed most obviously in error. The light of Archaeology has consistently demonstrated this. (p. 3)

I am not so patient or so conciliatory as Dr. Custance and rather advocate the leadership absolute of Holy Scripture, but there is much to learn by being patient. On the other hand, as in the case of evolution, one must recognize the influence of the Father of Lies in the diabolical devotion of most scientists to this theory which has had more than enough time to bring further “light” to its truth but which has consistently shown itself to be woefully in error. Dr. Custance, by the way, did not believe in evolution. As to the present subject, his own position is put this way:

Essentially, there are two possible interpretations of Gen. 1,2. Either it is a chaos which marks the first state of God’s creative activity, or it is a chaos which resulted from some catastrophic event marring what had formerly been an orderly and beautiful world. (p. 2)

This antithesis does not leave room for the interpretation I have put forward, for in the case of the Angelic Fall and the creation of Hell, taking place in the aeviternity of the first and One Day with no morning, the earth was not as yet adorned and therefore not perfectly orderly and beautiful.

In the end, Dr. Custance states his position, in connection with Exodus 20:11: which according to him "surely refers to the work of these six days not as a time of creation ex nihilo but as a time in which a ruined cosmos was re-ordered as a fit habitation for man. And when this re-ordering was completed, God rested."

The question I raise here is this: Did the creation of Hell in the center of the earth cause such a serious dis-ordering of what had been created “In the beginning” as to require a re-ordering of a “ruined cosmos”? I do not think so. I believe the "without form and void" of Genesis 1:2 refers to the created earth as awaiting its perfection of distinction ( the waters) and adornment. This seems to be the common teaching of the Fathers according to St. Thomas. 

But now we will look at the sources that Dr. Custance brings. I will use his text and references as a chronological guide for the sake of expository order. Chronologically, the first reference is to St. Justin Martyr and Custance refers to him only in a secondary source. Quoting a Dr. T. Fitzgerald who in turn quotes a Dr. John Eadie, the latter writing in the early part of the 19th century, he says: “... This is no new theory. It was held by Justin Martyr, Origen, Theodoret, and Augustine -- men who came to such a conclusion without any bias, and who certainly were not driven to it by any geological difficulties.” (p. 118) The only other reference to St. Justin Martyr is that given by one John Harris, whose book The PreAdamite Earth has no date but which quotes verbatim from Cardinal Wiseman when he says:

It is important and interesting to observe how the early Fathers of the Christian church should seem to have entertained precisely similar views: "for St. Gregory Nazianzen, after St. Justin Martyr, supposes an indefinite period between the creation and the first ordering of all things. …" (p. 120-121 in Custance)  And Harris cites Cardinal Wiseman's Lectures in a footnote.  (Emphasis added)

And so , what does St. Justin Martyr (110-165) say? How unfortunate -- and unfair -- that these men do not quote the words of the Fathers! I suspect it is often a case of someone mis-reading a Father or jumping to a conclusion that seems to support his own view of a point. After all, there is no greater source of authority after Scripture itself than these early theologians we refer to as Fathers. But it is not always the case of a presumption. However, I will quote those passages in St. Justin I have found that might possibly lend some support to the theory of a pre-Adamic creation with subsequent ruination.

In his First Apology, Chapter 20, St. Justin draws analogies between the teachings of the pagans and Christian doctrine:

And the Sibyl and Hystaspes said that there should be a dissolution by God of things corruptible. And the philosophers called Stoics teach that even God Himself shall be resolved into fire, and they say that the world is to be formed anew by this revolution; but we understand that God, the Creator of all things, is superior to the things that are to be changed. If, therefore, on some points we teach the same things as the poets and philosophers whom you honour, and on other points are fuller and more divine in our teaching, and if we alone afford proof of what we assert, why are we unjustly hated more than all others? For while we say that all things have been produced and arranged into a world by God, we shall seem to utter the doctrine of Plato; and while we say that there will be a burning up of all, we shall seem to utter the doctrine of the Stoics: and while we affirm that the souls of the wicked, being endowed with sensation even after death, are punished, and that those of the good being delivered from punishment spend a blessed existence, we shall seem to say the same things as the poets and philosophers; and while we maintain that men ought not to worship the works of their hands, we say the very things which have been said by the comic poet Menander, and other similar writers, for they have declared that the workman is greater than the work.

There is no way to claim the restitution theory from these words because St. Justin is merely reporting what the Stoics teach and showing that the Christian doctrine holds God superior to His creation. In the previous chapter, 19, he had asserted plainly that “hell is a place where there are to be punished those who have lived wickedly, and who do not believe that those things which God has taught by Christ will come to pass.”

In Chapters 59 and 60 of the same First Apology, there is perhaps more basis for a support. St. Justin is showing what he believed to be Plato’s borrowing from Moses:

And that you may learn that it was from our teachers -- we mean the account given through the prophets -- that Plato borrowed his statement that God, having altered matter which was shapeless, made the world, hear the very words spoken through Moses, who, as above shown, was the first prophet, and of greater antiquity than the Greek writers; and through whom the Spirit of Prophecy, signifying how and from what materials God at first formed the world, spake thus: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. And the earth was invisible and unfurnished, and darkness was upon the face of the deep; and the Spirit of God moved over the waters. And God said, Let there be light; and it was so.” So that both Plato and they who agree with him, and we ourselves, have learned, and you also can be convinced, that by the word of God the whole world was made out of the substance spoken of before by Moses. And that which the poets  call Erebus, we know was spoken of formerly by Moses. (End of ch. 59)

And hear how the Spirit of prophecy signified through Moses that there should be a conflagration. He spoke thus: “Everlasting fire shall descend, and shall devour to the pit beneath.”

This last is a reference to Deuteronomy 32 :22 which says , speaking of the wrath of God generally as well as specifically:  “A fire is kindled in my wrath, and shall burn even to the lowest hell: and shall devour the earth with her increase, and shall burn the foundations of the mountains.”

This quotation coupled with that reference to Erebus in Justin, could refer either to the creation of Hell on Day One or to the subsequent judgments of God upon a sinful earth, especially that of the Final conflagration.  St. Justin is not clear and does not elaborate.

Erebus, in Greek mythology, was a place that received the souls of the dead and it was beneath the earth. It was higher than Tartarus, which was the deepest pit. Both Erebus and Tartarus and the personification Night were all children of Chaos, the Greek concept of the formless darkness and confusion that preceded creation. This is doubtless an echo or vestige of Genesis l-2, but a time/place of utter disorder and confusion is not consonant with what we know of the nature of God. It is not consonant with His nature that He would create a Chaos, something so negative and essentially disorder. For God looked upon His creation and found it good and very good. (Gen. 1:31) But it is possible that the Greek “Chaos” and the concepts of Tartarus and Erebus with Night were formed from some tradition of the creation of Hell on Day One, a place beneath the surface of the earth, in its very fiery core, which God appointed for the dwelling place of Lucifer and his rebel angels. 

Both fire and darkness fit the nature of Lucifer as the original Light-bearer, fallen from Heaven, the place of Light and the Fire of Divine Love, into the darkness and hatred of his everlasting rebellion. This interpretation fits that of Scripture and Tradition. We could even say that God did not create Hell but that Lucifer and his angels made it by their own fire of hatred and by (Cf. Origen) extinguishing the Light of Divine Grace. A place of fire is eminently fitting and of choice for angelic spirits who have made themselves evil, just as the crystalline Empyrean heavens are eminently fitting for the light and goodness of the faithful angels.

In his Second Apology, chapter 5, St. Justin tells how the angels transgressed. He omits any reference to the trial and Fall of the Angels and the War in Heaven between Michael with his hosts and Lucifer with his rebels, (Isaiah 14: 12-15
and Apoc. 12: 7-9) and speaks of the angels very much later appointed to care for men:

God, when He had made the whole world, and subjected things earthly to man, and arranged the heavenly elements for the increase of fruits and rotation of the seasons, and appointed this divine law -- for these things also He evidently made for man -- committed the care of men and of all things under heaven to angels whom He appointed over them. But the angels transgressed this appointment, and were captivated by love of women, and begat children who are those that are called demons; …

There is not the slightest hint here of an interval between Genesis 1:1 and 2. However, in what J.  Quasten (Patrology) terms St. Justin’s tendency to subordinationism, one might conceivably find some hint of a gap. We recall that it was another hundred years or so before the saintly theologians of these early centuries achieved doctrinally precise formulations of the Most Blessed Trinity.  St. Justin, rather clumsily, says:

… But these words, Father, and God, and Creator, and Lord, and Master, are not names, but appellations derived from His good deeds and functions. And His Son, who alone is properly called Son, the Word, who also was with Him and was begotten before the works, when at first He created and arranged all things by Him, is called Christ, in reference to His being anointed and God’s ordering all things through Him; ... (Apology  2, ch. 6)

In this brief statement of the Creation, neither is there any hint of a gap between the first two verses of Genesis. In his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, chapter 79, Trypho accuses Justin of blasphemy for asserting that “angels sinned and revolted from God.” Justin quotes Isaiah 30:1-5, Zachariah 3:1-5 and Job 1:6 till he comes to Moses:

And we have it recorded by Moses in the beginning of Genesis, that the serpent beguiled Eve, and was cursed. And we know that in Egypt there were magicians … etc.

Neither does this statement give any hint of a break between the first two verses of Genesis. In a word, St. Justin is far more concerned with the works of the demons since Creation, as in Chapter 124 of the Dialogue, he speaks of Lucifer’s Fall this way: 

… How long do ye judge unjustly, and accept the persons of the wicked? … They know not, neither have they understood; they walk in darkness: all the foundations of the earth shall be shaken. I said, Ye are gods, and are all children of the Most High. But ye die like men, and fall like one of the princes. Arise, O God! Judge the earth, for Thou shalt inherit the nations.” But in the version of the Seventy, it is written; Behold, ye die like men, and fall like one of the princes,” in order to manifest the disobedience of men -- I mean of Adam and Eve -- and the fall of one of the princes, i.e., of him who was called the serpent, who fell with a great overthrow, because he deceived Eve. …

St. Justin even seems at times to conflate the past and the future, Satan’s overthrow by St. Michael with a subsequent overthrow after the Fall of Eve. Something of this same disregard for times is found in the  following:

Could not God have cut off in the beginning the serpent, so that he exist not, rather than have said, "I will put enmity between him and the woman, and between his seed, and her seed?" Could he not at once have created a multitude of men? But yet, since He knew that it would be good, He created both angels and men free to do that which is righteous, and He appointed periods of time during which He knew it would be good for them to have the exercise of free-will; and because He likewise knew it would be good, He made general and particular judgments; each one’s freedom of will, however, being guarded. Hence Scripture says the following at the destruction of the tower, and division and alteration of tongues: ( Dialogue, chapter 102)

The Dialogue with Trypho is mainly concerned with proving Christ’s Messiaship from the Old Testament prophecies and pre-figurations. St. Justin is the first Christian author to have drawn the parallel between Eve and Mary:

For Eve, who was a virgin and undefiled, having conceived the word of the serpent, brought forth disobedience and death. But the Virgin Mary received faith and joy, when the angel Gabriel announced the good tidings to her that the Spirit of the Lord would come upon her, and the power of the Highest would overshadow her: wherefore also the Holy Thing begotten of her is the Son of God; and she replied, "Be it done unto me according to thy word."  And by her has He been born, to whom we have proved so many Scriptures refer, and by whom God destroys both the serpent and those angels and men who are like him; but works deliverance from death to those who repent of their wickedness and believe upon Him. (Dialogue, ch. 100)

St. Justin also proves that the nations who believe in Christ and follow His Law represent the new Israel and are the true chosen people of God. (J. Quasten, p. 203) Obviously, this puts those Jews of today who reject our Lord and His Law (His Church) in the most unenviable position of belonging to the seed of Satan, unless they turn and accept their one and only Messiah.

St. Justin’s “Hortatory Address to the Greeks” is accepted by some scholars as a genuine work of Justin's while others reject it as of doubtful authorship. In chapter 28 of this work, the author speaks of Homer’s obligations to the Biblical writers:

And first he transferred what Moses had related as the beginning of the creation of the world. For Moses wrote thus: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth,” then the sun, and the moon, and the stars. For having learned this in Egypt, and having been much taken with what Moses had written in the Genesis of the world, he fabled that …

And in the next chapter 29, he writes ‘that Plato learned his doctrine of forms from Moses’ description and instructions regarding the building of the Tabernacle. Then in chapter 30 there is this:

And he was obviously deceived in the same way regarding the earth and heaven and man; for he supposes that there are “ideas” of these. For as Moses wrote thus, “In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth,” and then subjoins the sentence, “And the earth was invisible and unfashioned,” he thought that it was the pre-existent earth which was spoken of in the words, “The earth was,” because Moses said, "And the earth was invisible and unfashioned;" and he thought that the earth, concerning which he says, "God created the heaven and the earth,” was that earth which we perceive by the senses, and which God made according to the pre-existent form. And so also, of the heaven which was created, he thought that the heaven which was created -- and which he also called’ the firmament -- was that creation which the senses perceive; and that the heaven which the intellect perceives is that other of which the prophet said, “The heaven of heavens is the Lord’s, but the earth hath He given to the children of men.” (Ps. 115:16)  And so also concerning man: …  etc.

Is it possible that those who name St. Justin as holding the “restitution” theory are basing their imputation upon passages like this and those quoted earlier? Here it is Plato’s "deception" that St. Justin is describing, for Justin does not teach Plato’s theory of independently and pre-existing forms. Again, in chapter 33 there is this:

And from what source did Plato draw the information that time was created along with the heavens? For he wrote thus: “Time, accordingly, was created along with the heavens; in order that, coming into being together, they might also be together dissolved, if ever their dissolution should take place.”  Had he not learned this from the divine history of Moses? For he knew that the creation of time had received its original constitution from days and months and years. Since, then, the first day which was created along with the heavens constituted the beginning of all time (for thus Moses wrote, “in the beginning God created the heavens and the earth,” and then immediately subjoins, “And one day was made,” as if he would designate the whole of time by one part of it), Plato names the day “time,” lest, if he mentioned the “day,” he should seem to lay himself open to the accusation of the Athenians, that he was completely adopting the expressions of Moses. And from what source did he derive what he has written regarding the dissolution of the heavens? Had he not learned this, too, from the sacred prophets, and did he not think that this was their doctrine? (Emphasis added)

It is not always clear here just what Plato said and what Moses said, but one thing seems certain: this is as close to the traditional interpretation of the Six Days as one could find anywhere. The only ambiguity is that “regarding the dissolution of the heavens” which seems, in the last analysis, to be a reference to Plato's own theory of the cyclic nature of all of time, and as he says, “they might also be together dissolved, if ever their dissolution should take place.” So he is not certain, and it seems to refer to some future rather than to some catastrophic “dissolution” of the past.

Finally, in the “Fragments from the Lost Writings of Justin” there is this ( number XV):

And the fact that it was not said of the seventh day equally with the other days, “And there was evening and there was morning,” is a distinct indication of the consummation which is to take place in it before it is finished, as the fathers declare, especially St. Clement, and Irenaeus, and Justin the martyr and philosopher, who, commenting with exceeding wisdom on the number six of the sixth day, affirms that the intelligent soul of man and his five susceptible senses were the sixth work of the sixth day. Whence also, having discoursed at length on the number six, he declares that all things which have been framed by God are divided into six classes, -- viz., into things intelligent and immortal, such as are the angels; into things reasonable and mortal, such as mankind; into things sensitive and irrational, such as cattle and birds, and fishes; into things that can advance, and move, and are insensible, such as the winds, and the clouds, and the waters, and the stars; into things which increase and are immovable, such as the trees; and into things which are insensible and immovable, such as the mountains, the earth, and such like. For all the creatures of God, in heaven and on earth, fall into one or other of these divisions, and are circumscribed by them. From the writings of ANASTASIUS.

The Seventh Day had a morning (Gen. 1:31) but no evening, just as the One Day of Genesis 1:5 had no morning but did have an evening. These two Days, therefore, so real but also so very symbolic, relate, as St. Basil explains, to eternity: Day One as coming out from Eternity and the Seventh Day as extending, figuratively, through all of time with the Last Judgment bringing it to a close with the Angel’s "Time shall be no longer." (Apoc. 10:6)  This Apocalyptic verse also sums up all of time by referring back to Genesis 1; and the 7th verse of Apocalypse 10 refers to “the mystery of God” that shall be finished, recalling the Seventh Day when the works of God were finished (Genesis 2:1).

Aristotle, in his Poetics, taught that the structure of a good drama is marked by a definite beginning, middle, and end. History is God’s Drama: the Beginning is revealed to us in Genesis. The Middle is the Redemptive work of the Incarnate Word, the God-Man, Whose Cross rises from the very Center of the Universe on Earth and from which Our Lord exclaimed “It is finished!” (John 19:30). There the Elect are gathered to Him and washed in His Blood while the reprobate flee from Him into the fiery Darkness of eternal Hell. Finally, there will come the End, the great Denouement, the Last Judgment when all the hidden forces of both good and evil will stand fully revealed, when all that was hidden and unknown will be made plain in the Light of God’s Countenance (Matthew 10:26 and Mark 13:22).

All the great events of the Old Testament were but preparations for the Incarnation and all the great and small events of the history of the Church are but the playing out of the choices each human soul makes, for or against the Salvation of God. History is written in Scripture and elaborated upon by Tradition. Our Lord reigns from His Cross even in Eternity where the Lamb that was slain provides the Light and Joy of the Elect. (Apoc. 5:6 and 21:23.)

This was the view of history held by all the Fathers and Doctors of the Church and we would be foolish to give credence to any other. The Fathers may differ in details, but the essential outline remains as fixed as the Earth at the center of the universe.



While there is nothing conclusive in St. Justin, there is in Origen. But before passing on to this great controversial Father, it should be pointed out that according to Patrologist, Johannes Quasten, St. Justin believed that the Fall of the Angels consisted in sexual intercourse with human women: “The angels transgressed this appointment [to be guardians of men] and were captivated by love of women and begat children who are those that are called demons.” (Apol. 2.5, as quoted earlier). (Cf. also Genesis 6:1-2 upon which text this opinion of some of the Fathers is based. This was due to the fact that the Septuagint, at least some versions of it, translated the “sons of God” as “angels of God.”) Also, according to St. Justin, the punishment of the demons in eternal fire, i. e ., Hell, would not take place until after Christ's return.

Therefore, I cannot base my theory of Day One on St. Justin. But neither, that I can see, can the gap theorists, unless they have discovered texts in St. Justin that I have not been able to detect in his known works.

But Origen  (185-254), as noted before, is another case altogether. And Dr. Custance quotes the most relevant passage. After discussing linguistic evidences from Rabbinical sources and from the New Testament, Dr. Custance admits:

Now, any one of these pointers taken alone might carry little weight. But put together they seem to require that we recognize the real possibility that a view of Gen. 1.1 and 1.2 which many today feel strained and improbable may in fact have been generally taken for granted in our Lord's day and during the first century or so of the present era.  In no case does the view seem to have been ‘defended’, and this could be either because it was so widely accepted -- or because it did not seem to have any great significance. There are many today who feel that this catastrophic event was a significant turning point in the thread of God's self-revelation …

In any case, the view was never thereafter entirely lost, ‘even though it was sometimes presented only in the form of an opinion that such a gap did exist, a time interval of unknown duration between the initial creation and the work of the six days which began in verse 3.

Origen, for example, who lived from 186 to about 254 A.D., and to whom the original languages of the Bible were very familiar, has this to say in his great work, De Principia, at Gen. 1:

It is certain that the present firmament is not spoken of in this verse, nor the present dry land, but rather that heaven and earth from which this present heaven and earth that we now see afterwards borrowed their names.

And that he saw verse 2 as a description of a “casting down” of the original is borne out quite clearly by his subsequent observation that the condition resulted from a “disruption” which is best described, he suggests, by the Latin verb dejicere , "to throw down".  (Custance, pp. 17-18)

But this is not enough testimony from this great Father. I propose, therefore, to examine his works in more detail. It is necessary in order to see the context of his view on the Beginning of all things.

Origen held at least two heretical doctrines, the pre-existence of souls and the eventual salvation of the Devils and all the damned, this latter known by its Greek name, Apocatastasis. According to Rufinus, his Latin translator, St. Jerome esteemed Origen as “the second teacher of knowledge and wisdom in the Church after the Apostles.” But Pope Vigillus (537-555) signed a decree of fifteen anathemas against doctrines of Origen and he was joined by all the Patriarchs of his time. (J. Quasten, Patrology,  p. 132)

The De Principia (Of First Principles) is considered his most important work and it is this we will be examining here. His other major work, Against Celsus, defended Christianity against the major Greek philosophers as well as against the Jews. Yet Gilson says of him that “Only a Saint Augustine could have absorbed such a dose of neoplatonism without harming Christian orthodoxy. All his interpreters unanimously agree that he was wrong; they no less unanimously agree that he was great.” (History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages,  p. 133)
An example of the wrongness is his concept of nature. For most of the Fathers, created nature is the permanent essence of a being. But Origen confuses the permanent substantial form with the accidental qualities; and because of his neoplatonic concept of the Good as God alone, he cannot see that everything God created is good in its very nature as a created being. He sees the crucial importance of free-will in the rational creature, but because of his faulty conception of nature itself, he comes close to a heterodox notion of pre-destination and determinism.

It is his emphasis upon free-will that allows him to admit that angels could sink to the level of men or demons but by struggle and training, attain their former status; that men could rise to the level of angels and that even beasts could rise to the level of men. But he would not allow the souls of men to “descend to such a pitch of abasement that they forget their rational nature and dignity, and sink to the condition of irrational animals.” (Book I, ch. 8) Johannes Quasten says:

Origen’s doctrine of the pre-existence of souls is intimately connected with his idea of a universal restoration (apocatastasis): The present visible world was preceded by another. The pre-existent human souls are spirits who fell away from God in the preceding world and are therefore now enclosed in material bodies . The sins committed by the soul in the preceding world explain the different measure of graces which God bestows on every one and the diversity of men here on earth. …  (p. 91)

One can see from this how inextricably mingled is the neoplatonism of pre-existing souls with the Divine Economy of the supernatural order of Grace. Because of this, too, it would be impossible to impose on this system an evolutionary world view of man arising out of the beasts, since all angels, men and beasts seem to be in a perpetual process of ascending and descending, according to their free-will and the graces given them by God. So, too, is the pre-existent visible world but one, apparently, in an un-ending procession of worlds, somewhat as in Lucretius. Only in Origen, God’s graces and the rational creature’s free-will determine all.

It is in Book II that he begins to expound in more detail the order of worlds before and after the present one. At the same time, he speaks of a "primeval unity" and the "fullness and perfection of one world” , of the  "diversity" of this world and its end in the all-subsuming apocatastasis. Book II begins:

 1.
Although all the discussions in the preceding book have had reference to the world and its arrangements, it now seems to follow that we should specially re-discuss a few points respecting the world itself, i.e., its beginning and end, or those dispensations of Divine Providence which have taken place between the beginning and the end, or those events which are supposed to have occurred before the creation of the world, or are to take place after the end.

Although he does not accept the ancient Greek idea of the eternity of matter, he does seem infected with the neoplatonic-Gnostic idea that matter is born from ignorance, grief, fear and bewilderment. (St. Irenaeus, Ad Haer, ch, 2)  Against the eternity of matter, Origen quotes Christian sources:

… hear how in the book of Maccabees, where the mother of seven martyrs exhorts her son to endure torture, this truth is confirmed; for she says, “I ask of thee, my son, to look at the heaven and the earth, and at all things which are in them, and beholding these, to know that God made all these things when they did not exist.  “In the book of the Shepherd also, in the first commandment, he speaks as follows: “First of all believe that there is one God who created and arranged all things, and made all things to come into existence, and out of a state of nothingness,” Perhaps also the expression in the Psalms has reference to this: “He spake, and they were made; He commanded, and they were created,       “For the words, “He spake, and they were made,” appear to show that the substance of those things which exist is meant; while the others, “He commanded, and they were created,” seem spoken of the qualities by which the substance itself has been moulded. (Book II, ch. l. #S)

It is typical of the Platonic philosophy to see the qualities as more basic and anterior to the substance, because “substance” in this philosophy refers to the stuff of matter. But Origen's main preoccupation is to prove that only the Divine Persons of the Blessed Trinity can exist without a body, and so he refuses to allow even the angels to exist without a material substance of some kind:

… the necessity of logical reasoning compels us to understand that rational natures were indeed created at the beginning, but the material substance was separated from them only in thought and understanding, and appears to have been formed for them, or after them, and that they never have lived nor do live without it, for an incorporeal life will rightly be considered a prerogative of the Trinity alone. … therefore, that material substance of this world, possessing a nature admitting of all possible transformations, is, when dragged down to beings of a lower order, moulded into the crasser and more solid condition of a body, so as to distinguish those visible and varying forms of the world; but when it becomes the servant of more perfect and more blessed beings, it shines in the splendour of celestial bodies, and adorns either the angels of God or the sons of the resurrection with the clothing of a spiritual body, out of all which will be filled up the diverse and varying state of the one world. … (Book II, ch. 2, # 1)

As with the ancient Greeks, it is here in Origen the cyclic process that would prevent the evolutionists from finding a support for their transformation of species in an historical, linear progression. For, the “material substance of this world, possessing a nature admitting of all possible transformations,” is, in Origen, ordered to a process of purification and struggle that ends in a stasis of perfection according to the free-will and grace of each being. However, it must be admitted that this concept of a material substance capable of all possible transformations found its fruition in Leibnitz and other proto-evolutionists of the 18th century. I would rather see Origen as a Christian Lucretius than a Christian evolutionist. But as for the other worlds, whether, as he says, they have taken place between the beginning and the end of all things or “those events which are supposed to have occurred before the creation of the world,” he does not envision them as the same as what has already occurred, but rather as very different. He says:

And now I do not understand by what proofs they can maintain their position, who assert that worlds sometimes come into existence which are not dissimilar to each other, but in all respects equal.

So here he parts company with Lucretius and the other ancients who held to the view that other worlds must be similar to our own.  Origen continues:

For if there is said to be a world similar in all respects (to the present), then it will come to pass that Adam and Eve will do the same things which they did before: there will be a second time the same deluge, and the same Moses will again lead a nation numbering nearly six hundred thousand out of Egypt; Judas will also a second time betray the Lord; Paul will a second time keep the garments of those who stoned Stephen; and everything which has been done in this life will be said to be repeated -- a state of things which I think cannot be established by any reasoning, if souls are actuated by freedom of will, and maintain either their advance or retrogression according to the power of their will. For souls are not driven on in a circle which returns after many ages to the same round, so as either to do or desire this or that; but at whatever point the freedom of their own will aims, thither do they direct the course of their actions. … So therefore it seems to me impossible for a world to be restored for the second time, with the same order and with the same amount of births, and deaths, and actions; but that a diversity of worlds may exist with changes of no unimportant kind, so that the state of another world may be for some unmistakable reasons better (than this), and for others worse, and for others again intermediate. But what may be the number or measure of this I confess myself ignorant, although, if any one can tell it, I would gladly learn. 

5.
But this world, which is itself called an age, is said to be the conclusion of many ages. (Book II, ch. 3, # 4-5)  (Emphasis added)
He goes on to speculate that no one can enumerate the number of ages before the sufferings of Christ nor how many may follow, but the certainty remains that the Incarnation and Redemption form the one central event between the Beginning and the End of all things. It is impossible to separate the ascetical and mystical theology of Origen from his cosmology. And this, with his emphasis upon free-will, would seem to preclude an evolutionary world view. And it leaves ambiguous any concept of a gap between the first two verses of Genesis, mainly, I think, because Origen is thinking in a context of Greek philosophy wherein the cyclic nature of history was predominant. Origen sees his task as reconciling the Beginning and end of all things with this essentially cyclic view of history. This kind of theologizing may account for what Johannes Quasten  terms Origen’s "dangerous subjectivism".  At the same time, Origen is obviously sincere when he repeats, many times in various ways, that "that alone is to be accepted as truth which differs in no respect from ecclesiastical and apostolic tradition."  (Preface to De Principis)

As for the Gap theorists and Dr. Custance, they must find support for their view in passages such as those already quoted and those like the following.

Referring to his other works on Genesis in homilies and commentaries not available to this writer, we come upon in the De Principia a passage very similar  to that quoted by Dr. Custance from Book III:

But w e have treated at greater length of such opinions in the place where we had to inquire into the meaning of the declaration, that in the beginning “God made the heavens and the earth.” For another heaven and another earth are shown to exist besides that “firmament” which is said to have been made after the second day, or that “dry land” which was afterwards called "earth." (Book II, ch. ii, #6)

The point Origen is making here is that because of these changes, the world is corruptible but is not to be identified with that world of the saints and purified souls which is a "non-wandering sphere."  But this world of ours, according to Origen, is the world of the wicked. In all of Origen's worlds and pre-worlds one cannot escape a kind of Christianized succession of worlds and souls undergoing progressive purification while others fall to wickedness, a kind of rising and falling process until the End will come with its apocalyptic Stasis. Further texts will bring more light on his supposed theory of a gap between the first two verses of Genesis.

After a discussion of Justice and Goodness, of the Incarnation, of our Lord’s Soul and of the Holy Spirit, Origen returns in Book II, ch, 9,  to a discussion of Creation. That the world is not infinite is proven by the Scripture (Wisdom 11:20) that "God has arranged all things in number and measure."

But measure will be appropriately applied to a material body; and this measure, we are to believe, was created by God such as He knew would be sufficient for the adorning of the world.

In other words, we could infer from this that God created in the Beginning just the amount of matter that would suffice for all things until the End of time, and that, therefore, this amount of matter is constant. We have, then, here in Origen as in St. Thomas, an affirmation of the First Law of Therrnodynamics, that matter, since once created, is neither again created nor destroyed. It is a constant amount. This also says much to the theology of the resurrection of the body, and Origen is aware of this also.  He continues:

These, then, are the things which we are to believe were created by God in the beginning, i.e., before all things. And this, we think, is indicated even in that beginning which Moses has introduced in terms somewhat ambiguous, when he says, “In the beginning God made the heaven and the earth.”  For it is certain that the firmament is not spoken of, nor the dry land, but that heaven and earth from which this present heaven and earth which we now see afterwards borrowed their names. (Book II, ch. 9, # 1)

And there he leaves it. And  we may say that for Origen it is certain that the firmament of the Second Day is not the same as the heaven of One Day, nor is the dry land the same earth as that which on the First Day was covered with water -- which latter may seriously be questioned.

There follows an attempt to explain the diversity and variety of the world, for, he says, God did not create it so:

When He in the beginning created those beings which He desired to create, i.e., rational natures, He had no other reason for creating them than on account of Himself,  i.e., His own goodness. As He Himself, then, was the cause of the existence of those things which were to be created, in whom there was neither any variation nor change, nor want of power, He created all whom He made equal and alike, because there was in Himself no reason for producing variety and diversity.

This would seem to indicate that what God created in the beginning was “all equal and alike” with no grades of perfection inherent in the creation of heaven and earth, as all the other Fathers teach.  Such a view, too, would limit itself strictly to “rational natures” created on the First Day, that is, the Angels. All this departs radically from the view of  St. Thomas and the Fathers on whom St. Thomas relies. He continues with  the cause of the diversity and variety in the world:

But since these rational creatures themselves, as we have frequently shown, and will yet show in the proper place, were endowed with the power of free-will, this freedom of will incited each one either to progress by imitation of God, or reduced him to failure through negligence. And this, as we have already stated, is the cause of the diversity among rational creatures, deriving its origin not from the will or judgment of the Creator, but from the freedom of the individual will.

And so it surely is amongst the angels.  But does this cause of the diversity of the world extend also to all other creatures and their freedom of will? It would seem to be so!

Now God, who deemed it just to arrange His creatures according to their merit, brought down these different understandings into the harmony of one world, that He might adorn, as it were, one dwelling, in which there ought to be not only vessels of gold and silver, but also of wood and clay (and some indeed to honour, and others to dishonour), with those different vessels, or souls, or understandings. And these are the causes, in my opinion, why that world presents the aspect of diversity, while Divine Providence continues to regulate each individual according to the variety of its movements, or of his feelings and purpose. On which account the Creator will neither appear to be unjust in distributing (for the causes already mentioned) to every one according to his merits; nor will the happiness or unhappiness of each one's birth, or whatever be the condition that falls to his lot, be deemed accidental; nor will different creators, or souls of different natures, be believed to exist. (Book II, ch. 9, # 6)

Such is the hierarchy of being created by God according to Origen, wherein the graces of perfection are not inherent in each created nature but due, quite the contrary, to the freedom of choice, to the merits of each creature. And the same seems to apply to inanimate as well as to animate and rational creatures! Strange theology.  For Origen would be hard put to detach his idea of mutability from that of freedom of the will. And thus his ascetical- mystical theology dominates all, for all must strive for the perfection of the highest spirituality and failure to achieve it, is due to negligence and other kinds of faults, especially those due to matter.

In this theology, too, the heavenly bodies, contrary to the teaching of St. Thomas and other Fathers, are both corruptible and alive. (Book I, ch. 7)

Then there is the problem of election which he discusses in the same chapter 9, Book II, # 7 just quoted, wherein the favor of Jacob over Esau is attributed to “the deserts of his previous life, so as to deserve to be preferred before his brother.”  The same is said of the “heavenly creatures” whose diversity is due to their own merits alone and not to the creation by God of a hierarchical order of being with grades of perfection inherent in each created nature, as St. Thomas teaches. Thus, according to Origen,

… each one, whether of celestial or terrestrial or infernal beings, be said to have the causes of his diversity in himself, and antecedent to his bodily birth. (Book II, ch. 9, # 7)

One could accept and make allowances for his over-emphasis upon free-will (a kind of pre-Pelagian Pelagianism) if it were not for that firm belief of his in the pre-existence of souls which pre-existence seems to necessitate, in turn, the existence of previous worlds.

Those who adopt the Gap theory and base their view on the work of Origen should, I think, accept his entire cosmology. Otherwise, they do him injustice, for his cosmology, while strange and at times forced, is consistent throughout. Thus Gap theorists ought to proclaim themselves Origenists or else be content to let geology dictate their earth history. Origin, of course, had no idea of modern geology. This is why it is unfair to prove the Gap theory from him. 

And I, in turn, will not base my theory of the creation of Hell on his work simply because I cannot accept the context of his theology. In this context, the angels inhabited another world before being appointed to their place in this one. The Creation of Hell after a Great War in Heaven simply does not figure in Origen’s history of the creation.

It is in Chapter 10 of Book II that Origen discusses the Resurrection, Judgment, the Fire of Hell, and Punishments. There is one gem of pure truth in this chapter that was later  taken up by St. Gregory of Nyssa and greatly elaborated. It pertains to the matter of our bodies and just what it is that will be resurrected. Origen says,
For if bodies rise again, they undoubtedly rise to be coverings for us; and if it is necessary for us to be invested with bodies, as it is certainly necessary, we ought to be invested with no other than our own.

This says much for the treatment of dead bodies and even relates, indirectly, to the question of organ donation and reception. But that discussion must wait for another time, especially as elaborated by St. Gregory of Nyssa.

Another pure gem of truth in this chapter 10 of Book II is the fire of Hell according to Origen. And it         seems based on Scripture.  He says:

4.
We find in the prophet Isaiah, that the fire with which each one is punished is described as his own, for he says, “Walk in the light of your own fire, and in the flame which ye have kindled.” By these words it seems to be indicated that every sinner kindles for himself the flame of his own fire, and is not plunged into some fire which has been already kindled by another, or was in existence before himself. Of this fire the fuel and food are our sins, which are called by the Apostle Paul wood, and hay, and stubble. (I Cor. 3:2) And I think that, as abundance of food and provisions of a contrary kind and amount, breed fevers in the body, … so, when the soul has gathered together a multitude of evil works, and an abundance of sins against itself, at a suitable time all that assembly of evils boils up to punishment, and is set on fire to chastisements; …

However, we must recognize that “dangerously subjective” element here, too, for however the pains of Hell may truly be said to fit the individual soul, it is true also that the fire of Hell is not so called metaphorically, nor is it an imaginary fire, but is a real corporeal flame which, according to St. Thomas, touches the spiritual soul in the same manner as the spiritual beings who are the Angels move the corporeal heavenly bodies, that is, by a spiritual contact, the same kind of contact that exists between the individual soul and its body. (ST, Suppl. Q 70, a 3, ad 7)

And so, throughout this entire chapter 10 of Book II, even while Origen mentions the “eternal punishments” of Hell, he insists that all will issue in a restoration of purity because he sees God as the Physician of our souls who seeks only their healing. This is an example of forcing a heterodox element into an otherwise orthodox context. For despite all the phrases of Scripture that speak of eternal punishment, Origen insists that God only punishes to purify, and so Hell is reduced to Purgatory. Part of this is due to his Platonic conception of matter as intrinsically evil, and evil because corruptible. He tries hard to exonerate God from having so created an essentially evil habitation for souls, but when all is said and done, this radical flaw in his theology must bear  the logical consequences of its premises.

The first chapter of Book III concerns the freedom of the will. Origen is striving to refute the Greek concepts of Fate and Necessity and to show that the true God is both just and good. The beginning of part 21 in chapter 1 has this statement of his position:

21.  Nay, the very declaration, that from the same lump a vessel is formed both to honour and to dishonour, will not push us hard; for we assert that the nature of all rational souls is the same, as one lump of clay is described as being under the treatment of the potter. Seeing, then, the nature of rational creatures is one, God, according to the previous grounds of merit, created and formed out of it, as the potter out of the one lump, some persons to honour and others to dishonour. (Book III, ch. 1, # 21)

In defense of this view he makes the clearest statements possible as to his conviction that there are many worlds through which souls may pass:

But according to our declaration, whereby we say that it is owing to preceding causes that God makes vessels either to honour or to dishonour, the approval of God’s justice is in no respect limited. For it is possible that this vessel, which owing to previous causes was made in this world to honour, may, if it behave negligently, be converted in another world, according to the deserts of its conduct, into a vessel unto dishonour; as again, if any one, owing to preceding causes, was formed by his Creator in this life a vessel unto dishonour, and shall mend his ways and cleanse himself from all filth and vice, he may, in the new world, be made a vessel to honour, sanctified and useful, and prepared unto every good work. …

Whence we are of opinion that, seeing the soul, as we have frequently said, is immortal and eternal, it is possible that, in the many and endless periods of duration in the immeasurable and different worlds, it may descend from the highest good to the lowest evil, or be restored from the lowest evil to the highest good. (Book III, ch. 1, # 21)  (Emphases added)

So we cannot escape his cycle of worlds which he himself is unwilling to number except to insist there will be an end in the apocalyptic Stasis of the final restoration. Nor is it difficult to see from these passages why he was accused of postulating many creators. But he always answers from a Scriptural text, proving, it seems, that Scripture can be made to say anything one wants it to say.  Origen is essentially what today we would term a liberal, and that on many counts. The first would probably be his denial of an eternal Hell and his belief that in the end all will be saved. But he is also extremely “liberal” in his interpretations of Scripture, bending the Sacred Text to his own view of things. In the next passages quoted, we will see yet more demonstrations of his pre-modern liberalism.

In chapter 2 of Book III, entitled “On the Opposing Powers”, we might expect to find some more light on the Beginning of things. But not so. Rather there are some departures from Tradition, the most striking being in chapter 2, # 2, wherein the “seeds of sins” are described as originating not in the consequences of the Original Sin of Adam and Eve, but “from those things which we use agreeably to nature; but when we have indulged them beyond what is proper, and have not resisted the first movements to intemperance, then the hostile power, seizing the occasion of this first transgression, incites and presses us hard in every way, .... etc.”  It is strange that he does not connect our sins in any way to the Original Sin of our first parents.

Later on, analyzing the special powers of the “princes of this world” he reveals a definite streak of modern liberalism as he deems certain evil men to be innocent of a really bad will:

We must, indeed, endeavour to ascertain whether that wisdom of the princes of this world, with which they endeavour to imbue men, is introduced into their minds by the opposing powers, with the purpose of ensnaring and injuring them, or only for the purpose of deceiving them, i.e., not with the object of doing any hurt to man; but, as these princes of this world esteem such opinions to be true, they desire to impart to others what they themselves believe to be the truth: and this is the view which I am inclined to adopt. … (Book III, ch. 3, # 3)

Isn’t that today’s typical liberal? There is a blindness to the fact that because of the consequences of Original Sin in us, we and all men are capable of bad will.

In Ch 3, #5, he wrongly judges the human will as “always directed either to good or evil.” But we know from St. Thomas, and indeed, from common sense, that the will always chooses the good even when it is not a real but only an apparent good. That may seem like a liberal attitude or principle, but it is not because it does not exonerate the sinner from an evil will; for even when he chooses an apparent good over a real one, he is capable of knowing in his deepest mind and heart, that what he is choosing is not a real good. The adulterer seeks the good of pleasure and an illicit love over the good of fidelity and real love of God and his wife. The same with lying.

But we must advance to Book III, chapter  5  which is entitled “That the World Took Its Beginning in Time” -- obviously against the ancient idea of an eternal world or an eternity of worlds. Origen does not succeed, in my opinion, in answering the pagan Greeks in an adequate manner, for one might put it this way: he is full of compromises (typical liberal). But we will let him have his say, for it is here that the Gap theorists find their main support.

But this is the objection which they generally raise: they say, “If the world had its beginning in time, what was God doing before the world began? For it is at once impious and absurd to say that the nature of God is inactive and immovable, or to suppose that goodness at one time did not do good, and omnipotence at one time did not exercise its power.” Such is the objection which they are accustomed to make to our statement that this world had its beginning at a certain time, and that, agreeably to our belief in Scripture, we can calculate the years of its past duration. To these propositions I consider that none of the heretics can easily return an answer that will be in conformity with the nature of their opinions.

But we can give a logical answer in accordance with the standard of religion (Regulam pietatis) when we say that not then for the first time did God begin to work when He made this visible world; but as, after its destruction, there will be another world, so also we believe that others existed before the present came into being. And both of these positions will be confirmed by the authority of holy Scripture. For that there will be another world after this, is taught by Isaiah, who says, “There will be new heavens, and a new earth, which I shall make to abide in my sight, saith the Lord;” (Isa. 66:22) and that before this world others also existed is shown by Ecclesiastes, in the words: “What is that which hath been? Even that which shall be. And what is that which has been created? Even this which is to be created: and there is nothing altogether new under the sun. Who shall speak and declare, Lo, this is new? It hath already been in the ages which have been before us.” (Eccles. 1, 9,10) By these testimonies it is established both that there were ages before our own, and that there will be others after it. It is not, however, to be supposed that several worlds existed at once, but that, after the end of this present world, others will take their beginning; respecting which it is unnecessary to repeat each particular statement, seeing we have already done so in the preceding pages. (Book III, ch. 5, # 3) (Emphases added)

Here it is plain that Origen has interpreted the new heavens and the new earth of Isaiah 65 and 66, not in the traditional sense of the Church, the Truth of the Gospel and as essentially the same event and entity as St. John describes in Apocalypse 21 (see also the notes in the Haydock Bible to these passages), but has imposed a succession of real material worlds upon the mystical meaning of Scripture. He does the same with the reflections on the cycles of the natural order in Ecclesiastes. In both cases, the Origenist imposition is forced and obvious.

But in the next section of chapter 5 (# 4) he takes up the linguistic evidences and here we must listen to him most closely:

4. This point, indeed, is not to be idly passed by, that the holy Scriptures have called the creation of the world by a new and peculiar name, terming it katabolé, which has been very improperly translated into Latin by “constitutio;” for in Greek katabolé signifies rather “dejicere,” i.e., to cast downwards, -- a word which has been, as we have already remarked, improperly translated into Latin by the phrase “constitutio mundi,” as in the Gospel according to John, where the Saviour says, "And there will be tribulation in those days, such as was not since the beginning of the world;" (Matt. 24: 21) in which passage katabolé is rendered by beginning (constitutio), which is to be understood as above explained. The Apostle, also, in the Epistle to the Ephesians, has employed the same language, saying, “Who hath chosen us before the foundation of the world;” (Eph. L.4) and this foundation he calls katabolé, to be understood in the same sense as before, It seems worthwhile, then, to inquire what is meant by this new term; and I am, indeed, of opinion that, as the end and consummation of the saints will be in those (ages) which are not seen, and are eternal, we must conclude (as frequently pointed out in the preceding pages), from a contemplation of that very end, that rational creatures had also a similar beginning. And if they had a beginning such as the end for which they hope, they existed undoubtedly from the very  beginning in those (ages) which are not seen, and are eternal. And if this is so, then there has been a descent from a higher to a lower condition, on the part not only of those souls who have deserved the change by variety of their movements, but also on that of those who, in order to serve the world, were brought down from those higher and invisible spheres to these lower and visible ones, although against their will -- "Because the creature was, subjected to vanity, not  willingly, but because of Him who subjected the same in hope;" ( Rom. 8: 20, 21) so that both sun and moon, and stars, and angels might discharge their duty to the world, and to those souls which, on account of their excessive mental defects, stood in need of bodies of a grosser and more solid nature; and for the sake of those for whom the arrangement was necessary, this visible world was also called into being. From this it follows that by the use of the word katabolé, a descent from a higher to a lower condition, shared by all in common, would seem to be pointed out. The hope indeed of freedom is entertained by the whole of creation -- of being liberated from the corruption of slavery -- when the sons of God, who either fell away or were scattered abroad (dispersi) shall be gathered together into one, or when they shall have fulfilled their other duties in this world, which are known to God alone, the Disposer of all things. We are, indeed, to suppose that the world was created of such quality and capacity as to contain not only all those souls which it was determined should be trained in this world, but, also all those powers which were prepared to attend, and serve, and assist them. for it is established by many declarations that all rational creatures are of one nature; on which ground alone could the justice of God in all His dealings with them be defended, seeing every one has the reason in himself why he has been placed in this or that rank of life, (Book III, ch. 5, # 4) (Emphasis added)

Amongst many other difficulties, we must first ask, as pertaining to the Gap theory: How many of these casting-downs have there been? It would seem there had been one for each soul, since each soul has a different degree of perfection or wickedness in itself, due to its own choices.

It is not by any means a clear, stable and conclusive support for any kind of Gap theory, mainly because the element necessary for the Gap interpretation is absorbed into Origen’s total theology and thereby loses its distinctive characteristic or any essential point by which we may discern it. 

Nor is there any clear indication that Origen has in mind the Fall of the Angels after the War in Heaven with the creation of Hell in the earth. For souls as well as angels fell -- and its seems are still falling -- from the heights to the depths and equally rising from the depths to the heights. And worlds are created for wicked and imperfect souls just as the heavens serve for the perfect.

Hexaemeral scholar Frank E. Robbins1 clarifies much about Origen’s theology of the Creation:

Origen’s idea of God, in the first place, is peculiar. God is incorporeal; His nature is simple, admitting no variation (De principiis I, 1,6) and His goodness is given as the reason for creation. But “He is not Absolute, but Perfect, and perfection itself is a condition.” Infinity would be incomprehensible even to an infinite God; therefore God created only a limited number of souls and only so much matter as He could fashion into a cosmos (De pr. II, 9, l, with the Greek fragment) and thus his power is limited metaphysically by the prior incomprehensibility of infinity.

Origen also raised a question with regard to the deity which long continued to be a topic of the Hexaemera. If God’s nature is simple and unchanging, how can he at any time begin to create? A father cannot be a father unless there be a son, and God cannot be omnipotent unless there be an outlet for his power (I, 2, 10). Origen is forced to answer that God made other worlds before this and will make others after it (II, 5, 3). Of course the creator must at least logically have preceded the series of worlds; for Origen elsewhere (I, 2, 2) says that wisdom was made before the creations prefigured in it. The question was raised by Augustine and others, and while they did not like Origen believe in a series of creations, they do hold with him that God is always a creator logically preceding created things. …

It was not until St. Thomas that the notion of First Cause Who is All Act with no potency came to the rescue of these confused ideas concerning God’s Being and His Creative acts. He produced time and all creatures without in any way affecting His Own perfect infinite Being and absolute transcendence. Meanwhile, those Fathers who relied on the literal interpretation of the Six Days as narrated in Genesis One, found the correct answer, too, in the spoken acts of God in Creation. Robbins continues with more clarification concerning Origen:

According to Origen, the first creation (Gen. 1:1) included spiritual beings (De prin. II, 9, 1); it is not the world in which we dwell. At first these souls were equal, but they advanced, declined, or remained stationary in their condition in accordance with their faithfulness or unfaithfulness (I, 5, 5; II, 9, 2 and 6); this depended wholly upon their own wills, for nothing was created substantially good or bad. Through sin they were reduced to corporeal life in this world (III, 5, 4).

On the creation of man Origen agreed with Philo. The creation described in Gen. chap. i refers to the interior homo made in God’s image, the second account in Gen. 2:7 to corporeal man, the plasmatus homo. There is little else that survives of Origen’s commentaries on the Hexaemeron. (pp. 39-40)
We can see from this exposition that Origen’s work was not only full of inconsistencies but that he tended strongly  towards a rationalistic approach to Holy Scripture. Both characteristics are seen in his exposition of the Six Days. The passage quoted by Cardinal Wiseman (p. 54) is found in the 4th Book of the De Principiis. This 4th Book is concerned with the "Inspiration of Holy Scripture, and How the Same is to be Read and Understood, and What is the Reason of the Uncertainty of it; and of the Impossibility or Irrationality of Certain Things in it, taken according to the Letter."

The reason in a nut shell, according to Origen, is that men take the literal meaning and fail to grasp the mystical/spiritual significance. He goes to the extreme of discounting the literal entirely, as for example, when he speaks of the daughters of Lot, the two wives of Abraham and the twelve sons of Jacob. But, St. Robert Bellarmine has the correct, balanced view when he says: "It would be just as heretical to deny that Abraham had two sons and Jacob twelve, as it would be to deny the virgin birth of Christ, for both are declared by the Holy Ghost through the mouths of the prophets and apostles." (Letter to Fr. Foscarini)

The spiritual/mystical meaning must be based on the literal.

In the 4th Book of the De Principiis, Origen follows his own rule and disregards the literal meaning because he cannot understand it.  Thus he says:

But that our meaning may be ascertained by the facts themselves, let us examine the passages of Scripture. Now who is there, pray, possessed of understanding, that will regard the statement as appropriate, that the first day, and the second, and the third, in which also both evening and morning are mentioned, existed without sun, and moon, and stars -- the first day even without a sky? And who is found so ignorant as to suppose that God, as if He had been a husbandman, planted trees in paradise, in Eden towards the east, and a tree of life in it, i.e., a visible and palpable tree of wood so that anyone eating of it with bodily teeth should obtain life, and, eating again of another tree, should come to the knowledge of good and evil? No one, I think, can doubt that the statement that God walked in the afternoon in paradise, and that Adam lay hid under a tree, is related figuratively in Scripture, that some mystical meaning may be indicated by it. The departure of Cain from the presence of the Lord will manifestly cause a careful reader to inquire what is the presence of God, and how any one can go out from it. But not to extend the task which we have before us beyond its due limits, it is very easy for any one who pleases to gather out of holy Scripture what is recorded indeed as having been done, but what nevertheless cannot be believed as having reasonably and appropriately occurred according to historical account. The same style of Scriptural narrative occurs abundantly in the Gospels , … etc.

There is a weak attempt here to point out the obvious distinctions between the historical-literal and the use of figurative language, but one can see that to the mind of Origen, the historical narrative of Genesis presents real problems for the rationalist. This is, too, I imagine, a reason why he has enjoyed a new popularity among such theologians of today as Jean Danielieu, S.J. and ex-Jesuit Hans Urs von Balthasar, men in the forefront of the Conciliar Reform.

However, Origen’s inconsistency is revealed when in his book Against Celsus he again has occasion to discuss the Six Days of Genesis and to defend the literal meaning against the ridicule of the pagan Celsus:

Book VI: Ch. LX. … he repeats, … saying: “By far the most silly thing is the distribution of the creation of the world over certain days, before days existed: for, as the heaven was not yet created, nor the foundation of the earth yet laid, nor the sun yet revolving, how could there be day?” Now, what difference is there between these words and the following: “Moreover, taking and looking at these things from the beginning, would it not be absurd in the first and greatest God to issue the command, Let this (first thing) come into existence, and this second thing, and this (third); and after accomplishing so much on the first day, to do so much more again on the second, and third, and fourth, and fifth, and sixth?”

We answered to the best of our ability this objection to God's "commanding this first, second, and third thing to be created" when we quoted the words, “He said, and it was done; He commanded, and all things stood fast;” remarking that the immediate Creator, and, as it were, very Maker of the world was the Word, the Son of God; while, the Father of the Word, by commanding His own Son -- the Word -- to create the world, is primarily Creator. And with regard to the creation of the light upon the first day, and of the firmament upon the second, and of the gathering together of the waters that are under the heaven into their several reservoirs on the third (the earth thus causing to sprout forth those (fruits) which are under the control of nature alone), and of the (great) lights and stars upon the fourth, and of aquatic animals upon the fifth, and of land animals and man upon the sixth, we have treated to the best of our ability in our notes upon Genesis, as well as in the foregoing pages, when we found fault with those who, taking the words in their apparent signification, said that the time of six days was occupied in the creation of the world, and quoted the words: “These are the generations of the heavens and of the earth when they were created, in the day that the LORD God made the earth and the heavens.”  (Emphases added)

His underscoring of the word apparent takes us back to the first lines of the 4th Book of the De Principiis where he says: "But as it is not sufficient, in the discussion of matters of such importance, to entrust the  decision to the human senses and to the human understanding, and to pronounce on things invisible as if they were seen by us, we must, in order to establish the positions which we have laid down, adduce the testimony of Holy Scripture."  In other words, because of his mistrust of the senses, which indicates an epistemological position of idealism (and the authoritative commentaries confirm this), he falls back upon the logic of human reason which is indicated in his rejection of the Six Days as basically unreasonable. However, it seems to me that Celsus has forced him as far as he could be forced to go in a defense of the Six Days only to see him fall back upon the indefinite day of Genesis 2:4.

This is not very unlike the position of St. Augustine which may be summed up in his words of Book 4, chapter 33, of The Literal Meaning of Genesis:

In this narrative of creation Holy scripture has said of the Creator that He completed His works in six days; and elsewhere, without contradicting this, it has been written of the same Creator that He created all things together. It follows, therefore, that He, who created all things together, simultaneously created these six days, or seven, or rather the one day, six or seven times repeated. Why, then, was there any need for six distinct days to be set forth in the narrative, one after the other? The reason is that those who cannot understand the meaning of the text, He created all things together, cannot arrive at the meaning of Scripture unless the narrative proceeds slowly step by step.

A note to this text of the De Genesi advises that the Latin simul corresponds to the Greek koine, which would make the text from Ecclesiasticus 18.1 read “He who lives forever created the whole universe.”

Even if St. Augustine mistranslated from the Greek, it still does not change his position on the Six days. It does, however, weaken still more his position for those of us reading him today.

In the last analysis, it comes down to what Robbins has pointed out: that the conception of God’s nature is peculiar in both of these Fathers. For they cannot seem to separate the Act of God creating from the effects produced by His Creative Act. His creative Act remains absolutely a-temporal and transcendent but this does not prevent the effects of His action from being temporal and mutable. I believe it was the very strong influence of Plato and the neoplatonists that prevented these otherwise great theologians of the Church from taking the historical narration of Genesis One just as it is written -- as a Divine Revelation of the Creation establishing, for all time -- and time itself was the first creature -- the patterns of day and night, of week and month and year.

And because of this weakness in some of the greatest Fathers with regard to Creation, I believe Lucifer-Satan has seized upon it to put forth his own substitute world-view of evolution. He knows that the Church has never pronounced dogmatically or even in a lesser degree of authority, on this aspect of Creation theology, and he has not been slow in exploiting the advantages it has given him to promote a counterfeit world-view that attacks at every crucial point, the true Revelation of God.

I hasten to protest that this is not to say that any of the Fathers, not even Origen, held a view of history that could in any sense be defined as evolutionary. Those influenced by Plato and neoplatonism got caught up in a cyclic view of history, most notably Origen, but even he, was forced to envision a definitive End to all things in his Apocatastasis. The heretical nature of this final obliteration of all evil and the consequent universal salvationism has nothing to do with an evolutionary world view. It only high-lights his intrinsic liberalism and a strong tendency to rationalism, both of which characteristics make him appealing to the liberals and rationalists (Modernists) of today. The Modernists of today have only found his heretical doctrines to fit well into their theistic evolutionism. But I firmly believe that neither Origen nor St. Augustine would have had any sympathy with the evolutionists of today. I believe they would be horrified at the destruction of belief in the authority and inspirational inerrancy of Holy Scripture which has led to the total secularization of society.

Nor could this weakness of the early Fathers be exploited by Lucifer-Satan until the defenses of Holy Scripture had been completely destroyed, as I have tried to illustrate in my book, From the Beginning, especially Volume II.

Also, both Origen and St. Augustine high-light the fact that the Six Days of Genesis remain our one, last bulwark against the evolutionism of today.



The next Father to be considered is St. Basil  (330-379). It is Cardinal Wiseman who says that “St. Basil, St. Caesarius,  and Origen are much more explicit.”  (p. 279)  We have seen how explicit Origen is. But what the Cardinal refers to in St. Basil’s Hexaemeron is puzzling, indeed:

… for they account for the creation of light prior to that of the sun, by supposing this luminary to have indeed before existed, yet so as that its rays were prevented, by the dense chaotic atmosphere, from penetrating to the earth; this was on the first day so far rarified as to allow the transmission of the sun’s rays, though not the discernment of its disc, which was fully displayed on the third day. [ sic ](p. 279)

I cannot speak for St. Caesarius, having no access to his complete works, nor to the commentaries on Genesis of Origen, though the Cardinal’s note gives the De Principiis as the source, not the homilies and commentaries; but I can say with certainty that the Cardinal, if be is speaking here of St. Basil’s Hexaemeron, as his note says he is, then he has completely misrepresented the thought of this great Father.

For in his Second Homily on Genesis, wherein the creation of light is discussed, there is nothing of the sun’s pre-existence nor of a “dense chaotic atmosphere”  but quite the contrary. Here is what St. Basil says:

And God said, Let there be light: The first word of God created the nature of light; it made darkness vanish, dispelled gloom,  illuminated the world, and gave to all things at the same time a sweet and gracious aspect. The heavens, until then enveloped in darkness, appeared with that beauty which they still present to our eyes. The air was lighted up, or rather made the light circulate mixed with its substance, and, distributing its splendour rapidly in every direction, so dispersed itself to its extreme limits. Up it sprang to the very aether and heaven. In an instant it lighted up the whole extent of the world, the North and the South, the East and the West. For the aether also is such a subtle substance and so transparent that it needs not the space of a moment for light to pass through it. Just as it carries our sight instantaneously to the object of vision, so without the least interval, with a rapidity that thought cannot conceive, it receives these rays of light in its innermost limits. With light the aether becomes more pleasing and the waters more limpid. These last, not content with receiving its splendour; return it by the reflection of light and in all directions send forth quivering flashes. The divine word gives every object a more cheerful and a more attractive appearance, just as when men in deep sea pour in oil they make the place about them clear. So, with a single word and in one instant, the Creator of all things gave the boon of light to the world.

Let there be light. The order was itself an operation, and a state of things was brought into being, than which man’s mind cannot even imagine a pleasanter one for our enjoyment. It must be well understood that when we speak of the voice, of the word, of the command of God, this divine language does not mean to us a sound which escapes from the organs of speech, a collision of air struck by the tongue; it is a simple sign of the will of God, and, if we give it the form of an order, it is only the better to impress the souls whom we instruct. (Homily II, # 7.)

As for the sun, St. Basil holds  that on the First Day,

… Scripture is right in calling the earth “without form. “ We could also say of the heavens that they were still imperfect and had not received their natural adornment, since at that time they did not shine with the glory of the sun and of the moon and were not crowned by the choirs of the stars. These bodies were not yet created. (Hom. II, # 1)

And in Homily VI, be says:

Now there is nothing here contradictory to what has been said of light. Then the actual nature of light was produced: now the sun’s body is constructed to be a vehicle for that original light.

And later in this same Homily VI, he explains that "day and night are older than the creation of the luminaries …"

However, it is in the First Homily that St. Basil echoes Origen, and this first Homily deserves a. detailed study in itself, for it confronts all the difficulties and problems raised by Origen and the ancient Greeks.

Here we will quote as much as is necessary to allow the Gap theorists to find their support in St. Basil, if they so choose. Just before section 5, in section 4, St. Basil, commenting on the philosophies of the ancients, says: "…these men have discovered all except one thing: the fact that God is the Creator of the universe, and the just Judge who rewards all the actions of life according to their merit." Could we not say the same thing of the scientists and philosophers of today who know all things except that God is Creator and Judge? Then he refers to “the consummation of all things” and that the world must change if souls pass from this life to a new life. “But they are so far from applying these truths, that they do but laugh when we announce to them the end of all things and the regeneration of the age.” Here are echoes of Origen's apocalyptic Stasis and also, of his continual progressions of ascent and descent. And it is at this point, apparently with the doctrines of Origen in his mind, that St. Basil launches his own views of the matter:

5.
It appears, indeed, that even before this world an order of things existed of which our mind can form an idea, but of which we can say nothing, because it is too lofty a subject for men who are but beginners and are still babes in knowledge. The birth of the world was preceded by a condition of things suitable for the exercise of supernatural powers, outstripping the limits of time, eternal and infinite.

Here, I think, we may assume, at least tentatively, that St. Basil has in mind the world of the angelic powers that some of the Fathers believed was created before the corporeal world and in which took place the Temptation, War and Fall of the bad angels with Lucifer their chief. It would thus have taken place in what St. Thomas calls aeviternity, not eternity proper.  St. Basil continues:

The Creator and Demiurge of the universe perfected His works in it, spiritual light for the happiness of all who love the Lord, intellectual and invisible natures, all the orderly arrangement of pure intelligences who are beyond the reach of our mind and of whom we cannot even discover the names. They fill the essence of the invisible world, as Paul teaches us. “For by Him were all things created, that are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible and invisible whether they be thrones or dominions or principalities or powers” (Col. 1. 16) or virtues or hosts of angels or the dignities of archangels.

While it is disturbing to hear St. Basil refer to the Word of God or the Logos as the “Demiurge” -- a name associated with Plato, neo-platonism and the Gnostics -- it still seems plain enough that he is here speaking of the creation of the world of the angels. Unlike St. Thomas who believed the Angels to be created at the same time as the corporeal world and to be an integral part of the universe, the early Fathers, especially those of the Eastern Church, believed more in the way that St. basil indicates.  And so he continues:

To this world at last it was necessary to add a new world, both a school and training place where the souls of men should be taught and a home for beings destined to be born and to die. Thus was created, of a nature analogous to that of this world and the animals and plants which live thereon, the succession of time, for ever pressing on and passing away and never stopping its course. Is not this the nature of time, where the past is no more , the future does not exist, and   the present escapes before being recognized?

The fact is that St. Basil makes a sharp distinction between this world of time and the one that preceded it, of "eternity and infinity"  but which St. Thomas terms aeviternity; and when he speaks of the “beginning”, he is even more emphatic. But for now he continues to describe this present world of change:

And such also is the nature of the creature which lives in time -- condemned to grow or to perish without rest and without certain stability. It is therefore fit that the bodies of animals and plants, obliged to follow a sort of current, and carried away by the motion which leads them to birth or to death, should live in the midst of surroundings whose nature is in accord with beings subject to change.

Thus the writer who wisely tells us of the birth of the Universe does not fail to put these words at the head of the narrative. “In the Beginning God created;” that is to say, in the beginning of time. Therefore, if he makes the world appear in the beginning, it is not a proof that its birth has preceded that of all other things that were made. He only wishes to tell us that, after the invisible and intellectual world, the visible world, the world of the senses, began to exist. (Hexaemeron. Homily I. 5). 

It seems to me that what St. Basil has done is to bring the order of Divine Revelation out of the chaos into which Origen had cast it. Nor do I see any evidence at all that St. Basil found a gap in time or in God’s action between verses 1 and 2 of Genesis One. It would be impossible to reconcile Origen’s theological cosmology with the Six Days of Creation as narrated in Genesis One. And I cannot see where St. Basil attempts any such reconciliation. Furthermore, St. Basil's own belief in the literal Six Days is straightforward and without compromise. (See this writer’s From the Beginning, Vol . I.)



St. Gregory Nazianzen (329-389) was the intimate friend of St. Basil and builder on his orthodoxy even while carrying it farther, not in “development of doctrine” -- an unhappy Newmanesque phrase of the evolutionary 19th century -- but in the gradual development of the understanding of holy men. 

And he was the praise of “Theotokos” long before the Council of Ephesis (1431) making the recognition of Mary as the Mother of God the touchstone of orthodoxy. (Quasten)

It is in the Second Theological Oration on the incomprehensibility of God’s Nature by human reason that the Gap theorists claim to find support for their view. But an interesting remark occurs at the end of the First Theological Oration (“A Preliminary Discourse Against the Eunomians”). St. Gregory engages in a bit of sarcasm against the heretics, inviting them to turn their “disease” of dialectics (what today we might term their logorrhea) against the silence of Pythagoras, urging them to attack Plato's idea of transmigration of souls, the atheism of Epicurus, the humanitarianism of Aristotle, the superciliousness of the Stoics, the greed of the Cynics, the “Void and Full” of the atomists:

… and all the details about the gods and the sacrifices and the idols and the demons, whether beneficent or malignant; and all the tricks that people play with divination, evoking of souls, or of gods, and the power of the stars. And if these things seem to thee unworthy of discussion as petty and already often confuted, and thou wilt keep to thy line, and seek the satisfaction of thy ambition in it; then here too I will provide thee with broad paths. Philosophize about the world or worlds; about matter; about soul; about nature endowed with reason, good or bad; about resurrection, about judgment, about reward, or the Sufferings of Christ. For in these subjects to hit the mark is not useless, and to miss it is not dangerous. But with God we shall have concourse, in this life only in a small degree; but a little later, it may be, more perfectly, in the Same, our Lord Jesus Christ, to whom be glory forever. Amen.  (Emphasis added)

This inclusion of “the world or worlds” among topics neither useless nor dangerous shows that he was well aware of  Origen's many worlds and surely of St. Basil’s “order of things” that existed before this world, among the intellectual natures.

In the Second Theological Oration St. Gregory first discusses the character of the theologian who would enter into the Cloud on the top of the Mountain (of Contemplation); he must be pure as far as he can be, and  he must seek calm within from the whirl of outward things.

However, even within the Cloud of Contemplation, he admits he can scarcely see but “the back parts of God” though “I was sheltered by the Rock, the Word that was made Flesh for us.” He finds that the “First and unmingled Nature” of God “is inconceivable to reason and that the Glory of God is manifested only among creatures, “For they are the Back Parts of God, which He leaves behind Him, as tokens of Himself, like the shadows and reflections of the sun in the water, which show the sun to our weak eyes, because we cannot look at the sun himself, for by his unmixed light he is too strong for our power of perception.” Furthermore, “the darkness of this world and the thick covering of the flesh is an obstacle to the full understanding of the truth.” With the angels, he says, “the higher natures and purer intelligences” it may be different, “in proportion to their rank.”

He asks why it is that we desire God so greatly but at the sane time we are unable to grasp or comprehend Him. For we know by the evidence of our very eyes and the Law of Nature that God is the Efficient and Maintaining Cause of all things. We know that He exists.

But if any one has got even to some extent a comprehension of this, how is God’s Being to be demonstrated? Who ever reached this extremity of wisdom? Who was ever deemed worthy of so great a gift? (Section VI)

He goes on to prove that God is not a Body. But a man who states what God is NOT without going on to say what He IS, acts like a person who when asked what is two times five, should answer only with the numbers that are NOT ten. And he asks, many times, why this is until he comes to this answer:

Or perhaps it is in order that we may not share the fate of Lucifer, who fell, and in consequence of receiving the full light make our necks stiff against the Lord Almighty, and suffer a fall, of all things most pitiable, from the height we had attained. Or perhaps it may be to give a greater reward hereafter for their labour and glorious life to those who have here been purified, and have exercised long patience in respect of that which they desired.

Therefore this darkness of the body has been placed between us and God, like the cloud of old between the Egyptians and the Hebrews; and this is perhaps what is meant by "He made darkness His secret place,” … (Ps. 18.11)  (Section 12)

Here is a clear account of Lucifer’ s Fall, but with nothing about the creation of Hell or any consequences of this Fall on the earth. He goes on to describe why it is that some men have made a god of the Sun, others of the Moon, others still of the Stars, and even of the elements, and some even of their own passions. It is because each of these creatures reflects in some way an attribute of God. But all was a trick of the Evil One:

… it is not easy to decide whether we ought most to despise the worshippers or the objects of their worship. Probably the worshippers are far more contemptible, for though they are of a rational nature, and have received grace from God, they have set up the worse as the better. And this was the trick of the Evil One, who abused good to an evil purpose, as in most of his vile deeds. For he laid hold of their desire in its wandering in search of God, in order to distort to himself the power, and steal the desire, leading it by the hand like a blind man asking a road; and he hurled down and scattered some in one direction and some in another, into one pit of death and destruction. (Section 35)

Here then is an echo of St. Justin’s First Apology, ch. 60, quoted earlier, where there is reference to “the pit beneath”.  And since Cardinal Wiseman specifically relates St. Gregory Nazianzen to St. Justin: “…for St. Gregory Nazianzen, after St. Justin Martyr, supposes an indefinite period between the creation and the first ordering of all things.” (p. 279) I can only surmise that subsequent interpreters have themselves supplied the “indefinite period” of time between the creation and the first ordering of all things, because some of the Fathers, such as St. Basil and St. Augustine later, do indeed describe the creation of the Angels as taking place before the Six Days.

St. Gregory devotes the remaining sections of this Oration to a long series of questions that in some cases more than others imitates the Voice of God in chapters 38-41 of Job. Some of these are particularly relevant today. He begins with those holy men who have come closest to grasping the nature of God in one way or another. Thus Enos is commended for his Hope; Enoch was translated but it is not clear whether it was because he already comprehended the Divine Nature or in order that he might comprehend it; and Noah’s glory was that he was pleasing to God; for “he was entrusted with the saving of the whole world from the waters, or rather of the Seeds of the world and escaped the Deluge in a small ark. And so with Abraham, Jacob, Elias, Isaiah and Ezekiel. Of St. Paul’s rapture to the Third Heaven, he says “since it was ineffable, we too will honour it by silence.”  Finally, St. John declared that even the whole world could not contain the Truth of the Word. So that, “The truth, then, and the whole word is full of difficulty and obscurity” while with merely human wisdom we pursue the knowledge of the Self-Existent.

Then he returns to the Old Testament and Solomon who declared the more he entered into the depths of God, the more dizzy he became, and declared the highest point of wisdom to be the discovery of how far off she was from him.

Here begin questions that pertain to the natural sciences wherein there are many echoes of the Greek philosophers as well as anticipations of their revival today:

What is the drawing of nature, and the mutual relation between parents and children, that it should be held together by a spell of love? How is it that species are permanent, and are different in their characteristics, although there are so many that their individual marks cannot be described? …

Shall I reckon up for you the differences of the other animals, both from us and from each other, … Look also at the fishy tribe gliding through the waters, and as it were flying through the liquid element, and breathing its own air, … And consider the tribes of birds, and their varieties of form and colour, …

But I would have you marvel at the natural knowledge even of irrational creatures, and if you can, explain its cause. How is it that birds have for nests rocks and trees and roofs, and adapt them both for variety and beauty, and suitably for comfort of their nurslings? Whence do bees and spiders get their love of work and art, … What Euclid ever imitated these, while pursuing philosophical enquiries with lines that have no real existence, …

He  singles out the hexagonal and co-ordinate tubes of the constructions of the bees, he admires the artistic fashion of the leaves and systems of plants and roots and flowers which provide not only beauty but medicine for men.

Since nature has set before you all things in an abundant banquet free to all, both the necessaries and the luxuries of life, in order that, if nothing else, you may at any rate know God by His benefits, and by your own sense of want be made wiser than you are. ...

How is it that the earth stands solid and unswerving? On what is it supported? What is it that props it up, and on what does that rest? For indeed even reason has nothing to lean upon, but only the Will of God. …

And with respect to the Sea … Have your natural philosophers with their knowledge of useless details anything to tell us, those men I mean who are really endeavouring to measure the sea with a wineglass, and such mighty works by their own conceptions? Or shall I give the real scientific explanation of it from Scripture concisely, and yet more satisfactorily and truly than by the longest arguments? "He hath fenced the face of the water with His command." (Job , 36. 10. Sept.) This is the chain of fluid nature. …

And what is the nourishing power of water, and what the difference therein; for some things are irrigated from above, and others drink from their roots, if I may luxuriate a little in my language when speaking of the luxuriant gifts of God.

And now leaving the earth and the things of earth, soar into the air on the wings of thought . . . and thence I will take you up to heavenly things, and to heaven itself, and things which are above heaven; …

Who poured forth the air, that great and abundant wealth, not measured to men by their rank or fortunes; not restrained by boundaries; … What, are the storehouses of the winds? What are the treasuries of the snow? Who, as Scripture hath said, hath begotten the drops of dew? Out of whose womb came the ice? and Who bindeth the waters in the clouds, and, fixing part in the clouds (O marvel!) held by His Word though its nature is to flow, poureth out the rest upon the face of the whole earth, … If He shall shut up heaven, … who shall open it? If He open the floodgates, who shall shut them up? … unless He govern the Universe by His own measures and balances? what scientific law, pray, can you lay down concerning thunder and lightning, O you who thunder from the earth and cannot shine with even little sparks of truth?

Who spread the sky around us, and set the stars in order? Or rather, first, can you tell me, of your own knowledge of the things in heaven, what are the sky and the stars; you who know not, what lies at your very feet, and cannot even take the measure of yourself, and yet must busy yourself about what is above your nature, and gape at the illimitable? 

For granted that you understand orbits and periods, and waxings and wanings, and settings and risings, and some degrees and minutes, and all the other things which make you so proud of your wonderful knowledge; you have not arrived at comprehension of the realities themselves, but only at an observation of some movement, which, when confirmed by longer practice, and drawing the observations of many individuals into one generalization, and thence deducing a law, has acquired the name of Science (just as the lunar phenomena have become generally known to our sight), being the basis of this knowledge. But if you are very scientific on the subject, and have a just claim to admiration, tell me what is the cause of this order and this movement? How came the sun to be a beacon-fire to the whole world, and to all eyes like the leader of some chorus, concealing all the rest of the stars by his brightness, more completely than some of them conceal others. … but he outshines them and does not even allow it to be perceived, that they rose simultaneously with him, fair as a bridegroom, swift and great as a giant. (Ps. 18.5) -- for I will not let his praises be sung from any other source than my own Scriptures …

It may be difficult to believe, but these lines were written in the mid-fourth  century by a great Father of the Church who knew more about science than all of today's 21st century experts because he knew the Creator of all things and most intimately, Father, Son and Holy Ghost.

He ends this Oration with a magnificent description of the Angelic choirs and concludes with these words:

If we have told these things as they deserve, it is by the grace of the Trinity, and of the one Godhead in Three Persons; but if less perfectly than we have desired, yet even so our discourse has gained its purpose.  For this is what we were labouring to show, that even the secondary natures surpass the power of our intellect; much more than the First and (for I fear to say merely That which is above all), the only Nature.

St. Gregory does not speak of the creation of the angels here but only of their "ever circling in chorus around the First Cause" nor does he, like Origen, believe that these angels are still capable of evil, for he speaks of them as "pure natures and unalloyed, immovable to evil, or scarcely movable … illuminated thence with the purest Illumination … so conformed to beauty and moulded that they become secondary Lights, and can enlighten others by the overflowings and largess of the First Cause. … appointed over different districts of the Universe, as He Knoweth who ordered and distributed it all."  St. Thomas some nine centuries later, will bring this hierarchy of beauty, harmony and activity to perfection in his Angelology.



The next Father in chronological order is St. Gregory of Nyssa (335-395). He is not mentioned by Cardinal Wiseman but is claimed by one of Dr. Custance's sources.  Franz Delitzsch whose New Commentary on Genesis was published in 1888 wrote the following:

… a created chaos is a non-entity. If once the notion of an Almighty God is so far developed that He is also conceived of as the author of matter, the application of chaos in the doctrine of creation must consequently cease. For such a God will not first create the matter and then the form, but both together. (Custance, p. 29)

Aside from the implication that the notion of God developed, this concept is true to Holy Scripture, for God did not, and could not have created chaos and disorder, nor matter without form, as St. Thomas repeatedly insists.  (See From the Beginning, Vol. I)

However, Delitzsch later came to accept wholeheartedly

… the concept of a rebellion in heaven and a judgment brought upon the earth as a consequence prior to the creation of Adam. … "There is much for and nothing against the supposition that the tohu wa bohu is the rudis indigestaque moles into which God brought this earth while He had first created good, after the fall of Satan to whom it had been assigned as a habitation."

Custance goes on to explain the view of Delitzsch:

In his System of Biblical Psychology (1899) he expressed the view that man (in Adam) was created to be guardian (ut custodiret) of a world which was now in constant danger of being taken over once again to its ruin by a power which was not material yet was self-conscious, as he put it, and must therefore be angelic. This angelic Being (and his followers) was once part of that still unfallen order of beings who 

… were created before the creation of our corporeal world. The creation of the angels is thus included in the summary statement of Gen. 1.1. … and the more particular narrative (1.2.) takes its point of departure at a time when the angels were already created.

He then pointed out that this was no new idea. it was held by such Church Fathers as Gregory of Nyssa, Basilios, Gregory of Nazianzen, and others, and was taught by Josephus Philoponius in his seven volume work on the creation.  (Custance, pp. 30-31)

I can accept this view but only with some serious qualifications. It is clear from Scripture and the view of most of the Fathers that the world described in the Six Days of Genesis One was a brand new world, unique and pronounced very good by the Creator Himself. It was not the place assigned for Satan’s habitation, for that place was Hell and the upper atmosphere, according to St. Thomas. (ST,  I, Q 64 , a 4 and ad 1)  It is true, as Pope Leo XIII said in his prayer to be recited after Low Mass, that Satan and his demons “roam through the world seeking the ruin of souls.”  However, the Earth was created for mankind in the person of Adam whose gifts were those of Royalty, pre-figuring those of Christ the King and the incarnate Word.

In this last quote, "Basilios" is St. Basil whose position we have examined, as well as that of St. Gregory of Nazianzen. The “Josephus Philoponius” mentioned is the neo-platonist Johannes Philoponus (490-570) whose work we will touch upon in due order. (His name, Philo-ponus, we would translate as "work-aholic.")

But since St. Gregory of Nyssa has been listed among those holding some form of the Restitution theory, we must try to establish his real position.

St. Gregory of Nyssa was the third son of five boys and five girls. He was brother of the great St. Basil and St. Macrina, his sister, was the Teacher of his Dialogue “On the Soul and the Resurrection” while his brother Peter, Bishop of Sebastia, inspired his treatise “On the Making of Man.” Like his friend St. Gregory of Nazianzen, he also acknowledged and praised Our Lady as “Theotokos” long before the Council of Ephesus (431). He wrote in a Letter to a fellow priest against the heretic Apollinaris, "If anyone does not agree that Holy Mary is the Mother of God (“Theotokos”), he is at odds with the Godhead. If anyone asserts that Christ passed through the Virgin as through a channel and was not shaped in her both divinely and humanly, divinely because without man and humanly because in accord with the law of gestation, he is likewise Godless." (Jurgens)  This is the Patristic answer to the heresy of Protestants like Dr. Henry Morris. (See From the Beginning, Vol. 1, chapter on “Mary, Mother of Divine Grace.”)

Some scholars say that St. Gregory of Nyssa was married but others believe the woman Theosbeia to be one of his sisters rather than his wife.

Our main focus here must be on the influence of Origen upon his thought. The authors of the Prolegomena to his selected writings and Letters in the edition published by Eerdmans in 1972, give a very helpful account of St. Gregory’s “Origenism”. While the Church had not yet spoken definitively on certain subjects, St. Gregory saw things with the eyes of Origen. Thus he emphasizes the freedom of the will against the Gnostic emanationism which denied this freedom. He also emphasized that evil is wholly the result of sin, not of matter, though the human soul is heavily weighed down by the body. But he also followed Origen in his view that “the non-existent cannot exist forever” and since evil is essentially a negative, that is, the absence of good, it must in the end be completely obliterated in the final Apokatastasis ton panton that Origen held. However, just as in Origen one can find passages in Gregory that admit of an eternal punishment. How could it be otherwise when Scripture is so explicit?

On the all-important question of the plurality of worlds, St. Gregory parts company with Origen and admits of but two worlds, the present one and the future one. He even attacked Origen’s doctrine of the pre-existence of souls. In fact, Origen’s doctrine of pre-existence of souls was closely wrapped up in a cosmogony that could no longer, in Gregory’s time, approve itself to the Christian consciousness. Also, as the doctrine of the Blessed Trinity became more clearly defined, especially as to the consubstaniality of the Son with the Father, it was seen as absurd that God must be always creating, for the eternal generation of the Son by the Father and procession of the Holy Ghost from both, satisfied the recognition of God’s essential Act, or in human terms, activity -- dynamism -- and the absolute transcendence of the Blessed Trinity with respect to His creation followed of necessity.

St. Gregory of Nyssa is very Thomistic in his insistence on the union of soul and body, of matter and form, but he carried it so far as to follow Tertullian in generationism, or traducianism, the belief that the human soul is transmitted by generation with the body. Today, the doctrine of creationism, that every individual soul is immediately created by God out of nothing, is held Sententia certa, the third degree of theological certitude after De fide definita and Sententia fidei proxima. (Ott, pp. 9, 100)

In sum, then, there can be seen two tendencies in St. Gregory of Nyssa: one is that influenced by Origen and the remnants of Platonism in the Greek Fathers, and the other is purely Catholic orthodoxy.

In none of the commentaries on St. Gregory have I found any hint that he held a gap between the first two verses of Genesis.  I suspect it is simply his Origenism that later commentators used to find support in him for the Restitution theory. But I will quote the most relevant passages that I have been able to find.

Throughout his works, St. Gregory of Nyssa exemplifies how the doctrine of the Most Blessed Trinity impacts every other doctrine, especially that of Creation. Speaking of the Holy Spirit Who simply is, neither as ungenerate, nor as only-begotten, he says

Again, as the creation was effected by the Only-begotten, in order to secure that the Spirit should not be considered to have something in common with this creation, because of His having been manifested by means of the Son, He is distinguished from it by His unchangeableness, and independence of all external goodness. The creation does not possess in its nature this unchangeableness, as the Scripture says in the description of the fall of the morning star, the mysteries on which subject are revealed by our Lord to His disciples: "1 saw Satan falling like lightning from heaven."  But the very attributes which part Him from the creation constitute His relationship to the Father and the Son.  All that is incapable of degenerating has one and the same definition of “unchangeable.” (Against Eunomius. Book I. ch. 22)

In this way do the early Fathers unerringly distinguish and even separate the Blessed Trinity from all creatures, thus bringing forth the Truth in the face of the pagan errors of emanationism and pan-theism. For God alone is immutable whilst every created thing is mutable in some way, even the Angels.  The emphasis upon this one attribute of the Godhead is not as clear nor as fully developed as the relationship of God to His creation will become centuries later in St. Thomas, but it is certainly closer to St. Thomas than Origen was and refutes the errors of the Arian Bishop Eunomius.

In the same Book I, chapter 26, St. Gregory denies any kind of interval of time between the Persons of the Blessed Trinity, especially between the Son and the Father as the Son Who is called the “first-fruits” of the Creation. The heretics make the Father “prior” to the Son in time. Thus St. Gregory says:

The creation, as we have said comes into existence according to a sequence of order, and is commensurate with the duration of the ages, so that if one ascends along the line of things created to their beginning, one will bound the search with the foundation of those ages.

The word ages and even worlds occurs frequently in St. Gregory and has the meaning of "the present world" or "generation," "age," "century" and is akin to “temporal”; it may also mean a long term of indefinite duration. It has the same sense as that in the Nicene Creed where we say "Et ex Patre natum ante omnia saecula" and in "Gloria Patri et Filio et Spiritu Sancto, Sicut erat in principio et nunc et semper, et in saecula saeculorum."  And so he continues,

But the world above creation, being removed from all conception of distance, eludes all sequence of time: it has no commencement of that sort: it has no end in which to cease its advance, according to any discoverable method of order. Having traversed the ages and all that has been produced therein, our thought catches a glimpse of the divine nature, as of some immense ocean, but when the imagination stretches onward to grasp it, it gives no sign in its own case of any beginning; …

It is clear, even with a moderate insight into the nature of things, that there is nothing by which we can measure the divine and blessed Life. It is not in time, but time flows from it; whereas the creation, starting from a manifest beginning, journeys onward to its proper end through spaces of time; so that it is possible, as Solomon somewhere says, to detect in it a beginning, an end, and a middle; and mark the sequence of its history by divisions of time.

I am reminded here of the First Day of Creation -- Day One -- which has no morning but has an evening and is succeeded by the morning of the Second Day. As St. Gregory says, time flows from the divine and blessed Life, and this Infinite Source of the limited and finite is indicated by the First Day with no morning except that of Eternity.  St. Gregory continues:

All, I say, with any insight, however moderate, into the nature of things, know that the world’s Creator laid time and space as a background to receive what was to be; on this foundation He builds the universe. It is not possible that anything which has come or is now coming into being by way of creation can be independent of space or time. …
The Divine Nature is a stranger to these special marks in the creation: It leaves beneath Itself the sections of time, the ' before' and the 'after' and the ideas of space; ….

For the generation of the Son does not fall within time, any more than the creation was before time; so that it can in no kind of way be right to partition the indivisible, and to insert, by declaring that there was a time when the Author of all existence was not, this false idea of time into the creative Source of the Universe.

The whole effort here is to separate the nature of the Uncreated Trinity from the created nature of the creatures, for the First and Undivided Nature of God is unbounded by space or time whereas the whole of creation is bounded and circumscribed by both time and space.

In Book II of  the treatise Against Eunomius, the same work as just quoted, there are passages relating more closely to the creation as recounted by Moses.  In chapter 7 he says:

For learning as we do that “He spake the word and they were made: He commanded and they were created, “ we know that the Word is the Creator of matter, by that very act also producing with the matter the qualities of matter, so that for Him the impulse of His almighty will was everything and instead of everything, matter, instrument, place, time, essence, quality, everything that is conceived in creation. For at one and the same time did He will that that which ought to be should be, and His power, that produced all things that are, kept pace with His will, turning His will into act. For thus the mighty Moses in the record of creation instructs us about the Divine Power, ascribing the production of each of the objects that were manifested in the creation to the words that bade them be. For “God said,” he tells us, “Let there be light, and there was light:” and so about the rest, without any mention either of matter or of any instrumental agency. …
Thus would St. Gregory refute the evolutionists who would ascribe the powers of creating new species to secondary causes. He is in complete accord with St. Thomas who will later say that it is impossible for any creature to create, either by its own power or instrumentally (ST, I, Q 45, a 5).  (See also Thesis 7 in this writer’s Thirty Theses Against Theistic Evolution)

From this passage in St. Gregory it is also clear that he believes that God produced each object of His creation out of nothing. In other words, the works of the Creation week were works that only God could perform. There is no hint of evolutionism in St. Gregory of Nyssa, though some Modernists have tried to saddle him with it. (e.g., Fr. Ernest Messenger in his Evolution and Theology, Burns, Oates & Washbourne, 1931)

In chapter 9 of this same book, St. Gregory distinguishes, against Eunomius, the different modes of generation, both material and immaterial, in creation, from the Generation of the Son by the Father and from the creation of all things by the Son:

Of things which have come into being as the result of some cause, we recognize the following differences. (1) Some are the result of material and art, as the fabrics of houses …. (2) Others are the result of material and nature; for nature orders the generation of animals one from another, effecting her own work by means of the material subsistence in the bodies of the parents; (3) others again are by material efflux. In these the original remains as it was before, and that which flows from it is contemplated by itself, as in the case of the sun and its beam, or the lamp and its radiance, or of scents and ointments, and the quality given off from them. … (4) There is also another kind of generation besides these, where the cause is immaterial and incorporeal, but the generation is sensible and takes place through the instrumentality of the body; I mean the generation of the word by the mind. For the mind being in itself incorporeal begets the word by means of sensible instruments. So many are the differences of the term generation, which we discover in a philosophic view of them, that is itself, so to speak, the result of generation.1        

As he continues to describe the creation of all things by the Word, St. Gregory does not even place this into a category of generation, for “it leaves these and asserts of God in lofty and magnificent language the creation of all existent things, when it says, “He spake the word and they were made, He commanded and they were created.”

Again when it interprets to us the unspeakable and transcendent existence of the Only-Begotten from the Father, as the poverty of human intellect is incapable of receiving doctrines which surpass all power of speech and thought, there too it borrows our language and terms Him “Son” -- a name which our usage assigns to those who are born of matter and nature. But just as Scripture, when speaking of generation by creation does not in the case of God imply that such generation took place by means of any material, affirming that the power of God’s will served for material substance, place, time and all such circumstances, even so here, too, when using the term "Son," it rejects both all else that human nature remarks in generation here below -- I mean affections and dispositions and the cooperation of time, and the necessity of place -- and, above all, matter, without all which natural generation here below does not take place. But when all such material, temporal and local existence is excluded from the sense of the term "Son," community of nature alone is left, and for this reason by the title "Son" is declared, concerning the Only-Begotten, the close affinity and genuineness of relationship which mark His manifestation from the Father. And since such a kind of generation was not sufficient to implant in us an adequate notion of the ineffable mode of subsistence of the Only-Begotten, Scripture avails itself also of the third kind of generation to indicate the doctrine of the Son's divinity -- that kind, namely, which is the result of material efflux, and speaks of Him as the "brightness of glory," "the savour of ointment," the "breath of God;" illustrations which in the scientific : phraseology we have adopted we ordinarily designate as material efflux.

Of course, it is obvious that St. Gregory is quoting those places in Scripture that use the sense of analogy, figures of speech that escape any taint of material emanationism or pan-theism.

In Book VIII, the first chapter of this same work against Eunomius, St. Gregory refutes the blasphemy of the heretics who say that the Only-Begotten Son came from nothing and that there was a time when He was not. We can see how, reflecting more and more deeply upon the eternity of the Blessed Trinity, especially upon the eternal generation of the Son and the eternal procession of the Holy Ghost, the Fathers came to emphasize and clarify the notion of creation ex nihilo. Thus in ch. 5 of Book VIII, St. Gregory accuses  the heretics of confusing the generation of the Only-Begotten Son with the order of generation in creatures:

And who is so godless as to pre-suppose the non-existence of God? But it is clear that he has in view this material generation of ours, and is making the lower nature the teacher of his conceptions concerning the Only-Begotten God, and since an ox or an ass or a camel is not before its own generation, he thinks it proper to say even of the Only-Begotten God that which the course of the lower nature presents to our view in the case of the animals, without thinking, corporeal theologian that he is, of this fact, that the predicate Only-Begotten, applied to God … is peculiar to Him …

But non-existence before generation is proper to all things that exist by generation: therefore this is foreign to the special character of the Only-Begotten, to which the name “Only-Begotten” bears witness …

This insistence on non-existence of creatures before generation sets St. Gregory apart from Origen’s doctrine of the pre-existence of souls.

In this same chapter 5 of Book VIII, St. Gregory embarks upon a discussion of creation that seems relevant to our focus. Against the heretic Eunomius, he speaks of time as “the ages” and of a “wide interval” between the Maker of all and His works:

… the creation has the ages for its beginning, but what beginning can you conceive of the Maker of the ages? …. And if anyone speaks of another beginning besides this, let him tell us the name by which he marks this beginning, as none can be apprehended before the establishment of the ages. Such a statement, therefore, will not move us a whit from the orthodox conception concerning the Only-Begotten, … For we abide by what has been determined from the beginning, have our doctrine firmly based on truth, to wit, that all things which the orthodox doctrine assumes that we assert concerning the Only-Begotten God have no kindred with the creation, but the marks which distinguish the Maker of all and His works are separated by a wide interval. … For the creation was not in the beginning, and was not with God, and was not God, nor life, nor light, nor resurrection, nor the rest of the Divine names, as truth, righteousness, sanctification, Judge, just, Maker of all things, existing before the ages, for ever and ever; the creation is not the brightness of the glory, …  etc.

The ultimate division of all that exists is made by the line between “created” and “uncreated, “ the one being regarded as a cause of what has come into being, the other as coming into being thereby. … Accordingly as the nature that is in the creation, as the phrase of the most excellent Wisdom somewhere tells us, exhibits “the beginning, ending, and midst of the times,” in itself, and extends concurrently with all temporal intervals, we take as a sort of characteristic of the subject this property, that in it we see some beginning of its formation, look on its midst, and extend our expectations to its end. For we have learnt that the heaven and the earth were not, from eternity, and will not last to eternity, and thus it is hence clear that those things are both started from some beginning, and will surely cease at some end.

As noted before, Creation is the beginning, the Incarnation and Redemption constitute the Middle and the Last Judgment the End of the ages, taking ages as all temporal being, time and space. But in the next passage, St. Gregory might give the Gap theorists some hope, for he verges on a more Origenist phraseology: 

But the Divine Nature, being limited in no respect, but passing all limitations on every side in its infinity, is far removed from those marks which we find in creation. For that power which is without interval, without quantity, without circumscription, having in itself all the ages and all the creation that has taken place in them, and over-passing at all points, by virtue of the infinity of its own nature, the unmeasured extent of the ages, either has no mark which indicates its nature, or has one of an entirely different sort, and not that which the creation has. …  (Emphasis added)
It still seems clear that however indefinite and blurred the lines of the limits of the creation, of the ages that encompass creation, there is still the emphatic chasm between the nature of God and the nature of the creature. If the Gap theorists find support here, I can only say it is unclear and weak.

Further on in this same chapter and Book , St. Gregory speaks of souls and angels:

And, granted that the nature both of souls and of the angels has no end, and is no way hindered from going on to eternity, by the fact of its being created, and having the beginning of its existence from some point of time, so that our adversaries can use this fact to assert a parallel in the case of Christ, in the sense that He is not from eternity, and yet endures everlastingly -- let any one who advances this argument also consider the following point, how widely the Godhead differs from the creation in its special attributes. … etc.

Again, St. Gregory is here quite different from Origen and the latter’s eternal worlds of pre-existing souls and angels.

In nook IX, the first chapter continues the emphasis upon the a-temporality of God and describes the creation in a manner that quite disregards the Six Days, though later he will recall the Mosaic narrative:

But He Who made all things is, as the gospel proclaims, the Only-Begotten God.  He, at that time when He willed it, did make the creation: at that time, by means of the circumambient essence, He surrounded with the body of heaven all that universe that is shut off within its compass: at that time, when He thought it well that this should be, He displayed the dry land to view, He enclosed the waters in their hollow places; vegetation, fruits, the generation of animals, the formation of man, appeared at that time when each of these things seemed expedient to the wisdom of the Creator: -- and He Who made all these things … is the Only-Begotten God Who made the ages.

Now what follows immediately, seems to me to abolish any support for the Gap theory:

For if the interval of the ages has preceded existing things, it is proper to employ the temporal adverb, and to say “He then willed” and “He then made”; but since the age was not, since no conception of interval is present to our minds in regard to that Divine Nature which is not measured by quantity or by interval, the force of temporal expressions must surely be void. Thus to say that the creation has had given to it a beginning in time, according to the good pleasure of the wisdom of Him Who made all things, does not go beyond probability; but to regard the Divine Nature itself as being in a kind of extension measured by intervals, belongs only to those who have been trained in the new wisdom. …
Is it possible that the Gap theorists take this interval, which St. Gregory refuses to allow into the Divine Nature, as some kind of interval between the creation of the heavens and the earth and the work of the Six Days? It is far from clear, taking these words of St. Gregory at their face value.

In chapter 3 of this same Book IX, St. Gregory returns to the Mosaic narrative. He is emphasizing, again, the fact that creation differs from its Creator in being temporal:

But nature, from our previous remarks, appears not to be trustworthy for instruction as to the Divine generation -- not even if one were to take the universe itself as an illustration of the argument: since through its creation also, as we learn in the cosmogony of Moses, there ran the measure of time, meted out in a certain order and arrangement by stated days and nights, for each of the things that came into being: and this even our adversaries' statement does not admit with regard to the being of the Only-Begotten, since it acknowledges that the Lord was before the times of the ages.  (Emphasis added)

Now it is possible that our 19th and 20th century adversaries will take the “times of the ages” mentioned by St. Gregory to be equivalent to the days and nights of Genesis One. However, as noted before, the use of the word ages, Greek aions or as Anglicized, eons, means an indefinite period of time, but still time, as in the Latin “Et ex Patre natum ante omnia saecula” and "et in saecula saeculorum”, ages and ages of ages, or "World without end." In both cases here the “period” indicated is eternity.

But in the particular passage above, St. Gregory is quoting the phraseology of Eunomius. Some of the Arian heretics were also Gnostics, and Gnosticism had elaborated a most complex system of emanations from and within the tri-partite (but not equal) Pleroma. These emanations were called aeons and their number increased with each new descending system, from the Pleroma itself to Anthropos and Ecclesia to Paraclitus (Advocate), Pistis (Faith), Patricos (Ancestral), Elpis (Hope), Metrocos (Measurement), Agape (Love), Ainos (Praise), Synesis (Understanding), Ecclesiasticus, Macariotes (Felicity), Theletos (Desired), and Sophia (Wisdom). These could further divide into Pythagorean groups such as an ogdoad, a decad, a duodecad, etc. The number thirty became a sacred sum of the Aeons, and for this reason St. Irenaeus, in order to dissociate our Lord from this blasphemous system, claimed that He lived on earth not thirty years but almost fifty. As he said, “Such, then, is the account which they all give of their Pleroma and of the formation of the universe, striving, as they do, to adapt the good words of Revelation to their own wicked inventions.” (Against Heresies, ch. 3, 6) For they claimed that in this descending order, matter was born of Ignorance, Grief, Fear and Bewilderment. The Gnostics begin and end with physical generation and are never able to rise above it. That is why we have such emphasis and detailed discussion in these Fathers of the Uncreated, absolutely transcendent Blessed Trinity who in no way mingles with His creation.

A note to a passage in Chapter 13 of Book I of St. Gregory’s Against Eunomius tells us that the Arian Gnostics appropriated the logical treatises of Aristotle for their endless divisions of Aeonic personages. “It was the peculiar aim of Gnosticism to bridge over the gulf between the creator and the created by means of intermediate beings (the emanations).” Another scholar is quoted as saying that “Arianism is nothing but the last attempt of Gnosticism to force the doctrine of emanations into Christian  theology.” (p. 50)

We could say much the same thing of evolutionism, for what is the transformation of species but a modern version of emanationism? The all-important difference is that Gnosticism kept to the hierarchical order of the ancient theogonies whereas evolution adopts the historical, horizontal direction. The X-men of today (they are really only boys and girls!) are a distant, faded, washed-out version of those ancient, powerful Aeons of Gnosticism. But the parallels are striking: the early Fathers expended worlds of paper, pens and ink in combating this vicious, powerful combination of heresies, whereas today, Gnosticism in its effeminate forms takes over both Church and world!

In his Answer to Eunomius’ Second Book (no divisions in my edition, but pages 296~297) St. Gregory is forced by Eunomius’ accusations to defend St. Basil’s use of the term ages (Aeons).

I pass in silence his blasphemy in reducing God the Only-Begotten to a level with all created things, and, in a word, allowing the Son of God no higher honor than theirs. … Basil, he says, lends God the primacy over all things by reference to the ages. … What is this vain flourish of baseless expressions, seeing that our Master (Basil) simply says that whatever in the Divine Essence transcends the measurable distances of the ages in either direction /up or down/ is called by certain distinctive names, in the case of Him Who, as saith the Apostle, hath neither beginning of days nor end of life, … For what, says our Master? “If we look at the time for the Creation, and if passing in thought through the ages we reflect on the infinitude of the Eternal Life, we signify the thought by the term ungenerate. And if we turn our thoughts to what follows, and consider the being of God as extending beyond all ages, we interpret the thought by the word endless or indestructible. …

For, proceeding with his discourse, he (Eunomius) asks us what we mean by the ages. And yet we ourselves might more reasonably put such questions to him. For it is he professes to know the essence of God, defining on his own authority what is unapproachable and incomprehensible by man. Let him, then, give us a scientific lecture on the nature of the ages, boasting as he does of his familiarity with transcendental things…

And so on, interminably, it seems, in this effort to convince the heretics that God is absolutely other and that Jesus Christ, the Incarnate Son of Gad, is also the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity, consubstantial with the Father, God of God, Light of Light, born of the Father before all ages …

Book X ends with a characterization of Eunomius as Antichrist and what St. Gregory says here certainly applies equally well to the Modernists of today:

How does he trouble and befoul the truth by flinging his mud into it! How is it that he feels no fear of the curse that rests upon those who add aught to the Divine utterance, or dare to take aught away? …

Do ye not perceive that he stirs himself up against the Name at which all must bow, so that in time the Name of the Lord shall be heard no more, and instead of Christ, Eunomius shall be brought into the Churches? Do ye not yet consider that this preaching of godlessness has been set on foot by the devil as a rehearsal, preparation, and prelude of the coming of Antichrist? For he who is ambitious of showing that his own words are more authoritative than those of Christ, and of transforming the faith from the Divine Names and the sacramental customs and tokens to his own deceit -- what else, I say, could he properly be called, but only Antichrist?



Unlike Origen, we have no doubt in St. Gregory of Nyssa that: Our human nature is wounded by Original Sin in Adam: 

“For there is one God,” he says, “and Father, of Whom are all things.” (I Cor. 8,6) Accordingly human nature did not enter into the creation from any other source, nor grow spontaneously in the parents of the race, but it too had for the author of its own constitution none other than the Father of all … For He Who bestowed on all things that are, the power of being, is the God and overseer of what He has Himself produced. But since, by the wiles of him that sowed in us the tares of disobedience, our nature no longer preserved in itself the impress of the Father’s image, but was transformed into the foul likeness of sin, for this cause it was engrafted by virtue of similarity of will into the evil family of the father of sin: so that the good and true God and Father was no longer the God and Father of him who had been thus outlawed by his own depravity, but instead of Him Who was by Nature God, those were honored who, as the Apostle says, "by nature were no Gods," (Gal. 4, 8) and in the place of the Father, he was deemed father who is falsely so called, …

This calls to mind the corruption of pagan religions which, as St. Justin tells us, were pre-empted by Satan and his demons for their own worship.

St. Gregory continues:

Since, then, this was the sum of our calamity, that humanity was exiled from the good Father, and was banished from the Divine oversight and care, for this cause He Who is the Shepherd of the whole rational creation, left in the heights of heaven His unsinning and supramundane flock, and, moved by love, when after the sheep which had gone astray, even our human nature. … (Book XII, 1)

It is interesting, too, that this is in the context of why St. Mary Magdalen was forbidden to touch our Lord’s glorified Body until He had ascended into heaven. Rather, she was chosen to be the first witness of His resurrection "that she might retrieve by her faith in the resurrection the overthrow caused by Eve’s disobedience. …"  All women after Eve have this burden laid upon them: to retrieve and atone for the sin of mother Eve.

In his Answer to Eunomius’ Second Book, there is a description of St. Gregory’s cosmology which I cannot pass over because of its relevance to our time. But I will quote only those passages that contain the essence of his thought:

There is no faculty in human nature adequate to the full comprehension of the divine essence. … In this life we can apprehend the beginning and the end of all things that exist, but the beatitude that is above the creature admits neither end nor beginning, but is above all that is connoted by either, being ever the same self-dependent, not travelling on by degrees from one point to another in its life; … For increase has no place in the infinite, and that which is by its nature passionless excludes all notion of decrease. And as, when looking up to heaven, and in a measure apprehending by the visual organs the beauty that is in the height, we doubt not the existence of what we see, but if asked what it is, we are unable to define its nature, but we simply admire as we contemplate the overarching vault, the reverse planetary motion, the so-called Zodiac graven obliquely on the pole, whereby astronomers observe the motion of bodies revolving in an opposite direction, the differences of luminaries according to their magnitude, and the specialties of their rays, their risings and settings that take place according to the circling year ever at the same seasons undeviatingly, the conjunctions of planets, the courses of those that pass below, the eclipses of those that are above, the obumbrations of the earth, the reappearance of eclipsed bodies , the moon's multiform changes, the motion of the sun midway within the poles, and now, filled with his own light, and crowned with his encircling beams, and embracing all things in his sovereign light, he himself also at times suffers eclipse (the disc of the moon, as they say, passing before him), and how, by the will of Him Who has so ordained, ever running his own particular courses, he accomplishes his appointed orbit and progress, opening out the four seasons of the year in succession; we, as I say, when we contemplate these phenomena by the aid of sight, are in no doubt of their existence, though we are as far from comprehending their essential nature as if sight had not given us any glimpse whatever of what we have seen; and even so, with regard to the Creator of the world. we know that He exists, but of His essential nature we cannot deny that we are ignorant.

(This work of St. Gregory is not divided into books or chapters or sections, but it is page 257 ff in my Erdmans edition.) 

He goes on from here to question his opponent about the “uncertain and incomprehensible” things even in these of inferior nature. For example, if on finding a body of stationary position, we go on to ask what is its base, and then what of that one’s base, “so that there is no stopping in our inquiry after the limit of the embracing circles.” And so he comes to this:

And how does earth below form the foundation of the whole, and what is it that keeps it firmly in its place? What is it that controls its downward tendency? If any one should interrogate us on these and such-like points, will any of us be found so presumptuous as to promise an explanation of them? No! The only reply that can be given by men of sense is this: -- that He Who made all things in wisdom can alone furnish an account of His creation. For ourselves, “through faith we understand that the worlds were framed by the word of God,” as saith the Apostle. (Heb. 1.2) (Emphasis added}

This presents not only a geocentric but also a geostatic view of the universe. And, as St. Gregory says, for “men of sense” there is no other answer but that God Who made all things in His Wisdom so ordained this marvelous machinery of the heavens and it is His Will alone that sustains them in their movements.

"For it is both safer and more reverent to believe the majesty of God to be greater than we can understand, than, after circumscribing His glory by our misconceptions, to suppose there is nothing beyond our conception of it."

St. Gregory discusses at great length the origin of language and the significance of words. He is essentially on the side of Cardinal Wiseman in holding that the origin of speech lies in the given rational nature of man, in his own mind. But also, in this very long dispute on the origin of language, he shows himself to be in direct opposition to previous and later idealists, for he emphasizes that we apprehend, through our senses, the very being of things.

The context of the controversy is this: Eunomius asserts that since God uttered real words at the Creation, as Scripture reports, therefore He must be corporeal and belong to the order of generation, as do the Aeons of Gnosticism, who are continually generating words and passions and other beings. Eunomius is also holding that since speech cannot precede him who speaks, therefore God must be a conception of man’s mind. St. Gregory answers:

Great indeed would be the force of the argument, if any one of us, out of sheer folly and madness, should argue that God was a conception of the mind. But if this is not so, nor ever has been, (for who would go to such a pitch of folly as to assert that He Who alone is, and Who brought all else whatsoever into being, has no substantial existence of His own, and to make Him out to be a mere conception of a name?). … (p. 267)

But Eunomius insists that the Holy Scriptures report the very words of God in Genesis before the creation of man. So how does St. Gregory answer this? He explains at great length that speech requires physical organs and a physical medium of air. However, …
… let those who maintain that God expresses Himself in the language of continuous discourse, inform us what audience He addressed. Himself He needs not address. The Son has no need of instruction by words. The Holy Ghost searcheth even the deep things of God. Creation did not yet exist. To whom, then, was God’s word addressed?

But, says he (Eunomius),  the record of Moses does not lie, and from it we learn that God spake. No! Nor is great David of the number of those who lie, and he expressly says: "The heavens declare the glory of God, and the firmament showeth His handy work. Day unto day uttereth speech, and night unto night showeth knowledge." … is there not rather the very perfection of truth in his teaching, which tells us, in the words which I have quoted, that the declaration of the heavens, and the word shouted forth by the day, is no articulate voice nor language of the lips, but is a revelation of the power of God to those who are capable of hearing it, even though no voice be heard? …
… For since by the will of God all things were created, and it is the ordinary way of men to signify their will first of all by speech, and so to bring their work into harmony with their will, and the scriptural account of the Creation is the learner’s introduction, as it were, to the knowledge of God, representing to our minds the power of the Divine Being by objects more ready to our comprehension (for sensible apprehension is an aid to intellectual knowledge), on this account, Moses, by saying that God commanded all things to be, signifies to us the inciting power of His will, and by adding, “and it was so,” he shows that in the case of God, there is no difference between Will and performance; but, on the contrary, that though the purposing initiates God’s activity, the accomplishment keeps pace with the purpose, and that the two are to be considered together and at once, viz., the deliberate motion of the mind, and the power that effects its purpose. For the idea of the Divine purpose and action leaves no conceivable interval between them, but as light is produced along with the kindling of fire, at once coming out from it and shining forth along with it -- in the same manner the existence of things created is an effect of the Divine will, but not posterior to it in time.

… so, even if any one hears Moses telling how God gave order and arrangement to each several part of Creation by name, let him not suppose the prophet to speak falsely, nor degrade the contemplation of sublime verities by mean and groveling notions, thus, as it were, reducing God to a mere human standard, and supposing that after the manner of men he directs His operations by the instrumentality of speech; but let His fiat mean His will only, and let the names of those created things denote the mere reality of their coming into being. And thus he will learn these two things from what is recorded: (1) That God made all things by His will, and (2) that without any trouble or difficulty the Divine Will became nature. (pp. 272-273)

This explanation of St. Gregory provides two great principles for us today:

1) it clears us of the accusation of extreme literalism ("fundamentalism") by giving us the principle of instantaneous Will-to-external reality or Cause-to-effect from the Creator to His creatures; and 

2) it preserves for us the acceptance of the Six Days, for on each Day of Creation Week, God called into existence from nothing, those creatures named by Moses as willed into being by the Divine Power.

This dispute about the origin and nature of language ranges into all aspects of epistemology. Eunomius held that God Himself made names exactly suited to the nature of things. This is reminiscent of Plato’s Cratylus. But St. Gregory holds that the rational faculty of man grasps the nature of things and so names them:

What opinion we ourselves hold on the use of words we have already stated, viz. that things being as they are in regard to their nature, the rational faculty implanted in our nature by God invented words indicative of those actual things. And if any one ascribe their origin to the Giver of the faculty, we would not contradict him, for we too maintain that motion, and sight, and the rest of the operations carried on by the senses are effected by Him Who endowed us with such faculties. (p. 290)

The emphasis upon the existence of things with permanent natures that can be grasped by the mind of man is a most refreshing one in our time with its insistence upon the mathematical and other virtual realities constructed by means of technology's instruments that more and more come between the mind and reality.

In his Hexaemeron, St. Gregory’s brother, St. Basil, had not discussed the creation of man, and it is this subject that St. Gregory proposes to supply in his own work, “On the Making of Man” (De opificio hominis). But before he enters into his subject in detail, he embarks on "a more minute exposition of the things which preceded the genesis of man."  Do the Gap theorists find any support here?

“This is the book of the generation of heaven and earth, “ (Gen. 2.4. Sept.) saith the Scripture, when all that is seen was finished, and each of the things what are betook itself to its own separate place, when the body of heaven compassed all things round, and those bodies which are heavy and of downward tendency, the earth and the water, holding each other in, took the middle place of the universe; while as a sort of bond and stability for the things that were made, the Divine power and skill was implanted in the growth of things, guiding all things with the reins of a double operation (for it was by rest and motion that it devised the genesis of the things that were not, and the continuance of the things that are, driving around, about the heavy and changeless element contributed by the creation that does not move, as about some fixed path, the exceedingly rapid motion of the sphere, like a wheel and preserving the indissolubility of both by their mutual action, as the circling substance, by its rapid motion compresses the compact body of the earth round about, while that which is firm and unyielding, by reason of its unchanging fixedness, continually augments the whirling motion of those things which revolve round it, and intensity is produced in equal measure in each of the natures which thus differ in their operation, in the stationary nature, I mean, and in the mobile revolution; for neither is the earth shifted from its own base, nor does the heaven ever relax in its vehemence, or slacken its motion.  (I, 1)

We could not ask for a more dynamic description of the geocentric and geostatic universe than this one. Nor is there any hint that I can see of a gap between the initial creation of the heavens and the earth and the beginning of the work of the Six Days.
He continues with a description of the movements and mixings of the four elements, so that we are reminded of the early Greek philosophers who described creation and the worlds in terms of earth, air, fire and water. But St. Gregory has the full written Revelation before him, whereas the ancients had only vestiges and echoes of the Tradition.  And so he says:

Hence the earth is stable without being immutable, while the heaven, on the contrary, as it has no mutability, so has not stability either, that the Divine power, by interweaving change in the stable nature, and motion with that which is not subject to change, might by the interchange of attributes, at once join them both closely to each other, and make them alien from the conception of Deity; for as has been said, neither of these (neither that which is unstable, nor that which is mutable) can be considered to belong to the more Divine nature. (1, 3)

In this way does St. Gregory explain the incorruptibility of the heavenly bodies as held by many of the Fathers, for this incorruptibility must be of such a nature as not to be equivalent in any way with the unmixed immutability of the Divine nature of God.

Next he goes on to give a summary of the work of the Six Days:

Now all things were already arrived at their own end: "the heaven and the earth," as Moses says, "were finished," and all things that lie between them, and the particular things were adorned with their appropriate beauty; the heaven with the rays of the stars, the sea and air with the living creatures that swim and fly, and the earth with all varieties of plants and animals, to all which, empowered by the Divine will, it gave birth together; the earth was full, too, of her produce, bringing forth fruits at the same time with flowers; the meadows were full of all that grows therein, and all the mountain ridges, and summits, and every hill-side, and slope, and hollow, were crowned with young grass, and with the varied produce of the trees, just risen from the ground, yet shot up at once into their perfect beauty; and all the beasts that had come into life at God’s command were rejoicing, we may suppose, and skipping about, running to and fro in the thickets in herds according to their kind, while every sheltered and shady spot was ringing with the chants of the song-birds. And at sea, we may suppose, the sight to be seen was of the like kind, as it had just settled to quiet calm in the gathering together of its depths, where havens and harbours spontaneously hollowed out on the coasts made the sea reconciled with the land; and the gentle motion of the waves vied in beauty with the meadows rippling delicately with light and harmless breezes that skimmed the surface; and all the wealth of creation by land and sea was ready, and none was there to share it. (I, 5)

For not as yet had that great and precious thing, man, come into the world of being; it was not to be looked for that the ruler should appear before the subjects he was to rule; but when his dominion was prepared, the next step was that the king should be manifested. … (II, 1)

But it is right that, we should not leave this point without consideration, that while the world, great as it is, and its parts, are laid as an elemental foundation for the formation of the universe, the creation is, so to say, made off-hand by the Divine power, existing at once on His command, while counsel precedes the making of man; and that which is to be is fore-shown by the Maker in verbal description, and to what archetype it is fitting that it should bear a likeness, and for what it shall be made, and what its operation shall be when it is made, and of what it shall be the ruler, all these things the saying examines beforehand, so that he has a rank assigned him before his genesis, and possesses rule over the things that are before his coming into being; for it says, “God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness, and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and the beasts of the earth, and the fowls of the heaven, and the cattle, and all the earth.” (Gen. 1. 26) (III, 1)

0 marvelous! A sun is made, and no counsel precedes; a heaven, likewise; and to these no single thing in creation is equal. So great a wonder is formed by a word alone and the saying indicates neither when, nor how, nor any such detail. So too in all particular cases, the aether, the stars, the intermediate air, the sea, the earth, the animals, the plants -- all are brought into being with a word, while only to the making of man does the Maker of all draw near with circumspection, so as to prepare beforehand for him material for his formation, and to liken his form to an archetypal. beauty, and, setting before him a mark for which he is to come into being, to make for him a nature appropriate and allied to the operations, and suitable for the object in hand. (III, 1)

If St. Gregory held some form of the Restitution theory, and even, as some have tried to prove, a form of evolution, I am convinced that these aberrant theories would have surfaced clearly in the many passages quoted here, wherein he describes the beginning of all things.

Nor is there any hint that I can see of anything like “ages” in between the particular works of creation, for while the Days are not here named, the works performed on each Day succeed the previous one as if the Days had been named.  St. Basil took each Day in turn in his Hexaemeron, and I am certain that St. Gregory is not contradicting him in any way.

Is it possible that the Gap theorists mistake the End for the Beginning in St. Gregory? For in chapter XXII, St. Gregory explains that according to the foreknowledge of God, the carnal means of procreation was given to man and God, knowing the exact number of souls to be created, "and that the flux and motion of time should halt at the moment when humanity is no longer produced by means of carnal generation," that when the generation of men by carnal means is completed, "time should cease altogether with its completion, and then should take place the restitution of all things, and with the World-Reformation, humanity should be changed from the corruptible and earthly to the impassible and eternal."  This "World-Reformation" is at the End of all time and worlds, not at the beginning.

There is another striking cosmological passage in St. Gregory’s Dialogue “On the Soul and the Resurrection” where he is speaking of the soul after death:

And how, then, I asked, is it that some think that by the underworld is meant an actual place, and that it harbours within itself the souls that have flitted away from human life, drawing them towards itself as the right receptacle for such natures?

Well, replied the Teacher, our doctrine will be in no ways injured by such a supposition. For if it is true, what you say, and also that the vault of heaven prolongs itself so uninterruptedly that it encircles all things with itself, and that the earth and its surroundings are poised in the middle, and that the motion of all the revolving bodies is round this fixed and solid centre, then, I say, there is an absolute necessity that, whatever may happen to each one of the atoms on the upper side of the earth, the same will happen on the opposite side, seeing that one single substance encompasses its entire bulk. As, when the sun shines above the earth, the shadow is spread over its lower part, because its spherical shape makes it impossible for it to be clasped all round at one and the same time by the rays, and necessarily on whatever side the sun’s rays may fall on some particular point of the globe, if we follow a straight diameter, we shall find shadow upon the opposite point, and so, continuously, at the opposite end of the direct line of the rays the shadow moves round that globe, keeping pace with the sun, so that equally in their turn both the upper half and the under half of the earth are in light and darkness, … (pp. 443-444)
Later on in a passage that clearly reveals his Origenism (as to apokatastasis) St. Gregory speaks again of’ the ages:

We certainly believe, both because of the prevailing opinion, and still more of Scripture teaching, that there exists another world of beings besides, divested of such bodies as ours are, who are opposed to that which is good and are capable of hurting the lives of men, having by an act of Will lapsed from the nobler view, and by this revolt from goodness personified in themselves the contrary principle; and this world is what, some say, the Apostle adds to the number of the  “things under the earth,” signifying in that passage that when evil shall have been some day annihilated in the long revolutions of the ages, nothing shall be left outside the world of goodness, but that even from those evil spirits shall rise in harmony the confession of Christ’s Lordship. If this is so, then no one can compel us to see any /one / spot of the underworld in the expression “things under the earth”; (Philip. 2, 10) the atmosphere spreads equally over every part of the earth, and there is not a single corner of it left unrobed by this circumambient air. (p. 444) (Emphasis added}

I can find no commentary on such passages as this in any Patrologist, and, in fact, the modern anthologies of the Fathers seem conspiratorial in their failure to include texts on the creation and cosmology. However, I will take as the key to St Gregory’s meaning in such passages as the above, the 50th stanza in the “Cantique de Celine” of St. Therese of Lisieux. As the editor says1 this is Therese's “canticle of creatures” even more than Celine’s.  In it the Saint makes an inventory of the riches of creation. They remind Celine of these beauties before she entered Carmel and then again after entering Carmel wherein she found all things in her Beloved.  Stanza 50 reads:

Toi dont la main soutient 1es rnondes,

Qui plantes les forets profondes,

Toi qui d’un seul coup d’oiel les rends fecondes,

Tu me suis d’un regard  d'amour

Toujours.

(Thou Whose Hand upholds the worlds,

Who plants the forests deep,

Thou Whose glance makes them respond,


                       Thou followest me with loving eyes.



 Always.)



There is a Letter of St, Jerome (Letter LXIX, To Oceanus) that contains a very scientific description of Genesis 1:1-2, but after the introduction of the Holy Spirit hovering over the waters, St. Jerome gives us both the literal-historical and the spiritual meaning:

Let me now fulfill the promise I made a little while ago and with all the skill of a rhetorician sing the praises of water and of baptism. In the beginning the earth was without form and void, there was no dazzling sun or pale moon, there were no glittering stars. There was nothing but matter inorganic and invisible, and even this was lost in abysmal depths and shrouded in a distorting gloom. The Spirit of God above moved, as a charioteer, over the face of the waters, and produced from them the infant world, a type of the Christian child that is drawn from the laver of baptism. A firmament is constructed between heaven and earth, and to this is allotted the name heaven -- in the Hebrew Shamayim or "what comes out of the waters" -- and the waters which are above the heavens are parted from the others to the praise of God. Wherefore also in the vision of the prophet Ezekiel there is seen above the cherubim a crystal stretched forth, that is, the compressed and denser waters. (Ezek. 1. 22) The first living beings come out of the waters; and believers soar out of the laver with wings to heaven. Man is formed out of clay, and God holds the mystic waters in the hollow of his hand. In Eden a garden is planted, and a fountain in the midst of it parts into four heads. This is the same fountain which Ezekiel later on describes as issuing out of the temple and flowing towards the rising of the sun, until it heals the bitter waters and quickens those that are dead. (Ezek. 47. 1, 8) When the world falls into sin nothing but a flood of waters can cleanse it again. But as soon as the foul bird of wickedness is driven away, the dove of the Holy Spirit comes to Noah as it came afterwards to Christ in the Jordan, and carrying in its beak a branch betokening restoration and light, brings tidings of peace to the whole world. … etc.

I am sure that if St. Jerome had believed anything resembling the restitution theory, he would have included it in this wonderful resumé of the works of God.

But St. Augustine (354-430) is another case altogether, rivaling Origen in the complex vastness of his work. And when it comes to Creation, this great Father often asks many more questions than he ever answers. Perhaps the Gap theorists find support in Book XI, chapters 4 through 9 of the City of God. In Book Xl, chapter 4, St. Augustine establishes that the world was created in time, or, as he later says, simultaneously with time, that it had a beginning, and this without any alteration in God or in His eternal design. Chapter 5 is entitled “That We Ought Not To Seek To Comprehend the Infinite Ages of Time Before the World, Nor  the Infinite Realms of Space.”  This title alone might lead one to believe that St. Augustine accepts or at least admits the possibility of  “infinite ages of time before the world” and of  “infinite realms of space.” That is why it is necessary to quote what he says, for St. Augustine, like all the early Fathers, was so well versed in the philosophies of the pagans and the heretics that it could often be difficult to ascertain his own thought with certainty. This chapter provides us with a good example of just this difficulty. I will quote only the latter part of this chapter 5:

While these, then, neither confine in any place, nor limit, nor distribute the divine substance, but, as is worthy of God, own it to be wholly though spiritually present everywhere, will they perchance say that this substance is absent from such immense spaces outside the world, and is occupied in one only, (and that a very little one compared with the infinity beyond), the one, namely, in which is the world? I think they will not proceed to this absurdity.

At this point one is justified, certainly, in believing that St. Augustine considered the view that our little world is the only body that can circumscribe all of space or that God's presence is limited to our world -- is an absurdity.  He continues:

Since they maintain that there is but one world, of vast material bulk, indeed, yet finite, and in its own determinate position, and this was made by the working of God, let them give the same account of God's resting in the infinite times before the world as they give of the infinite spaces outside of it.

Here it is clear that the Saint does not resolve the problem of infinite times and infinite space in these terms. He leaves it up in the air, as it were.  He will solve it in his own terms.

And as it does not follow that God set the world in the very spot it occupies and no other by accident rather than by divine reason, although no human reason can comprehend why it was so set, and though there was no merit in the spot chosen to give it the precedence of infinite others, so neither does it follow that we should suppose that God was guided by chance when He created the world in that and no earlier time, although previous times had been running by during an infinite past, and though there was no difference by which one time could be chosen by preference to another.

I take the grammatical construction here, beginning with “although previous times had been running by during an infinite past” to be that of  “as if previous times had been running by during an infinite past” and this construction is surely favored by the Saint’s conclusion:

But if they say that the thoughts of men are idle when they conceive of infinite place, since there is no place beside the world, we reply that, by the same showing, it is vain to conceive of the past times of God’s rest, since there is no time before the world.

And this thought, of defining times, is continued into the next chapter 6: “That the world and Time Had Both One Beginning, And the One Did Not Anticipate the Other.”  But the Gap theorists would seem to find their support more in the creation of the Angels than in the times and works of the Six Days. Therefore, I will skip over chapters 6, 7 and 8 and go to chapter 9: "What the Scriptures Teach Us To Believe Concerning the Creation of the Angels."

… where Scripture speaks of the world’s creation, it is not plainly said whether or when the angels were created; but if mention of them is made, it is implicitly under the name of “heaven,” when it is said, “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth,” or perhaps rather under the name of “light,” of which presently. But that they were wholly omitted, I am unable to believe, because it is written that God on the seventh day rested from all His works which He made; and this very book itself begins, “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth,” so that before heaven and earth God seems to have made nothing. Since, therefore, He began with the heavens and the earth -- and the earth itself, as Scripture adds, was at first invisible and formless, light not being as yet made, and darkness covering the face of the deep (that is to say, covering an undefined chaos of earth and sea, for where light is not, darkness must needs be) -- and then when all. things, which are recorded to have been completed in six days, were created and arranged, how should the angels be omitted, as if they were not among the works of God, from which on the seventh day He rested?

He then quotes the places in the Old Testament, particularly the Psalms, wherein the Angels are mentioned, and concludes:

Who, then, will be bold enough to suggest that the angels were made after the six days of creation? If any one is so foolish, his folly is disposed of by a scripture of like authority, where God says, “When the stars were made, the angels praised me with a loud voice.” (Job 38, 7) The angels therefore existed before the stars, and the stars were made on the fourth day. Shall we then say that they were made on the third day? Far from it; for we know what was made that day. The earth was separated from the water, and each element took its own distinct form, and the earth produced all that grows on it. On the second day, then? Not even on this; for on it the firmament was made between the waters above and beneath, and was called “Heaven,” in which firmament the stars were made on the fourth day.

It is very interesting that for his proof that the angels were indeed created before the work of the six days, St. Augustine is obliged to treat these Six Days as real days.  And so he concludes:

There is no question, then, that if the angels are included in the works of God during these six days, they are that light which was called “Day,” and whose unity Scripture signalizes by calling that day not the “first day” but “one day.” For the second day, the third, and the rest are not other days; but the same “one” day is repeated to complete the number six or seven, that there should be knowledge both of God’s works and of His rest. … etc.

And so, even though he must treat the five days after the “one day” as real days, he comes back again to his settled view that the “one day” was merely repeated, somehow, without any set pattern of night and day as in real days. It seems he never saw the contradiction involved in this view.  For when did the pattern of time begin -- as he insists it did begin? He never answers this question.

As to the Gap theorists, their “restitution” of a ruined earth must occur during time, according to St. Augustine, since, as he says, “time does not exist without some movement and transition” as opposed to eternity in which there is no change. And if it occurred during “day one” of the creation, it is not recorded or alluded to by St. Augustine.

Theodoret of Cyrus (393-466) was mentioned by one of Dr. Custance’s secondary sources, along with St. Justin, Origen and St. Augustine as holders of the theory that long intervals of time intervened between verses 1 and 2 of Genesis One. So far I have found nothing conclusive in any of the early Christian writers, and with Theodoret of Cyrus I draw an even more pronounced blank. He was a sympathizer of Nestorius and was one of the writers of the notorious “Three Chapters” against St. Cyril. He wrote extensively and among his works there are commentaries on the Pentateuch and the books immediately following. He is said to belong to the Syrian School of historico-exegetical interpretation. My edition gives an excerpt in which the format is Question and Answer. Two specimens are: “What spirit moved upon the waters?” Answer: the wind. And “Why did God say that it was good?” Answer, amazingly inane: “To persuade the thankless not to find fault with what the divine judgment pronounces ‘good’.” I can only conclude that Theodoret gave the Gap theorists some support in his reliance, in some cases, upon Origen, whom, it is said, he quoted. 

With Johannes Philoponus, a whole new arena of commentary opens up.  He was neither a Father, nor a Doctor, and his works are not included in any of the Anthologies of the Fathers, nor is he even listed in their indexes. But he was influential in his time and is now enjoying a resurgence of interest. He lived in the 6th century (ca 490-570) and according to Etienne Gilson (History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, 1955) he resisted the doctrines of eternal world, eternal matter, and the Platonic transmigration of souls. In his commentary On the Creation of the World he forcefully stated that the Biblical account of the origins of things was neither a scientific nor a philosophical explanation but an invitation to seek after God and live according to his laws. Who could dispute this, but is it any justification for reducing the historical narrative of Genesis to poetry and myth?
All I have to rely upon about this philosopher is the brief chapter in Gilson’s History, cited above, and a collection of essays, edited by Richard Sorabji, entitled Philoponus and the Rejection of Aristotelian Science.  (London, Duckworth, 1987)  It is this work that I will depend upon for all that follows concerning Philoponus.

While he upheld the beginning of things in Creation against the pagans who believed with Plato and Aristotle in an eternal series of worlds or ages, Philoponus failed to teach the orthodox position of the Blessed Trinity but taught, instead, a tri-theism. Consequently, his Christology was also heretical and he held to the monophysite view of only one nature in Christ. Ultimately, his epistemology was idealist because he believed that the conception of the Trinity exists only in our minds. Apparently, he took the incomprehensibility of God’s nature by our human reason to the extreme of our knowing nothing objective about Him at all. There is admittedly this tendency in the Greek Fathers, especially St. Gregory of Nyssa.

But modern scholars are interested in Philoponus because of his attack on Aristotle’s physics. They use the welter of opinions on the concepts of space, the void, and the theories of motion and impetus to bring to the fore the modern views on those concepts. Similarly, the arguments of Philoponus against an eternal world are used as a means to present modern theories of the infinite.

Philoponus tried to prove from reason alone that the world must have had a beginning because an actual infinity of time is impossible.  St. Bonaventure followed the same line of thinking, while St. Thomas held that the beginning of time could not be proved from reason alone but must be accepted on Faith, from the teaching of Scripture.

St. Bonaventure's argument consisted in asserting that counting back from the present, it is impossible to find an “infinitieth year”.  This is Sorabji’s term.  In the course of presenting eight modern objections to the impossibility of an actual infinity of past years, Richard Sorabji says:

One source of resistance may be the idea that, if an infinity of days had to pass before the arrival of today, then today would never arrive. This would certainly be so, if there was a first day, and then an infinity of days to cram in before today. But of course no first day is envisaged by those who postulate a beginningless universe, so there is ample room for a preceding infinity. (p. 173)

And here, I think and suspect, is the connection with the gap theory:

A variant on Bonaventure’s argument has also reappeared. It is conceded that the pagans are not committed to a first year which would have been the infinitieth year ago. But it is alleged that they are committed to there being many past years separated from the present by an infinite gap. I do not believe that they are so committed, for once again the infinity of the whole number series does not involve there being any whole numbers separated by an infinite gap from 1. … (p. 175)

I suspect our modern Gap theorists have seized upon such arguments for an eternal world of a vaguer sort than Aristotle’s into which they can fit their theory of an indefinite period of time between the first two verses of Genesis. As for Philoponus himself, it is impossible to see how he could be held up as a supporter of such a theory in any of its forms,  since his entire purpose was to prove from reason that the world had a beginning. But he also held certain theories about the end. Simplicius, the pagan neoplatonist who most vigorously opposed Philoponus, is quoted as saying:

… [Philoponus] claims that he will show that the world does not change into absolute nothingness but into something different, greater and more divine. … He declares that this world changes into another world which is more divine -- a [proposition] he elaborates in the following books ... not realizing that this is not a destruction of the world but a perfection. (p. 198)

The author comments: “The idea that the whole world is transformed into a more divine entity has nothing to do with Aristotelian philosophy but is -- in a Christian context -- reminiscent of the New Testament topic … as in Mark 13:31, “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but My words shall not pass away.” Again the author says: “Philoponus is reported to endorse the belief in a new creation of the world after the destruction of the old aeon.” And again, “Philoponus appended his repudiation of Aristotle’s arguments for the eternity of the world with a positively Christian discourse showing that the world, though certainly coming to an end, is not simply annihilated but rather transformed into an eschatological universe with a new heavens and a new earth.” (p. 199)

The suspicion grows into a near-certitude that modern Gap theorists have conflated ancient and early Christian opinions of infinity, time, the beginning and the end of all things into a vague scenario that will accommodate a period of time between Genesis One, verses one and two, for ultimate purposes best known only to themselves.



After Origen (3rd century), according to Dr. Custance, attempts were made to fill in the details of the events implied in Origen’s description of the katabolé or casting down (dejicere).

Somewhere around 650 A.D., the English poet Caedmon (who died about 680) wrote about Genesis and the creation, and presented the view that man had really been introduced in order to replace the angels which had conducted their dominion over the earth so ruinously. (Custance p. 18)

St. Thomas, discussing predestination (ST, I, Q 23, a 7) says: "Concerning the number of all the predestined, some say that so many men will be saved as angels fell; some, so many as there were angels left; others, as many as the number of angels who fell added to that of all the angels created by God. It is, however, better to say that, to God alone is known the number for whom is reserved eternal happiness. (From a prayer in the Missal) 

If taken in this sense, Caedmon's thought is orthodox. But it cannot be orthodox if he intends to say that Angels inhabited the earth before man's creation. Caedmon was told by the Abbess Hilda to sing in song what he had seen in dream-vision. Margaret Williams in her classic anthology, Word-Hoard (Sheed & Ward, 1940) gives the following as the earliest verses of Caedmon on Genesis:

Now must we praise      heaven’s Keeper, 

the might of the Ruler       and His Heart’s thought, 

the work of glory-Father.     Of every wonder 

He made the beginning,     everlasting Lord.

He first shaped      for the children of men 

The skies for a roof,      holy Maker. 

Then afterwards       mankind’s Keeper 

  made the earth,      the soil for man,

Almighty Ruler      and endless lord.

In Williams’ translation there is no hint of angels inhabiting the earth, but quite the contrary: they were created to rule in heaven, “ten strong bands” of them, when one of them, one most dear to our Lord, waxed proud and waged war against his Creator and King, and was cast down to “swart hell” -- which fall took three days and three nights -- with all his companions.

But Custance gives the prose translation of Yale scholar Lawrence Mason, and it goes as follows, with the omissions filled in by Custance:

These angelic hosts were wont to feel joy and rapture, transcendent bliss in the presence of their creator; then their beautitude [sic] was measureless. Glorious ministers magnified their lord, spoke his praise with zeal, lauded the Master of their being, and were excellently happy in the majesty of God. They had no knowledge of working evil or wickedness, but dwelt in innocence forever with their Lord: from the beginning they wrought in heaven nothing but righteousness and truth, until a Prince of Angels through pride strayed into sin: then they would consult their own advantage no longer, but turned away from God’s loving kindness.

They had vast arrogance in that by the might of their multitudes they sought to wrest from the Lord the celestial mansions. Then there fell upon them, grievously, the envy, presumption, and pride of the Angel who first began to carry out the evil plot, to weave it and promote it, when he boasted by word -- as he thirsted for conflict -- that he wished to own the home and high throne of the heavenly kingdom of the north.

Custance fills in: 

So the Lord cast them "that had committed a dire sin" [line 46] into a specially created "joyless house of punishment", banishing them from heaven [line 68]. Then, as formerly, true peace existed [once more] in heaven, fair amity: for the lord was dear to all, the Sovereign to his servants [line 79 and 80]. But the ‘heavenly seats’ of these rebellious creatures were now vacant, So [line 92 f]:

Our Lord bethought him, in meditative mood how he might again people, with a better race, his high creation, the noble seats and glory crowned abodes which the haughty rebels had left vacant high in heaven. Therefore Holy God willed by his plenteous power that under the circle of the firmament of the earth should be established with sky above and wide water, a world-creation (i.e., as opposed to a heavenly one) in a place of the foes whom in their apostasy he hurled from bliss”.

The thought here is NOT that the angels formerly inhabited earth, for it is plain that they inhabited the “high heaven”; therefore, what the Lord bethought him, "in meditative mood" was to create beings whose ultimate destiny would be heaven and would thereby fill the places left vacant by the fallen angels. But they would do this only after a life of trial on earth. This is the traditional, orthodox view. And it seems to me it is what Caedmon is teaching. But Custance continues with Mason’s translation:

The poet then describes how “this broad earth stood … idle and useless, alien even to God himself (line 105) until God looked upon it in its joylessness and darkness, and then “created heaven and earth” (line 114). 

There is surely an inconsistency in the poet’s postulating “this broad earth” standing idle and useless and then going on to describe God creating “heaven and earth”. There is some kind of imposition upon the verses of Genesis, and Custance himself admits as much:

It is thus not too easy to see how he views these events in their precise temporal relationship, for he first describes how this “broad earth” existed in its uselessness and then some ten lines later he describes God’s remedial action in creating not merely heaven but earth also. Perhaps he really means creating order on the earth rather than actually creating the globe itself.

At any rate, there existed an order of created being prior to all this who, though living in heaven, had failed to fulfill their appointed role in the economy of God. And then there existed an earth in shrouded darkness and in a chaotic state which God later turned into a habitation for an order of created beings destined to replace the fallen angels. Admittedly not a very clear account, but at least one which makes it apparent that a created order existed long before Day One of the Creation Week.

St. Thomas is very clear (ST, I, Q 61, a 3) that the angels were created at the same time as the corporeal world, but he refuses to condemn the view that they were created before the corporeal world, since this view was held by all the Greek Fathers. He singles out St. Gregory of Nazianzen whose authority is of such weight that no one has ever raised objection to his teaching, as is also the case with St. Athanasius.

But I have underlined words to which I must take exception: that the earth was in a “chaotic” state and that the angelic world was created, lived and fell “long before” Day One of the Creation Week. Both St. Augustine and St. Thomas insist that whenever matter or corporeality existed, then time existed, for time is the measure of motion and matter is always in motion.

Because of this principle, which seems irrefutable, one must postulate something else besides time for the creation and fall of the angels, with the creation of Hell and whatever might have happened to the earth as a result of that creation of Hell which is beneath the earth. I have suggested the notion of aeviternity. This notion precludes the necessity for an "indefinite period of time" because it precludes time as such. Angels are not subject to the same kind of duration that we are because they are spiritual creatures and are not bound by temporality as we are. Therefore, it is fitting that they be subject rather to some kind of duration much closer in nature to eternity.

Custance goes on to say that “The purpose of the ordering of this alienated world was to provide a home for this new race.” I do not think it proper to term the earth or the world “alienated” because it was never inhabited before man’s creation and it was created specifically for the habitation of mankind and in view of the Incarnation. Custance goes on: “But whether the earth’s “state of alienation” from God (as Caedmon evidently views Gen. 1,  1 and 2) was in any way the direct consequence of the fall of the angels, he does not make clear.  Perhaps he thought it was obvious.”

St. Thomas discusses the “Difference of Aeviternity and Time” in ST, I, Q 10, a 5, and the Dictionary of Scholastic Philosophy (B. Wuellner, Bruce, 1956 ) has this concise definition of aeviternity: a duration with periodic or irregular intervals of change; a mean between the changeless duration of eternity and the constant change of time. The period between change and change in such beings is an aevum, i.e., a long period or stage of its existence. St. Thomas applies this kind of duration to the angels and to the heavenly bodies. Such beings that enjoy aeviternity have a beginning of their existence but no end and their changeableness is not measured by a before and after but by a kind of instantaneity. Now keeping this kind of duration in mind, it is consonant with Faith and reasonable to suppose that what Caedmon describes as the Fall of the angels took place in aeviternity, a kind of duration preceding the evening of Day One of Creation Week. Margaret Williams translates the Old English this way, preserving the broken line of the verses:

Then the All-Powerful       heard all that, 

how His angel began       in his great pride 

to rise against Him,      to speak haughty words 

foolishly against His Lord,      for he must pay the price.

Then was the good One wroth in His Heart.      He must send to the depths
of hard-hell torment       one who fought against Heaven's King. 

God cast him hence      and threw him to hell 

in the deep dales,      where he changed to a devil, 

the fiend with all his companions.      They fell from heaven 

through a long space,      three days and nights,

those angels to Hell,      and were all changed 

by the Lord to devils,      because in deed and word 

they would not serve.      For this in a worse place
deep under earth       Almighty God

set them, defeated,       in swart hell. 

There in the evening       time without end 

to each of the fiends       comes endless fire, 

then in the dawn       drives an eastern wind 

frost fiercely cold,      ever fire or frost. 

There great anguish       each one must have; 

they were tormented,      their world was turned. 

Then for the first time       was hell filled 

with God’s adversaries.      But angels held 

the height of heaven,      where they do God homage. 

They lay in the fire,      the other fiends 

who had struggled with God;      they suffered torment, 

hot whelming fire       in the heart of hell, 

broad flames and burning       and bitter smoke, 

vapour and darkness. …     They had sought a land 

where there was no light,       and full of flames, 

great peril of fire.      The fiends then felt 

that they had earned        unending torment 

through their high hearts,       through the hand of God, 

and through their own pride        the worst of all.
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Satan speaks, as “hot boiled his wrath around his heart”:

“This narrow place       is most unlike 

that other home       that we once knew 

in the high heavens …      the heaviest sorrow 

is that Adam       who was wrought of earth 

shall henceforth hold       my throne of strength, 

and be in joy       while we abide in pain 

in the harms of hell. …

Satan then called for a volunteer who would go to the new-created world of men and spread sin there. The poet then recounts the story of the temptation and fall: “Long he tempted her” and it took all day for Eve to persuade Adam to eat the fruit --  but finally, the devil returns to hell and seeks out Satan to recount the story of his victory.

Here, in Caedmon’s verses, we find the tradition of human beings taking the place of the fallen angels in heaven. There is certainly nothing against Faith in this pious belief. Quite the contrary. And in my opinion, if there is any kernel of truth in the Gap theory, a kernel that would have the earth bear some traces of a catastrophe between verses 1 and 2 of Genesis One, it could only be found in this Fall of the angels from heaven down to the earth and into Hell beneath. Just why Caedmon envisioned the angels falling “three days and nights” is, I suppose, anybody’s guess. I suggest it might have something to do with the fact that the sun was not created until the fourth Day, but I cannot imagine what, since Light was created on Day One and the heavens were set revolving around the earth at that time.

Nor does Caedmon give any hint that the earth suffered mishap or injury in the Fall of the angels. All we have to go on would be Mason’s translation of the earth in "a state of alienation" which is very non-descript and could refer simply to its being as yet unadorned by plants, sun, animals, etc. It’s being covered with “wide water” would also add to its state of “alienation”.

This is all that Dr. Custance gives us of Caedmon's poem.  He goes on to say that according to scholar Erich Sauer, King Edgar of England (943-975)  held the same view. This King revived monasticism in England and it was in the monasteries that learning was preserved, not just classical learning inherited from Rome, but also the traditions of the Faith from the early Christian writers and Fathers.
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The next authority quoted by Custance is Hugh of St. Victor (1097-1141). Of this great theologian Gilson says: he was a learned mystic "anxious to turn knowledge itself into mystical contemplation…" And "In theology proper, his De sacramentis anticipates the general plan of the future Summae of the thirteenth century. The whole history of the world is organized around its two critical moments, creation and the Incarnation." (History of Christian Philosophy in the Middle Ages, pp. 170-171). Dr. Custance quotes this passage from the De sacramentis (Book I, Part, I, ch. 6):

Perhaps enough has already been debated about these matters thus far, if we add only this, “how long did the world remain in this disorder before the regular re-ordering (dispositio) of it was taken in hand? For the fact that the first substance of all things arose at the very beginning of time -- or rather, with time itself -- is settled by the statement that, "In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth."  But how long it continued in this state of confusion (in hac informitate sine confusione) Scripture does not clearly show.

I translate this last sentence with “in this state of formlessness without confusion” and the phrase “sine confusione” seems important to me. However, Dr. Custance explains his view of the passage this way:

In this remark Hugo is certainly not saying, specifically, that he sees the disordered state of the world in Gen. 1. 2 as the result of a catastrophe of some kind. He could mean merely that it began this way, and, as here visualized, was only awaiting the ordering hand of God to make it into a Cosmos. What is, I think, quite clear is that he did not equate the work of the first day with the act of creation. A period of time of unknown duration intervened between Gen. 1. 1 and 1. 2. This is all he intends: but it is this admission which we wish to underscore. (p. 21)

And since Dr. Custance, as an advocate of the Gap theory and of Cardinal Wiseman’s interpretation, wishes to underscore this emphasis in the medieval theologian’s words, it behooves us to review exactly what happened, according to Holy Scripture, on Day One and subsequent Days:

1.  In the beginning God created heaven, and earth.

2.
And the earth was void and empty, and darkness was upon the face of the deep; and the spirit of God moved over the waters.

If time began with creation, then all things began with creation, and there can be no proper distinction between the "work of the first day" with the "act of creation" because the "act of creation" is precisely what constituted the work of the First Day, at least in part. But the work of the First Day also includes the creation of light:

3.
And God said: Let light be made. And Light was made.

4.
And God saw the light that it was good; and he divided the light from the darkness.

5.
And he called the light Day, and the darkness Night; and there was evening and morning one day.

These verses include all the works of the First Day. But we note that this Day has no morning, for the “evening and morning” of verse 5 specify only the evening of Day One and the morning of the Second Day. Therefore Day One has no physical morning so named, but proceeds directly from the creative Act of God, as in the first verse.

I suggest that the un-formed state of the earth, though existing without the confusion of a chaos, is what Hugh of St. Victor is referring to when he wonders how long the earth-world remained thus before the work of the Second Day which separated the waters below from waters above by the firmament of the atmosphere. The work began on the morning following Day One and ended with the evening of the Second Day.

I strongly suspect that it is only  extra-Scriptural influences that caused certain Christian writers of the early centuries to posit any kind of interval between the creation of “heaven and earth” in verse 1 and the subsequent works of the Six Days.

There may also have come in some confusion by the lack of determinate definitions for such concepts as matter and substance. Hugh of St. Victor’s Latin (which Custance gives) does not use the word substance but says, instead, “priam rerum omnum materia” -- the first matter of all things.

In the last analysis, I do not see any support here for the Gap theory. Rather, philosophical problems concerning matter-form and substance are involved in an exegesis that would seek to explain what God created first with “heaven and earth” in terms of physical reality. (For some attempts at this see this writer’s work, From the Beginning, Vol. I, on the Six Days in St. Thomas.)

Next, Dr. Custance quotes a passage from St. Thomas (1226-1274), rather obscure, taken from the Saint's Commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lornbard (Distinct. xiii, Article 3, Ad Tertium):

Sed melior videtur dicendum quod creatio fuerit aute omnem diem…

i.e., “but it seems better to maintain (the view) that the creation was prior to any of the days (literally, before any day).”

Custance considers this to be the same view as that of Hugh of St. Victor. And he goes on to say: “St. Thomas evidently considered that the first day was not to be equated with the time of creation itself. This first day came later: he does not suggest how much later.” (p. 21-22)

I believe that the reason he does not suggest “how much later” is because he did not think there was any kind of time interval between the creation of “heaven and earth” and the work of the Second Day which succeeded the work of the First Day, including creation of all “matter” in “heaven and earth” plus the creation of light. But this is my interpretation.

What Custance says next is very much a modern view of things, and, perhaps most significantly, it allows room for the “pre-historical” epochs of modern geology and evolutionary time. I tend more and more to trace all this kind of thinking back to Origen and his strong neo-platonic strains. These were revived in the 16th century with the Renaissance of classical literature and, as noted before, a new interest in such concepts as infinity and motion. But here is what Dr. Custance says:

In somewhat indefinite statements like this, only one thing stands out clearly. The writers would not have agreed with Ussher that Creation occurred 4000 B.C. They might very probably have assented to his chronology as applied to the creation of Adam but they would have set the creation of the Universe (the heavens and the earth) further back in time by some unstated amount. Gen. 1. 2 does NOT represent the condition of things immediately after the initial creation … but some time later. None of these writers ventured to suggest just how long the interval had been. The idea of an earth so old that the period of man’s history pales into insignificance when viewed merely in chronological terms was probably not in their thoughts. One has the impression rather that they saw this interval merely as an interval… not as a period perhaps vastly greater than all the time that has elapsed since. My point here is merely to emphasize that we cannot make any more of these witnesses than to say that they did believe there was a break in the creative processes between Gen. 1, 1 and 1, 2. They may have seen it as of quite a short duration.

At any rate, it is clear that the creative process did not proceed smoothly and unbrokenly from Gen. 1 to Adam. With the passage of time, the discontinuity became crystallized more concretely and was discussed in greater detail. … (p. 22)  (Emphases added)

There are several points to be noticed about this statement of Dr. Custance and his position:

First of all, because of speculations such as these of Dr. Custance and especially those involving matter, motion and infinity in 16th century and beyond, with the separation of Science from Scripture and theology ever widening, of reason from Faith, we now have a time scale of 10 to 20 billion years for the age of the Universe, of about 4.5 billion for the solar system and the earth, and 3 to 4 million for mankind. These figures are quite fluid and are allowed to vary as the false assumptions upon which dating methods are based may also vary with the changing theories of how life might have evolved here and elsewhere.

Secondly, Dr. Custance’s assertion that the early writers cited would have set the creation of the Universe farther back in time than the creation of Adam, thus obliterating the time-pattern of the Six Days establishing the first week of the world -- this assertion and implication is irresponsible. Rather, all the authors cited, excepting St. Augustine and Origen, accepted the Six Days as narrated. The difficulty with Genesis One concerned the nature of the matter created on Day One and the precise meaning of “without form and void.”

Thirdly, Dr. Custance has no concept of Creation as an Act of God -- even a series of Acts of calling-into-existence. He thinks of it rather as a process involving some kind of generational change from one state to another. This kind of notion of Creation is disastrous for philosophy and theology.  On the other hand, even if God created all the matter of the Universe on Day One, and then brought the creatures into being from that matter, as in the case of Adam and Eve, it is not a case of generative power on the part of matter but rather of the emergence of a totally new being, as might have been the case of the plants from the earth and marine life from the waters. However, let us note that on the same fifth Day, the birds were created. It is only in the case of Adam and Eve that we can speak with certainty of a pre-existing matter for God's Act of creation: the dust (or slime) of the earth for Adam and the rib of Adam for Eve. Even here it is obvious that much more than mere dust and a mere rib was involved in the making of the first human pair, more of which only God could create by His unique power.

Fourthly, the discontinuity that became crystallized with time came about as a result of the influences of the rising physical sciences based upon the heterodox speculations of those who followed Nicholas of Cusa and Giordano Bruno, the former a learned mystic and the other a maverick heretic.

Lastly, Dr. Custance early in his considerations and for no good reason dismisses the theory that the Fall of the Angels might have had something to do with the perception on the part of many early writers of a possible interval between Genesis 1, 1 and 2. Furthermore, this theory has as much to recommend it as any other, and even much more from the theological point of view.

And so, before studying the authors of the 16th and later centuries brought forth by Dr. Custance, it is necessary to review some historical background.

St. Thomas, following Aristotle, is a realist. All knowledge begins in the senses and truth is grasped by the intellect from the evidence of the senses.1 But with the 16th century rejection of Aristotle and the corresponding decadence of Scholasticism, idealism/subjectivism became predominant. There was a new emphasis upon mathematical constructs, as we see especially at Oxford in England amongst the Franciscans and with Descartes and Galileo. The heliocentric model of Copernicus was mathematically simpler than the earlier Ptolemaic model which had been built upon sense evidence and observation but overly-elaborated by speculation.

Alexandre Koyré, philosopher and historian of science in the Introduction to his book From the Closed World to the Infinite Universe (Johns Hopkins, 1957) attempts to summarize the many factors involved in the 17th century Revolution. He says that modern science is both the root and the fruit of a radical spiritual revolution. Some see its most characteristic feature in the secularization of consciousness. That is, men no longer thought and acted within the context of supernatural Faith and the teachings of the Church. There was a general feeling of resistance towards all authority. We see it in Luther’s revolt and in Galileo's hatred of Aristotle and his urge to be free from all restraints in the practice of his science.

In the 17th century men turned away from transcendent goals to immanent aims, from the attainment of eternal salvation in Heaven to a preoccupation with this world, in travel, and in empirical discovery and experiment. The Age of Exploration was also an Age of greatly expanded Freedom to search out new lands and new sources of wealth.

Some see the Revolution as the substitution of a modern subjectivism, a radical individualism for the objectivism and collective consciousness of the common good in the medievals. The hierarchical relationship of theory to practice, of the contemplative life to the practical or active life became reversed or at best equalized. Koyré says: “Whereas medieval and ancient man aimed at the pure contemplation of nature and of being, the modern one wants domination and mastery.” Thus was born the technology that enslaves us today.

Koyré’s own view is that a deeper and more fundamental process of change lay beneath all these other factors, the process by which the very world in which men had lived and worked was lost; it was a closed world opening only onto the eternal realms of Heaven and Hell. With the loss of this world-view which was based on Divine Revelation and the accepted teaching of the Church and her theologians, a transformation inevitably came about. The world became something much larger than the Revelation of the Scriptures and the theologians described. Every man, after that, became the inventor of his own reality.

Koyré follows the gradual change from the “closed world” of the medievals to the “infinite universe” of Nicholas of Cusa, Giordano Bruno and the moderns. It begins with the reaction of Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa to the rationalism of late Scholasticism. This Cardinal of the Church was a very learned and articulate mystic who conflated the infinity of God with the immensity of the universe. He was a true mystic in his “learned ignorance” and one notices the emphasis on the immensity of space with little or no recognition of the role of time:

Since,... it is impossible to enclose the world between a corporeal centrum and a circumference, it is impossible for our reason to have a full understanding of’ the world, as it implies the comprehension of God who is the center and the circumference of it. … though the world is not infinite, yet it cannot be conceived as finite, since it has no limits between which it is confined. … (Koyré, p. 111)

It does not follow that just because our human reason cannot comprehend God, therefore it cannot comprehend the world.  He fails to make the radical distinction, so prominent in the Greek Fathers like St. Gregory of Nyssa, that God is utterly Other than His creation. But Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa -- never reprimanded by Church authorities, for he himself was one of them -- insisted,

... the fabric of the world (machina mundi) will quasi have its center everywhere and its circumference nowhere, because the circumference and the center are God, who is everywhere and nowhere. (Koyré, p. 17)

I suppose that only the quasi -- “sort of” -- saves him from the accusation of pantheism.

According to Koyré, the world of Copernicus was much more traditional and conservative than that of Nicholas of Cusa. It was still definitely finite. Even though the center had been removed, exchanged places with the sun, the limits of space were still bounded by the fixed stars whose motion he took it upon himself to arrest.  As  Koyré says, tongue in cheek, "…it was enough for one man to move the earth and to enlarge the world so as to make it immeasurable -- immensum; to ask him to make it infinite is obviously asking too much." (p. 34)

Thomas Digges (fl. 1576) simply extended the sphere of the fixed stars “infinitely up” (p. 36).

It was for Giordano Bruno (d. 1600) to break all boundaries, spiritual as well as physical. Quoting from Arthur 0. Lovejoy’s classic work, The Great Chain of Being, Koyré agrees that

Though the elements of the new cosmography had, then, found earlier expression in several quarters, it is Giordano Bruno who must be regarded as the principal representative of the doctrine of the decentralised, infinite and infinitely populous universe; for he not only preached it throughout western Europe with the fervour of an evangelist, but also first gave a thorough statement of the grounds on which it was to gain acceptance from the general public. (Koyré, p. 39)

These grounds were, briefly, that since God Himself is infinite, He could not possibly have contented Himself with creating a finite universe.1
Bruno, in the 16th century, looked back to Lucretius and forward to Einstein.

In this new, spatially unbounded universe, time seems to have been forgotten. But time limits all things, as the Holy Ghost warns us in Apocalypse 10:6 when His Angel declares that “Time shall be no longer!" If space is not limited by time, then it is infinite. But we know from Divine Revelation and from experience, that all things corporeal come to an end. The objects studied by physics, however small or however immense, are still physical, still corporeal, and will have an end. The law of death came into the world with Adam’s sin and there’s no getting around it!

It is easy to see how these views of a spatially unbounded universe, said to be infinite, could affect the exegesis of Genesis One. First of all it affected man’s perception of the kind of world he lived in, the kind of world, therefore, that God had created in the beginning. John Donne, in 1611, registered this general state of perplexity in exquisite poetry:

... new Philosophy calls all in doubt,

The Element of fire is quite put out;

The Sun is lost, and th’earth, and no man's wit

Can well direct him where to looke for it.

And freely men confesse that this world’s spent,

When in the Planets, and the Firmament

They seeke so many new; then see that this

Is crumbled out againe to his Atomies.

‘Tis all in peeces, all cohaerence gone;

All just supply, and all Relation.          (Koyré, p. 29)

The new physics, based on Cusa, Bruno, Galileo and others, asserted the homogeneity of the universe in contrast to the Aristotelian and medieval belief that the celestial bodies were of a higher and nobler constitution than the terrestrial. That is why Donne laments that “The Element of Fire is quite put out . . . “ The heavenly bodies have become as gross and heavy as the earth itself. That men no longer know where to look for the earth or the sun in the universe is the essence of the new cosmography. Men have lost all sense of direction. The certitudes of Faith that held the world together in an harmonious whole have been shattered. With “all coherence gone”, everything falls to pieces. Nothing relates to anything else. Only the sensitive intuitions of a poet like Donne could so accurately describe the spiritual and psychological effects of the new sciences.

But the earth remains, as T. S. Eliot said, “the still point of the turning world.” If the earth were not our physical fixed point of reference, how could we find our spiritual fixed point of reference which is God and all the truths of Faith that flow from His Divine Revelation? The movement of the soul is from down-here to up-there, to the heavenly Light, Love and Life that Sister Elizabeth of the Trinity aspired to all her life and at death. This is the basis for the proofs of God’s existence (Romans 1:20) and the basis in nature upon which Grace builds. Therefore, it is necessary to defy the godless modern scientists who would throw us into space with no fixed point just as we must defy the modernists who throw all into doubt with their destructive exegesis and their reduction of everything that is high and holy down into an unredeemable, because unrepentant, naturalism.

In the last analysis, I think it is legitimate to ask: Does God want us to know more than He has revealed in Scripture and Tradition? God created the human soul with its faculties of intellect, memory and will dependent on the senses for gaining knowledge of the created world. We are able to see just so much of the spectrum, to hear just so much of the frequencies, be sensitive to just so much of the world we live in. More sight would blind our eyes and more sound would destroy our ear-drums. Is it not also true that going far beyond the limits of our senses -- as modern scientists do with their instruments and mathematical constructs -- may result in the destruction of something we need for our proper functioning? Might it not be tempting God?

An infinite universe is not the universe in which God created us to live and work. An infinite universe does not fit our created nature. We do not fit into it because we are definitely finite.

The universe may be virtually infinite, but we know by Faith and experience that it is limited by time. This world will pass away and there will be a new heaven and a new earth. (Matt. 24:35; 2 Peter 3:1,10; Apoc. 21:1-5) And this new world, too, will be fit for us. The great change from one state to another did not occur in Genesis when all things were brought into existence from nothing (ex nihilo); but it will occur in the End, with the new heavens and earth. This is what Scripture and all the Fathers teach.

There will always be the marvel of mystery in the Creation because it does reflect God’s immensity. Scientists are unable to exhaust the universe either at the level of the smallest particle or at the level of the largest galaxy. But we should be humble enough to rest content within the limits set by our creaturehood. (Ps. 130) Otherwise, we fall into the various errors of pantheism and subjectivism, and we go about fabricating “virtual realities” that the arrogance of technology engenders. And the technology that envelops us today may be producing unimaginable mutants for tomorrow -- beings unfit for eternal life with God.



Dr. Custance (p. 25) places the beginning of the war between the Biblical chronologists and the secular scientists with the publication, in 1785 and amplified in 1795, of James Hutton's Theory of the Earth. But it had to have begun long before that in the minds of men. A French Jesuit theologian, Dionysius Petavius (1583-1652 ) in his De Opificio Sex Dierum (Book I, ch. ii, Section 10) is quoted by Custance:

The Question of ‘How great an interval there was’, it is not possible except by inspiration to attain knowledge of. Nor, indeed, do I judge these basic components of earth and water, which I have taught originated first of all, to have been fabricated the same day on which had occurred the appearance of daylight, as it pleases certain persons (to believe), but by no means with sound enough reason.  (Custance, p. 22-23)

It is plain to me that the new physics have invaded the Jesuit’s mind, for there is not a hint in all of St. Thomas'  treatise on the Six Days or in any of the Fathers on whom he relies, not even St. Augustine, that there is an interval of time between Genesis 1, 1 and 2. 

Next Dr. Custance quotes philosopher and theologian Benedict Pererius (1535-1610). According to the note, he was one of the most prolific and learned writers of his day. His most comprehensive work, “Commentariorum et disuptationum in Genesism” in 4 volumes, is a mine of information. It was published 1591-1599 and Dr. Custance quotes this passage from Vol. I, ch. 1, vs. 4, note 80:

Even though before the first day, the heavens and the elements were made according to their substance (secundum substantiam) nevertheless they were not perfected and completely furnished until the period of the six days: for then was given to them furnishing, fulfillment, and completion. However, just how long that darkened state of the world lasted, that is, whether it lasted more than one day or less than one day, this is not clear to me, nor, I hold, is it clear to any other mortal man unless to one to whom it has been divinely revealed.

I certainly do not claim a private revelation, but based on St. Basil’s explanation of Day One or the One Day of Genesis One, verse 5, and from what the other Fathers already cited have to say, I conclude that there was no interval of time; there was at best a period St. Thomas refers to as aeviternity, or an aevum, outside of temporal succession and duration. This seems to be indicated mainly by the fact that the One Day of Genesis 1:5 had no morning but only an evening, after which regular, normal days followed in succession of morning and evening, until the seventh day, which had no evening. Both of these days, as St. Basil explains, have a certain relation to eternity -- the state of existence before and after the temporal duration of this world and its allotted span, from the beginning, in Genesis 1:1 to the cry that ‘Time shall be no more” of Apocalypse 10:6.

As noted before, I feel there must be a conspiracy to hide these tremendous works on Genesis from modern scholarship. Why is it that a person like myself must have recourse to a Protestant scholar whose goals are not the same as those of a Catholic; yet he is the only one able to consult these Catholic works? They  should have priority in any Catholic school of higher learning. And yet they seem totally inaccessible!

About the passage from Pererius, also, let it be emphasized that this comment is gleaned only from a note! What must the text reveal?

The next authority Custance brings forth is a late 18th century edition of the Book of Jasher, a lost or apocryphal book mentioned by Joshua as “the book of the just” (Joshua l0:13) and (2 Kings, 2 Samuel 1:18); also as “the book of the just” . This edition is attributed to Alcuin (732-804), Charlemagne's esteemed tutor, scholar and head of the Emperor’s schools. It is said that Alcuin found the Book of Jasher in Persia and brought it back to England, though there is no record in the lives of Charlemagne that either Charlemagne himself or Alcuin ever visited Persia, though potentates of that country surely visited and marveled at Charlemagne in his own country. The edition attributed to Alcuin is held categorically and with contempt to be a “miserable fabrication” by 19th century editors of the Book of Jasher.  However, the most that Custance will say of it is that “it may very well be a forgery...” At any rate, the real Book of Jasher begins not with the creation of heaven and earth, does not even mention the work of the Six Days, but opens with the words “And God said let us make man in our image…” Interestingly, too, verse 2 ends with these words, “and man became a living soul endowed with speech.”

But the passage that Custance quotes in support of his theory renders the counterpart of Gen. 1. 2 which in his version is verse 5, as “So that the face of nature was formed a second time.” Note 17 in Custance tells us that this Book of Jasher, attributed to Alcuin's editing and placed, thereby, under the authority and approval of this great medieval scholar, -- this book was published by the Rosicrucians. This is enough to throw a dark cloud of suspicion over the entire subject, especially in any texts issued after the death of Sir Francis Bacon (d. 1626) and his “Merchants of Light” (the first Rosicrucians).

Although it seems that reputable Orientalists began to translate the second verse of Genesis in ways that deviated from the traditional, influence is a very powerful force and cannot be discounted. Koyré says:

We must not forget, moreover, that “influence” is not a simple, but on the contrary, a very complex, bilateral relation. We are not influenced by everything we read or learn. In one sense, and perhaps the deepest, we ourselves determine the influences we are submitting to; our intellectual ancestors are by no means given to, but are freely chosen by us. At least to a large extent.

How could we explain otherwise that, in spite of their great popularity, neither Diogenes nor even Lucretius had, for more than a century, any influence on the fifteenth century’s cosmological thinking? The first man to take Lucretian cosmology seriously was Giordano Bruno. ... (p. 5-6)

And the first to take Pythagoras seriously, though he had been known to the medievals, was Copernicus. As studies of the medieval philosophers and theologians prove, the pagan influence was held at bay and generally refuted during the Middle Ages because these men were men of the Christian Faith and their primary authority was Divine Revelation, of which the pagan Greeks knew little or nothing.

And so, too,  it is highly probable that in these Renaissance and post-Renaissance and early modern times, men chose to be influenced by the physical sciences, they wanted to exalt the works of nature and man, and also, I suspect, they wanted to bring forth the occult and other Rabbinical sources that furthered their cause over the cause of Divine Revelation and the Church with her God-given authority. The last full exercise of that God-given authority with relation to the physical sciences occurred with the condemnation of Galileo in 1633.

Thus, Custance's next source is a late 18th century scholar, Professor Johann August Dathe of Leipzig who published a six-volume work on the Old Testament from 1763 to 1781. He translated Genesis 1. 2 as: “Afterwards the earth became (facta est) a waste and desolation.”  He then comments as follows:

Waw ( Hebrew) before "the earth" cannot be translated "AND", for it would then refer back to verse 1, where the narrative has "the earth and heaven were created by God". Whereas verse 2 proceeds to tell how that the earth, at some uncertain time, had undergone some remarkable change. Therefore waw stands for "afterwards" and is so to be interpreted, as it so often is -- for example in Num. 5.23 and Deut. 1.19. (Custance, p. 24)

In the latter two passages the use of and or of afterward makes no real change in the sense whereas in Genesis 3.2 the change is quite radical.

With the work of this scholar, Custance acknowledges that we arrive at the period of modern geology, in fact, 1790 to 1830 is claimed as the Golden Age of Geology by historians of the sciences.

I cannot accept or agree with the enthusiasm with which Dr. Custance greets this meeting of the ways -- the texts he brings forth in support of The Gap theory and the “new” discoveries of the geologists. He sees it as having “the effect of suddenly casting this ancient view into a new light and making manifest its great significance.” He sees it also as “one more instance where the Bible has again shown itself to be ahead of the times -- even where the original writers may not have been aware of the ultimate significance of their own words. Only inspiration could account for such a circumstance.” (p. 25)

But what if the interpretations of the geologists are false? What if those evidences of catastrophe that they interpret as upheavals in the earth many millions of years ago are really evidences of the year-long Flood of Noe’s time that swept the earth clean of its wickedness, raised up mountains and separated land masses? This was the traditional view of those earliest naturalists who still revered the Scriptures, men like the Catholic convert Bishop Nicholas Stensen and the Protestant John Ray. And it is the view today, with mountains of empirical evidence, of the Protestant Creationists.

As we shall see, to accept the view of Dr. Custance as formulated above, means accepting that the earth underwent some kind of catastrophe or multiple catastrophes before the work of the Six Days. The basis for such a view, from the sources studied here, is too ambiguous, too shaky and most of all, too deeply based in neo-Platonic (Gnostic) aeons for me to trust it.

Moreover, it was a most timely interpretation of Genesis for the geologists anxious not to offend religious sensibilities. And Cardinal Wiseman was one of those scholars profoundly influenced by the work of the geologists and enthralled by a trustful adulation for the rising sciences in general, as we have seen.

In l804, Thomas Chalmers, a Scottish clergyman of the Protestant Church, wrote:

There is a prejudice against the speculations of the geologist, which I am anxious to remove. It has been alleged that geology, by referring the origin of the globe to a higher antiquity than is assigned to it by the writings of Moses, undermines our faith in the inspiration of the Bible, and in all the animating prospects of the immortality which it unfolds. This is a false alarm. The writings of Moses do not fix the antiquity of the globe. (Custance, p. 25-26)

Dr. Custance continues:

Ten years later, in 1814, Dr. Chalmers produced his more elaborate Scheme of reconciliation between the Divine and the geologic records in an Examination of Cuvier’s Theory of the Earth.1 This paper presented the view that between the first act of creation which evoked out of the previous nothing the matter of the heaven and earth, and the first act of the first day’s work recorded in Genesis, periods of vast duration may have intervened. He held that though in the previous period the earth may have been “a fair residence of life”, it had become a desolation: and that although the sun, moon, and stars continued their existence, “in relation to our planet” their light had somehow become obscured. (p. 26)

There is a most obvious contradiction here, a radical confusion to which Dr. Custance pays no attention. The first act of the First Day’s work of God -- if we discount the creation of “ heaven and earth” -- was the creation of light. So how could the earth, before the creation of light, have been “a fair residence of life”? Also, it was covered with water until the work of the Second Day. And how did the sun, moon and stars “continue their existence” before the work of the Fourth Day which saw their creation? Also, the phrase "in relation to our planet" implies that other worlds, other suns, other earth-planets, were in existence. It is easy to see from Chalmers’ slip-shod exegesis, that the literal text of Genesis had to be shamelessly violated in order to accommodate the new theories.

Finally, we come to Dr. William Buckland, the famed Professor of Mineralogy at Oxford, noted for his field work, and upon whom Cardinal Wiseman relies with utmost confidence for his expertise in the as yet unrecognized science of Geology.  In 1836, Buckland contributed a paper to the Bridgewater Treatises and Custance summarizes his views:

The word "beginning" as applied by Moses expresses an undefined period of time, which was antecedent to the last great change that affected the surface of the earth, and to the creation of its present animal and vegetable inhabitants, during which period of time a long series of operations may have been going on which, as they are wholly unconnected with the history of the human race, are passed over in silence by the sacred historian whose real concern was barely to state that the matter of the Universe is not eternal and self-existent, but was originally created by the power of the Almighty. …

Besides basing his theory on the same false assumptions we noted in Chalmers -- that nothing went on during Day One, overlooking the creation of light and the fact that the earth was covered with water -- Buckland also makes the unwarranted assumption that the earth’s history can be arbitrarily separated from the history of mankind. The opposite is true, for as all the Fathers emphasize, the earth was prepared especially as the habitation for mankind.  Buckland continues:

The first verse of Genesis seems explicitly to assert the creation of the Universe, the heavens, including the sidereal systems and the earth, more especially our own planet, as the subsequent scene of the operations of the six days about to be described.

If by “sidereal systems” Buckland intends to include the stars, then he, too, has shamelessly violated the integrity of the Genesis text, for the sun, moon, and stars, generally considered “sidereal” were not created until the Fourth Day.  He continues:

Millions of millions of years may have occupied the indefinite interval, between the beginning in which God created the heavens and the earth and the evening or commencement of the first day of the Mosaic narrative.

Here he has taken upon himself to define the evening of the First Day as the "commencement of the first day”! It is too bad that Custance does not give us more of Buckland’s text inasmuch as he might have attempted to explain this anomaly.  He continues:

We have in verse 2 a distinct mention of the earth and waters as already existing and involved in darkness. Their condition is also described as a state of confusion and emptiness (tohu va bohu), words which are usually interpreted by the vague and indefinite Greek term chaos, and which may be geologically considered as designating the wreck and ruins of a former world. (Custance pp. 26-27)

The “geologically considered” is a totally unwarranted imposition of physical speculation upon the text of Genesis, as is the assumption that the Hebrew words tohu va bohu indicate the “wreck and ruins of a former world.” Having found no real basis for the Restitution or Gap theory in the Fathers of the Church whose names were cited as providing support of this bizarre interpretation, it becomes more and more evident to me that it is wholly the imposition of physical, geological speculation upon the text of Genesis in an effort to find support for the new sciences in Sacred Scripture.

The next quotation that Custance gives will show how quickly this version of Genesis became accepted under pressure from the rising physical sciences:

In 1847 J. Harris published a work in London entitled, The Pre-Adamite Earth. In this work he sets forth a number of reasons why he believed Genesis 1. 1 must be set apart from the work of the six days. He wrote:

Now, that the originating act, described in the first verse, was not meant to be included in the account of the six Adamic days, is evident from the following considerations: first, the creation of the second, third, fourth, fifth and sixth days begins with the formula "And God said". It is only natural, therefore, to conclude that the creation of the first day begins with the third verse where the said formula first occurs, "And God said, Let there be light". But if so, it follows that the act described in the first verse, and the state of the earth spoken of in the second verse, must both have belonged to a period anterior to the first day. (Custance, p. 27)

The assumption is that the "heaven and earth" described as created "In the beginning" and the state of the earth, covered with water and in darkness, as described in the second verse, constitute a state of existence in time anterior to the creation of light. This is a shift from the view of those who place the interval of time between verses one and two. Custance comments on this view of Harris:

1 think there is much force in this argument. Verse 2 may be the record of a situation which not merely arose only some time after the initial creation, but a situation which may also have persisted for some time after it arose. And thus in 1853 Professor J. H. Kurtz of the University of Dorpat wrote that

… between the first and second, and between the second and third verses of the biblical history of creation, revelation leaves two great white pages on which human science may write what it will in order to fill up the blanks of natural history which revelation omitted to supply itself as not being its office.  (Custance pp. 27-28)

That last phrase “as not being its office” is entirely gratuitous and shows the arrogance that the sciences had attained vis a vis Divine Revelation and its records, both written and unwritten.

J. H. Kurtz, writing in his History of the Old Covenant (1859), refers to the theory that the Fall of the Angels might be indicated.  Custance says, 

In the Introduction to this work he presents the view that "the state of the earth described in verse 2 was connected with the fall of the angels who kept not their first estate (Jude 6)." He continues:

This view is very old, though not exactly known to the Fathers, who generally asserted that mankind were created to fill the gap left by the fall of the angels. Many of them thought that the race was to increase until the number of the redeemed should equal the number of the fallen angels.

We have already quoted St. Thomas on this point. Custance continues, with quotations that present Kurtz’s own view of the matter:

The organisms of the primeval world are not the animals and plants of the Mosaic economy, neither are they those of historical times: while those of the biblical narrative are those which natural history at present makes us acquainted with. Thus the supposed contradiction is removed. The types buried in the rocks, … were not created for man and have not been his contemporaries on earth. Long before he appeared they had become extinct or were shut up in their rocky graves … Beyond doubt, the fossils of the rocks cannot represent those organisms whose creation the bible relates.  (Some emphases his).   (Custance pp. 28-29)  (Emphases added}

This emphatic statement is quite new in the radical clarity of its assertion. Men like Nicholas Steno (d. 1686) and John Woodward (1665) were still able to uphold with dignity the fact that the creatures of the fossils were creatures of the Pre-Flood world buried in the waters of the global Deluge. No naturalist before the 19th century had been so bold as to proclaim that the creatures of the fossils were not those of the original creation at least descended from them, although Cuvier and others had spoken of "successive creations" with deliberate ambiguity concerning the text of Genesis. And so, the Restitution or Gap theory brings in its wake new and wider departures from the Biblical record.

Franz Delitzsch presents an interesting case in this controversy. In his New Commentary on Genesis (1888) he considers the Hebrew words tohu and bohu and concludes:

The sound as well as the meaning of the pair of words is awe-inspiring; the earth according to its substratum was a desolate and dead mass, in a word a chaos. (p. 29)

But then he quotes another scholar, one Dillman, who gives the orthodox, traditional view:

... a created chaos is a nonentity. If once the notion of an Almighty God is so far developed that He is also conceived of as the author of matter, the application of chaos in the doctrine of creation must consequently cease. For such a God will not first create the matter and then the form, but both together. (p. 29)

Aside from the implications of an evolution in the concept of God indicated in the phrase “the notion of an Almighty God is so far developed” this position is that of orthodox Christianity. For it is absolutely true, that the God we know from Divine Revelation, especially as fully revealed in His Son, was not such an incompetent Creator as to bring forth a chaos of disorder as His first creative Act. And so, Delitzsch adds his own comment to Dillman: “Certainly the account does not expressly … say that God created chaos”. Quite the contrary, the Biblical account says that God created heaven and earth! However, during the ensuing decade (1888-1899) , Delitzsch made a complete about-face. He adopted “the concept of a rebellion in heaven and a judgment brought upon the earth as the consequence of a derangement connected with the fall of the angels and that the six days’ creation was the restoration of a new world from the ruin of the old.” (Custance p. 30)

Custance says,

Delitzsch now believed that the cause of the judgment was that the “Prince of the Angels would not continue in the truth and therefore the earth was consumed”  So he finally concluded that:

There is much for and nothing against the supposition that the tohu Wa bohu is the rudis indigestaque moles into which God brought this earth which He had first created good, after the fall of Satan to whom it had been assigned as a habitation. (p. 30)

We have already rejected the view that Satan was given earth as his habitation. Such a theory flies in the face of all Tradition, for Satan was created a totally spiritual being to inhabit the more spiritual realms of the Universe, whereas the corporeal earth was created and prepared for the corporeal creature man especially with the Incarnation in view; as Adam was given sovereignty over all the creatures of the earth (Genesis l:28-30), so is the Second Adam, the Incarnate Word and Redeemer, given the sovereignty over all the creatures of the Universe. (Cf. Psalms 2:8; 5:3; 9:16; 23 all; Mark 15:2; Luke 23:2-3; John l8:33-38; 19:10-11; Apocalypse 1:5-8 -- really too many references to list, for wherever the sovereignty of God is referred to, it must also include our Lord, the Second Person of the Blessed Trinity.)

In the quotations above, Custance gives no source for the words rudis indigestique moles (roughly, a crude and unformed mass of rubble). The Vulgate has inania et vacua -- shapeless and empty. The concept of “rubble” is obviously an imposed interpretation.

But there is an ominous shadow of the truth in this error that Satan was given the earth as his habitation:

In his System of Biblical Psychology he [Delitzsch] expressed the view that man (in Adam) was created to be guardian (ut custodiret) of a world which was now in constant danger of being taken over once again to its ruin by a power which was not material yet was self-conscious, as he put it, and must therefore be angelic. This angelic Being (and his followers) was once part of that still unfallen order of beings who

… were created before the creation of our corporeal world. The creation of the angels is thus included in the summary statement of Gen. 1. 1 … and the more particular narrative (1. 2) takes its point of departure at a time when the angels were already created.

The idea of the world being “in constant danger of being taken over” -- not “once again” but as the time-long ambition of Lucifer-Satan, is true, for it has been his desire from the beginning to supplant God’s creation and take it over for himself. This subject has been discussed at length in this writer’s From the Beginning, Volume I.  I hope this study of the Gap theory will serve to re-inforce the traditional interpretation of Lucifer’s envy, jealousy and terrible arrogance vis a vis Adam, mankind and our Lord Himself as the Second Adam. The best interpretation of Lucifer’s age-long activity is Genesis 3:15 wherein God says to the Serpent: 

I will put enmities between thee and the Woman and thy seed and Her Seed: She shall Crush thy head and thou shalt lie in wait for Her heel. 

Lucifer-Satan has been lying in wait for Her final triumph since the beginning but all the while, seeking to gain as much control as he can of this world and its inhabitants destined for eternal life. A world-wide web of technological artifice mimicking every natural function of life on earth as created and planned by God from the beginning does, indeed, threaten to give to Lucifer the kind of control he could only have dreamed of in days long gone by. For nature was designed to help us in our journey to God but technology turns our gaze instead to the works of man upon which we are invited to depend. It is no longer the Providence of God in which we put our trust for the journey to eternity but rather on the local and national electronic grid.

Custance continues with his exposition of the view of Delitzsch:

He then pointed out that this was no new idea. It was held by such Church Fathers as Gregory of Nyssa, Basilios, Gregory of Nazianzen, and others, and was taught by Josephus Philoponius in his seven volume work on the creation…  (Custance, pp. 30-31)

As we have noted earlier, it is true that all of these Fathers taught the Fall of the Angels. But as we have suggested, with particular reference to the Hexaemeron of St. Basil, it is possible that the events of the “One Day” of Genesis l:5 took place in aeviternity, that kind of duration which St. Thomas attributes to the angels and into which God introduced the evening of that “One Day” and the morning of the Second Day, thus establishing time’s basic pattern. Without this introduction of the basic pattern of time, one is hard put to say just when the succession of days and nights, of weeks, months and years could possibly have begun.

I conclude from the evidences brought forward by Dr. Custance that the Restitution or Gap theory has no firm basis in Scripture or in Christian Tradition. Custance has much more in his book but it is all of the same nature as that we have considered, except for the detailed linguistic analyses. But since Cardinal Wiseman does not go into that aspect of the theory, I will not delve into it here. In any case, one either accepts the traditional translations of the Greek and Hebrew or one discovers new ones that accommodate the theories of the geologists.

By the time that the Rt. Rev. Msgr. Joseph Pohle and his editor Arthur Preuss had composed their standard compendia of dogmatic theology in the early years of the 20th century, the Restitution or Gap theory was considered out-dated. Here is what Poh1e-Pruess say of it in 1912 (God: The Author of Nature and the Supernatural, pp. 112-113) :

The Restitution theory (held by Buckland, Wiseman, A. Wagner, Hengstenberg, Vosen, and others), assumes that the flora and fauna of the geological strata antedate the tohu-vabohu described in Genesis and was destroyed by a great catastrophe, following which God recreated the world, forming the present cosmos in the course of six natural days. According to this theory the Hexaemeron postdates the geological epochs.  A. Westermayer represents the chaos as the work of the fallen angels. Restitutionism was revamped by A. Stenzel, but it has now been quite generally abandoned in view of the fact that the undisturbed position of the fossils found in the lower strata of the earth makes it improbable that all living organisms were buried by a sudden catastrophe. To attribute such a catastrophe to the fallen angels almost verges on superstition. Stenzel, moreover, confused the tohu-vabohu with the Deluge.

Lest my interpretation of the Fathers, especially of St. Basil, be stigmatized as superstitious, let me emphasize that I do not necessarily connect the Fall of the Angels and the immediate creation of Hell beneath the earth with any damage done to the earth itself. Even if the earth suffered some kind of damage as a result of the creation of Hell in its bowels -- perhaps its tilt? -- the fossils and the geological strata were, in my opinion, most definitely due to the global year-long Deluge of Noe’s time. Some burials of flora and fauna might have occurred in the subsequent upheavals and ice age. That the fossils of the lower strata were found in what appeared to be an “undisturbed position” is entirely due to the mechanics of Flood deposition.1
As for Cardinal Wiseman and the Restitution theory, unlike others holding to this view, the Cardinal dismissed the literal Six Days of Genesis as figurative in meaning in the same way that he attributed the geocentricity of Joshua’s long day to some kind of allegory. We have discussed this previously, with his own words.



Having examined the teachings of the Fathers and Doctors that Cardinal Wisernan names, plus some others, let us return to his exposition of the subject. He says:

In making these remarks, [he has just quoted Origen who rejected the Six Days as having no sun half the time] I am not guided by a personal predeliction for any system. I have no claim to be called a geologist; I have studied the science more in its history than in its practical principles; rather to watch its bearings upon more sacred researches, than from any hope of personally applying it. I will just now give you another method, whereby some able geologists think they prove the beautiful accordance of this study with Scripture. I do not pretend  -- it would be presumption  in me to pretend -- to judge between the two, or pronounce upon the reasons which each may advance. But I am anxious to show that there is plenty of room, without trenching upon sacred ground, for all that modern geology thinks it has a right to demand. I am anxious -- and I trust the authorities I just now gave will secure that point -- to show that what had been claimed or postulated by it, has been accorded of old by ornaments and lights of early Christianity, who assuredly would not have sacrificed one tittle of scriptural truth.  (p. 280)

Is it not most painfully obvious that Cardinal Wiseman is placing his main trust in the geologists and trusting the authorities he has cited -- those “ornaments and lights of early Christianity” -- but of whom he has not quoted one word, except for Origen. 
And so he continues:

But what, you will ask me, renders it necessary, or expedient, thus to suppose some intermediate period between the act of creation and the subsequent ordering of things as they now exist? (pp. 280-281)

We note at this point that he makes no allowances for the catastrophic effects of the global Deluge between the Creation and things “as they now exist”. And it is most interesting that the Cardinal here bases his Restitution theory on the perceived "gradual and calm deposit" of the lowest fossil-strata, the very aspect of the strata that Pohle-Preuss claim discounts the theory!  Cardinal Wiseman continues:

According to my plan, it is my duty to explain this point, and I will endeavor to do so with all possible brevity and simplicity. Within, comparatively, a few years, a new and most important element has been introduced into geological observation -- the discovery and comparison of fossil remains. Every one of my hearers is doubtless aware that in many parts of the world enormous bones have been found which used to be considered those of the elephant -- the mammoth, as it was called from a Siberian word designating a fabulous, subterraneous animal.. Besides these and similar remains, and accumulations of shells, and impressions of fishes in stones, as at Monte Bolca, have been at all times discovered, in every country. All these used formerly to be referred to the deluge, and quoted as evidence that the waters had covered the entire globe, and extinguished terrestrial life, as well as deposited marine productions upon the dry land. But perhaps you will hardly believe me when I say that, for many years, the fiercest controversy was carried on in this country (Italy) upon the question, whether these shells were real shells, and had once contained fish, or were only natural productions, formed by, what was called, the “plastic power of nature,” imitating real forms. …

As a more accurate attention was paid to the order, and to the strata, in which the remains of animals were found, it was perceived that there was a certain ratio existing between the two. It was, moreover, observed, that many of these remains lie entombed in situations which the action of the deluge, however violent and extensive, could never have reached. For, we must suppose this action to have been exercised upon the surface of the earth, and to have left signs of a disturbing and destructive agency; whereas, these remains were found below the strata which form the outermost rind of the earth’s crust; and this reposed over them with all the symptoms of a gradual and quiet deposit. Again, if we consider these two observations in unison [the surface disturbance and the quiet deposit], supposing the whole to have been deposited by the deluge, we should expect to find them mixed in complete confusion: whereas we discover that the lower strata, for instance, exhibit peculiar classes of fossils: then, those which are superimposed, are again pretty uniform in their contents, though, in many cases, they differ from the inferior deposits, and so forward to the surface. Which symmetry of deposition through each range, while it is dissimilar to the preceding one, supposes a succession of actions exercised upon varied materials, and not one convulsive and violent catastrophe. But this conclusion seems put out of doubt by the still more unexpected discovery that, while in movable beds, or wherever the deluge can be supposed to have left its traces, we find the bones of animals belonging to existing genera; among the more deeply-seated fossils such are never discovered. On the contrary, their skeletons give us a representation of monsters, whether considered in their dimensions or their forms, such as have not even analagous species now existing, and should seem to have been incompatible with the co-existence of the human race. (pp. 282-284)

He goes on to extol the skill with which “the lamented Cuvier” (he died in 1832) reconstructed the entire skeletons of fossil remnants belonging to creatures of “the ancient world”. And what conclusions does Cardinal Wiseman draw from all this geological information and speculation? He tells us:

These examples, out of many, may be sufficient to show you that the species of animals found imbedded in limestone, or other rocks, have no corresponding types in the present world; and that if we consider them in contrast with the existing genera, which are found in more superficial beds, we must conclude that they were not destroyed by the same revolution as swept the latter from the face of the earth, to be renewed from the specimens preserved by God's command. (p. 288)

In other words, a whole world of living creatures, creatures, moreover, which would “seem to have been incompatible with the co-existence of the human race” (p. 284) -- so, a world of living creatures, flora and fauna, before the creation of man, was destroyed by some kind of catastrophe that was definitely not, in this view, the global Deluge of Noe’s time. So certain is Cardinal Wiseman of the truth of this scenario, that he asserts categorically:

For, as I will more fully demonstrate in my concluding lecture, the beautiful manner in which the scriptural narrative, subjected to the examination of the most different pursuits, defies their power therein to discover any error, forms, in the aggregate of various examples, a strong positive proof of its unassailable veracity. Thus here, had the Scripture allowed no interval between creation and organization, [are not flora and fauna found in the fossil strata organized?] but declared that they were simultaneous or closely consecutive acts, we should, perhaps, have stood perplexed in the reconciliation between its assertions and modern discoveries. But when, instead of this, it leaves an undecided interval between the two, nay more, informs us that there was a state of confusion and conflict, of waste and darkness, and a want of a proper basin for the sea, which thus would cover first one part of the earth and then another; we may truly say, that the geologist reads in these few lines the history of the earth, such as his monuments have recorded it -- a series of disruptions, elevations, and dislocations; sudden inroads of the unchained element, entombing successive generations of amphibious animals; calm, but unexpected subsidences of the waters, embalming in their various beds their myriads of aquatic inhabitants; alternations of sea and land, and fresh- water lakes; an atmosphere obscured by dense carbonic vapor, which by gradual absorption in the waters was cleared away, and produced the pervading mass of calcareous formations; till at length came the last revolution preparatory for our creation, when the earth, being now sufficiently broken for that beautiful diversity which God intended to bestow on it, or to produce those landmarks and barriers which his foreseeing counsels had designed, the work of ruin was suspended, save for one more great scourge -- and the earth remained in that state of sullen and gloomy prostration, from which it was recalled by the reproduction of light, and the subsequent work of the six days creation. (p. 289-290)

And so, not only did the flora and fauna buried in the strata found later as fossils -- not only did this world of flora and fauna live for how many eons of successive revolutions before the Six Days and live without the sun but even without the light of the First Days!  The Cardinal seems utterly unaware of such absurdities! And all because he has such an idolatrous trust in the geologists! Nor does he seem at all aware of the law of death which came into the world, any world, only because of the Original Sin of our first parents -- Adam and Eve. Now it is not at all consistent with anything in Scripture that God should have inflicted death, and violent death, upon a world of flora and fauna because of the sin of the Angels. There is absolutely no Scriptural or Traditional evidence for such a law of death before the sin of man, and only one man, at that (Cf. Genesis 2:17; 3:3, 19; Romans 5:14-17; I Cor. 15:56, etc.)

Next he proceeds to explain God’s action in all these revolutions though it is impossible to discern the action of God from the actions of nature in its many catastrophic revolutions as described by the geologists who come in for as much praise as the Creator:

But I think we may well say, that, even on this first point of our geological investigation [that is, the pre-Adamic revolutions and-or the post-Adamic revolutions the last of which was the Noachian Deluge], science has gone further than I have stated. For I think we are in a fair way to discover so beautiful a simplicity of action in the causes which have produced the present form of the earth, and at the same time such a manifest approach to the progressive method manifested in the known order of God’s works, as to confirm, if such a term may be used, all that he hath manifested in his own sacred word. (pp. 290-29l)

It would seem that he is here referring to the order in which God created all beings according to the narrative of Genesis One. So he continues:

For when I have spoken of successive revolutions, destructions, and reproductions, I have meant. not a mere series of unconnected changes, but the steady action of a single cause, producing most complete variations, according to established laws. And this, I may say, it is certainly the tendency of modern geology to establish.

What is happening here, whether the Cardinal is aware of it or not, is an approach to the Day-Age theory, and his entire position will turn out to be some kind of merger between the Gap-restitution and the Day.-Age theory, as we shall see. And so he continues with his exposition of the "central heat" which makes of him also, a vulcanist, though he holds for a universal Deluge (but the last of such). We must hear him out to the end:

I have before slightly touched on the subject of central heat, or the existence of a principle of that power, in the interior of the earth; whether it arise from the former state of the globe, or from some other source, it matters not. That its action can be even now sufficiently violent to effect revolutions on our earth -- great, if viewed in reference to particular tracts -- in miniature, if compared to its primeval efforts, must be known, from observation, to most of you who have visited the scenes of volcanic action. There, islands have been formed, and swallowed up again, hills have been raised, the cones of mountains broken down, the sea has altered its boundaries, and fruitful fields have been changed into black tracts of desolation. Suppose this power acting on a gigantic scale, not in one district, but over the entire world, now bursting out on one side, and now on the other; the effects must have been convulsive to a frightful degree, the disruptions must have been far more tremendous, and mountains may have been heaved up instead of hills, like Monte Rosso, which Aetna raised in 1669, or the sea may have invaded large territories, instead of small tracts of coast.  … (pp. 291-292)

He goes on to explain how a certain geologist, by comparing the various strata in a mountain’s sides, endeavors “to determine the period, in the series of primeval revolutions, when each was upraised. And each of these systems of mountains, as he calls them, produced or accompanied some great catastrophe, destructive to a certain extent of the existing order of things.” And so, he envisions a series of more or less global catastrophes, each of which destroyed the “existing order of things” and presumably, buried it in the strata. This is catastrophism with a vengeance! But, we must add and insist, a catastrophism with NO Biblical support, for Holy Writ describes for us only one global catastrophe, that of the Noachian Deluge, and no other  -- the only other one will come at. the end, and that one will be by fire and not by water. (2 Peter 3:7). He goes on to present the thesis of the vulcanists and to endorse it:

But De la Beche is clearly of opinion that these successive elevations indicative of the convulsions which disturbed the quiet action of sedimentary depositions, may be further simplified by reference to one cause, that is, the power of a great central heat, variously breaking the earth’s crust, whether by the progress of refrigeration, as he supposes, or as the author of the theory imagines, by volcanic action.

Now it seems to me that this theory, by its beautiful unity in cause and action, is in perfect accordance with all we know of the methods used by Divine Providence, which establishes a law and then leaves it to act; so that the budding forth of mountain chains should be the well-timed effect of causes, constant in rule, though irregular in action; … (p. 294)

This, in my opinion, is an attempt to equate the “methods” of Divine Providence with certain physical laws of nature, such as the eruption of volcanoes under certain conditions. Whereas it is absolutely true that nothing happens that God does not either directly will or permit, it is also absolutely true that He does NOT, having established a law of nature, “leave it to act”. This smacks too much of Deism which refuses to let. God act anymore in His Creation once He started it going. Besides this, the theories of both the vulcanists and the neptunists were far, indeed, from following the guidelines laid down in Genesis for the true history of the world. They worked entirely by induction, taking first and foremost what the instances of geology seemed to them to be indicating.  Out of a certain respect for the lingering faith in the veracity of Scripture, they tried to make the patterns they were seeing in the earth’s crust resemble as much as they could, the Biblical record, but they scrupled not one bit to put their geological speculations first, as the history of that science proves. And Cardinal Wiseman comes through more and more, with every page he wrote, as a perfect dupe of their theories. And so, he will even bring in the most inappropriate quotations to bolster their speculations:

But it seems, moreover, in the most striking harmony with the express declarations or explanations of the phenomena of creation recorded in God’s word. According to these we learn that to limit the ocean within its bed, “the mountains ascend, and the valleys descend, into the place which God has founded for them; he has placed (them) as a barrier which they (the waters) shall not pass nor return to cover the earth.” (Ps. 103:8-9) Again, the formation of mountains is spoken of as distinct from that of earth. “Before the mountains were brought forth, or the earth was born.” (Ps. 89:2)  Another remarkable passage seems graphically to describe the effects of this consuming principle: “Fire shall be kindled in my wrath, and it shall burn into the lowest abyss (grave, or hell); it shall heat the earth and its produce, and shall burn up the foundations of the mountains.” (Deut. 32:22)  In which description, as in most that extol either the glory or power, the munificence or severity, of the Supreme Being, the figures are most probably drawn from his actual works -- as Bishop Lowth has abundantly demonstrated. (pp. 294-295)

St. Robert Bellarmine, in his Commentary on the Psalms, relates the first two passages quoted by Cardinal Wiseman, to the Creation, whereas the quotation from Deuteronomy is annotated this way in the Haydock Bible: “He alludes to the destruction of Sodom which may be considered as a figure of that which will overtake the whole world at the last day and excruciate both the souls and the bodies of the reprobate with the flames of hell.” However, Cardinal Wiseman has preferred the interpretation of the Protestant Bishop Lowth and has cast all of Catholic tradition to the winds. And so he goes on:

But the discoveries of modern geologists have, as I have before suggested, also established a progressive series in the production of different races of animals, in evident accordance with the plan manifested to us in the six days’ creation. (p. 295)

At this point it will be well to interject an historical note. Gerard Keane quotes an evolutionist, Edmund Spieker, who speaks to this subject of the order  of the fossil record. He is writing in l956:

I wonder how many of us realize that the time scale was frozen in essentially its present form by l840? … How much world geology was known in l840? A bit of western Europe, none too well, and a lesser fringe of North America. All of Asia, Africa, South America, and most. of North America were virtually unknown. How dared the pioneers of this theory assume that their scale would fit the rocks in those vast areas, by far most of the world? Only in dogmatic assumption -- a mere extension of the kind of reasoning developed by Werner from the facts in his little district of Saxony. And in many parts of the world, notably India and South America, it does not fit. But even there it is applied! The followers of the founding fathers went forth across the Earth and in Procrustean fashion made it fit the sections they found even in places where the actual evidence literally proclaimed denial. So flexible and accommodating are the “facts” of geology. (Creation Rediscovered, TAN, 1999, pp. 19-20)

The Werner referred to here is Abraham Gottleib Werner (1749-1817) of the University of Freiburg, who is considered the founder of the “Neptunist” school of geology because he taught that all the rock strata were the result of a primeval ocean. James Hutton (1726-1797) on the contrary, taught that geological activity was due to the internal heat of the earth, an idea that Cardinal Wiseman picked up.

From all this we can see that Cardinal Wiseman was very deeply in the midst of all this speculation and tries to embrace or at least not seem to reject any bit of it. Had he continued his studies beyond 1840, he would have been confronted with the widespread acceptance of Lyell's uniformitarianism (“the present is the key to the past” wedded to Hutton’s conclusion, “no vestige of a beginning, no prospect of an end.”) The adoption of this principle spelled the end of catastrophism on the part of geologists, and it has not been revived to this day except for the Flood geology of the Creationists. However, Cardinal Wiseman was never called upon to make a decision in this respect and we can only wonder what his reaction would have been. Given his liberalism, though, his adulation of the physical sciences, and especially the fact that most Churchmen of the time continued to place the doctrines of the geologists and later, the biologists, above the plain teaching of Scripture and tradition, we probably do not do him an injustice to place him squarely within this mainstream. The catastrophism which he so eagerly espoused as a vindication of Scripture, soon gave way to local flood theories and finally all talk of past floods on any kind of large scale disappeared altogether. But we will follow him to the end of his journey. He sees, then, in the “order” of the fossil record, an indication of the Six Days of creation:

Indeed, this approximation between the two has appeared to some so striking as to lead them to abandon the method I have explained [that is, the method of the Restitution-Gap theory], for reconciling the inspired record and modern science, and induce them to maintain that the two are in far more perfect accordance than I have hitherto asserted. If you will not agree with them in their hypothesis, you will at least have an opportunity of seeing that “foreign geology” has no desire to destroy or controvert the Mosaic narrative. (pp. 295-296)

Obviously, the Cardinal’s view of “the Mosaic narrative” was so plastic as to allow accommodation with almost any theory that came from the physical sciences.  He continues:

Dr. Buckland truly observes, that learned men, upon grounds quite distinct from geology, have maintained the days of creation to signify long indefinite periods. With the plausibility of this supposition I have nothing to do;  philologically or critically I perceive no objection to it; but I do not deem it absolutely required. Still, admitting the hypothesis before given, that all which modern science demands is granted in the intermediate space between creation and the present arrangement of the earth, some longer period may be required than a day, if we suppose the laws of nature to have been left to their ordinary course; for then, some longer interval would have been requisite for the plants produced to be decked out as we must suppose them, with flower and fruit, and grown to their complete perfection, when man was placed among them. But it might please God to bring them forth at once, in all their grandeur and beauty, from the first instant of their production. (p. 296)

This last consideration is the plain teaching of Scripture and Tradition and he barely admits it, preferring, so it seems, that “hypothesis” which to his mind grants “all which modern science demands” though, he also admits, those troublesome “days of creation” must thereby be lengthened, even if this requires the utter confusion of God’s act of Creation with the created laws of generation. He wants to have his cake and eat it, too; and so he seems to find nothing really objectionable in any theory (reducing the Six Days of Genesis One to a mere “theory”), though he prefers the hypothesis of the Gap theory. And now he goes on to describe the “order” which the geologists claim corresponds so perfectly to the Mosaic narrative:

Cuvier first remarked that in the fossil animals of the primeval world there was a gradual development of organization, inasmuch as the lowest strata contained the most imperfect animals, molluscs, and shell-fish; after which come crocodiles, saurians and fish; last of all, quadrupeds, beginning with the extinct species whereof I have spoken. (p. 296)

We might note that Cuvier’s interpretation of the fossil record is precisely the same as that of the evolutionists, even today. And Cardinal Wiseman sees nothing objectionable here! And so on with Lyell:

Mr. Lyell, perhaps justly, denies the correctness of the consequence often drawn from this result, that “there is a progressive development of organic life, from the simplest to the most complicated forms;” inasmuch as the discovery of one fish, or the bones of a saurian among the shells, is sufficient to derange the scale. But this observation no ways clashes with the view which I am going to state; since every subsequent examination has, as far as I know, tended to confirm this succession of animals. (p. 297)

Here he gives numerous examples of organic remains found in Sussex, distinguishing alluvial from diluvial. Whitcornb and Morris, in The Genesis Flood (1961) explain this distinction:

In 1823, Buckland’s fame was secured by the publication of his Reliquiae Diluvianae (Relics of the Flood), in which he set forth the thesis that evidences of the Genesis Flood, which he named diluvium, are to be found in the great deposits of “drift” and in the bones of tropical animals such as elephants, hippopotami, and tigers, which he had found jumbled together in a Yorkshire cave at Kirkdale. Cuvier, in turn, adopted Buckland’s evidence for the Deluge and incorporated it into his last and greatest work, Discours sur les Revolutions de la Surface du Globe (l826). In discussing the Kirkdale discoveries, Cuvier wrote:

Most carefully described by Professor Buckland, under the name of diluvium1 and exceedingly different from those other beds of similarly rolled materials, which are now constantly deposited by torrents and rivers, and containing only bones of animals existing in the country, and to which Mr. Buckland gives the name alluvium, they now form, in the eyes of all geologists, the fullest proof to the senses, of that immense inundation (the Noachian flood) which came last in the catastrophes of our globe.

Whitcomb and Morris comment:

For much of the nineteenth century, the “diluvium theory” of Buckland, which was based upon the “successive catastrophes theory” of Cuvier, gripped the imaginations of theologians who were happy to have such positive evidence of the universality of the Flood, even if it meant relegating the vast majority of fossils to pre-Adamic catastrophes. After all, they reasoned, it was important to keep in step with the very latest geological theories, especially because the "diluvium" deposits of Buckland and Cuvier still gave them plenty of ammunition against deists who had never been willing to admit God’s power to destroy mankind by a universal Deluge. (The Genesis Flood, p. 93-94)

By positing all these global catastrophes before the creation of Adam, the geologists of this time also gave birth to that false, evolutionary concept of pre-history, implying that history only began with man and that vast periods of time defined the epochs of “pre-history”. Today, of course, mankind itself is so lost in the dim twilight of this pre-history, that any boundary line between pre- and history proper seems impossible to set. What never ceases to amaze me is that a prelate of Cardinal Wiseman’s learning and apparent piety could so accept the utter mutilation and eventual destruction of the Traditional interpretation of the Mosaic narrative, all on the word of men expert only in their own physical sciences, far indeed from any kind of authority even approximating that of the highest science of all, Theology.

But painful as it is, let us hear the Cardinal’s thoughts on the Six Days as indefinite periods:

Assuming these premises [of the diluvial and alluvial deposits], the authors, to whom I have alluded [Buckland and Cuvier], suppose the days of creation to signify longer, and of course indefinite, periods; during which a certain order of animate beings existed; and they observe that the disposition of organic remains in strata corresponds exactly to the order in which their respective classes are, in the Scripture record, said to have been produced. An anonymous writer, last year, published a comparative table of this conformity, following, on the one hand, Humboldt’s valuable work on the superposition of rocks, and the acknowledged succession of organic fossils on the other. In the lowest primitive, or as they are better called, unstratified rocks, as well as in the lowest order of the stratified, we have no traces whatsoever of vegetable or animal life; then we find plants mingled with fish, but more especially with shells and molluscs, as in the grauwacke group; thus indicating that the sea was the first to produce life, and bring forth its inhabitants; while the greater abundance of the inferior class, as shells, molluscs, etc., seems to indicate their prior existence to the more perfect tenants of the same element. Reptiles, or the monstrous creeping things before described, and connected with the occupiers of the air, through the flying lizard, are the next that appear, and are no less justly classed by the inspired historian as marine productions. Now at length the earth produces life, and accordingly we next find the remains of quadrupeds, of species, however, in a great measure no longer existing. They are found only in the latest strata, superior to those wherein the larger marine reptiles lie, such as the Paris fresh-water formation. Then at last come movable beds, in which … exist the remains of genera now inhabiting the earth. With the remains of each class are found sufficient marks of their having been swept from existence by some great catastrophe. (pp. 298-299)

Let us note well that what the Cardinal has described here is a theory of evolution, quite purely, for it is NOT successive depositions of flood waters or any other catastrophic mechanism he is describing but the actual production of life forms, from simple to more complex, over eons of time, each class of which perished as a result of successive catastrophes. Physiologically, biologically and historically it was absolutely impossible, but such an obvious fact quite escapes the Cardinal! 

Just as the evolutionist envisions parts or members of organisms evolving into wholes, so here, the geologist envisions parts or classes of beings existing for eons and then being wiped out to make way for the next class of beings! They saw the world not as one whole universe but rather as bits and pieces, as classes of beings, growing together by some incomprehensible force, into what? And when? Empedocles -- with the four elements attracted and repulsed by the forces of Love and Strife -- made more sense! And what does the Cardinal think of this theory? Here is what he says:

This hypothesis and attempt to place in harmony the Jewish annalist [Moses] with the modern philosopher may appear to many deficient in the precision requisite to establish so minute a parallelism. At any rate, it will serve to vindicate the cultivators of the science from the reproach of being unconcerned about the connection their results may have with more sacred authorities. And I will add, moreover, that many among those on the continent, so far from slighting the truth of that record, on the contrary, express a deep veneration for it, and their admiration of its wisdom, from seeing how their scientific pursuits do, in the manner I have rehearsed, appear to confirm it.  (pp. 299)

He continues to quote the statements of geologists who praise the record of Scripture, especially one Demerson, of whose book the Cardinal quotes yet another authority: 

"… Since a book, written at a time when the natural sciences were so little advanced, contains nevertheless, in a few lines, the summary of the most remarkable consequences, at which it could not be possible to arrive otherwise than by the immense progress made in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries; since these conclusions are connected with facts, which were neither known nor even suspected at that time, nor ever had been till our days, and which philosophers have ever considered contradictorily, and under erroneous points of view; since, in fine, that book so superior to its age in scientific knowledge, is equally superior to it in moral and in natural philosophy, we are obliged to admit that there is in that book something superior to man, something he sees not, which he comprehends not, but which presses upon him irresistibly." (pp. 299-300)

Despite the proclaimed superiority of Holy Writ which the author recognizes in the last sentence, there is nevertheless in this passage a sense that Holy scripture is something of a merely natural marvel -- that such a book written so long ago should approach the revelations of modern geology in its narrative of the Creation. The truth here is rather reversed, for the book written so long ago is the Word of God, Divine Revelation, but these proud men value it only insofar as it can be accommodated to their theories of the earth and its history. If they had seen it as superior in natural philosophy (the natural sciences) as they say, then they would have respected its literal meaning to a far greater degree and studied more closely such events as the global Flood described in Genesis. But for them the science of geology came first, its “facts” were absolutely primary, and they were condescendingly happy if the religious people of the time could rejoice in their parallelisms and concordances.

Cardinal Wiseman indulges in more rhetoric of this nature as he ends this Fifth Lecture:

And surely it must be gratifying thus to see a science formerly classed, and not perhaps unjustly, among the most pernicious to faith, once more become her handmaid; to see her now, after so many years of wandering from theory to theory, or rather from vision to vision, return once more to the home where she was born, and to the altar at which she made her first simple offerings -- no longer, as she first went forth, a willful, dreamy, empty-handed child, but with a matronly dignity, and a priest-like step, and a bosom full of well-earned gifts to pile upon its sacred hearth. For it was religion which, as we saw at the commencement of this lecture, gave geology birth, and to the sanctuary she hath once more returned. And how, our next entertainment, shall yet further declare. (p. 302)

Just how the science of medicine gave geology birth is difficult to see, but looking back to the first part of  his Lecture, one finds that it was from the science of medicine that the physical or natural sciences were first encouraged to advance. But the rest of his metaphors and analogies here are almost too much to stomach. What we cannot miss is the fact that geology and the natural sciences generally have, indeed, replaced Theology as the Queen of the sciences. Theology is now an orphan, without legitimate parents, and must find a place in the new cosmos of natural philosophy as best she can, or wherever the Princes of the new sciences allow her to come to rest.

As Newman not much later envisioned it in his Idea of a University (l852), theology is but a branch of knowledge. Knowledge as such and for its own sake is the essence of education for the new, modern “Catholic” University. The conflict between Science and Faith that Galileo brought to Court, has resulted in the utter domination of Theology by Science and Technology, even to the point of the death of Theology by abuse and neglect. For the two are wedded and the marriage is indissoluble. Faith and reason are related hierarchically, and Faith should be dominant with the sciences serving as the handmaidens of Theology and Theology ruled entirely by Faith. Today this hierarchical order is destroyed and Theology suffers to the great detriment of the one true supernatural Catholic Faith. Counterfeit “spiritualities” are springing up everywhere, counterfeit “belief-systems”  because even nature seeks to fill the vacuum left by the demise of Truth. But New Age substitutes for the true Faith will not work. We see the disastrous effects of ersatz religions all around us.

Before leaving this subject of the Gap and Day-Age theories, it might be well to record here just what the standard, authoritative, accepted, official textbook of dogmatic theology, Pohle-Preuss, said in 1912 of the Day-Age theory and of the Hexaernera in general. They define the Day-Age theory as concordism:

The numerous Concordance theories seek to synchronize the successive geological periods with the “days” of the Hexaemeron. They place the Hexaemeron either between the different geological periods, or within them. Hence the names of "Interperiodism" and "Periodism." "Interperiodism", which is a rather obscure system, divides the Hexaemeron into six ordinary days of twenty-four hours each, separated by long intervening periods, which contain the millions of years demanded by geology. According to “Periodism” the six days of Genesis coincide with the geological periods, and the word “day” means an epoch or period of time. There is an older and a more recent Periodism. The former construes a strict parallelism between the six days of Creation on the one hand and six “geological epochs on the other. [This was the type of Periodism held by Cuvier and others.] Modern Periodism, seeing the impossibility of such a close parallelism, has adopted a more or less idealistic Concordism. … (pp. 113-114)

Note the progress of  “Modern Periodism” away from the older kind that Cuvier and Buckland and Cardinal Wiseman found compatible with Scripture. What Pohle-Preuss term Idealist theories describe the position of most Catholics today, following the lead of Joseph Cardinal Ratzinger, who in his 1981 Lectures, published in 1990 as In the Beginning: The Catholic Understanding ... (OSV) presented the contemporary version of this theory:

The Idealist theories disregard the chronological sequence of the different stages of Creation and interpret the first chapter of Genesis in a purely religious sense. This puts the Bible and science on different planes; there are no points of contact between them, and a conflict is therefore impossible. The Hexaemeron transcends the geological periods and has absolutely nothing to do with them. Let the exegete and the scientist each pursue his own way in peace! "Idealism," says Hummelauer, "does not interpret the six days as necessarily meaning six consecutive periods of time, but as six logically distinct, outstanding moments of God’s creative activity, or as six divine ideas realized in Creation. … (p. 114)
This, of course, is an abandonment of Scripture because, in the nature of things, this kind of parallelism is impossible. Sooner or later, one or the other of the two parallels will dominate. And so we see the triumph of Modernism in the complete subjection of Faith to human reason and error.

Most telling of all, though, is what Pohle-Preuss assert of the Hexaemeron and Biblical Exegesis. For two reasons “the all but universal consensus of the Fathers and Scholastics in favor of the literal interpretation of the Mosaic narrative has no binding force.” (p. 119) What are these two reasons?

1) The interpretation of St. Augustine for whom the Six Days are but one day, and

2) The fact that St. Thomas did not reject this view of St. Augustine.

And so, the Church has never disowned the teaching of St. Augustine.

Finally, according to Pohle-Preuss, there are other intrinsic reasons for rejecting the literal interpretation of the word day in Genesis One. What are these intrinsic reasons?

In the first place geology, paleontology, and astronomy all maintain that the formation of the universe, including our own planet, cannot have taken place within the limits of one natural week. Palaeozoic coal for example, mesozoic chalk, and the so-called tertiary formations postulate immense periods of time. It is to be noted, also, that the first three “days” of the Hexaemeron cannot have been solar days in the strict sense of the term, because the sun was not created until the fourth day. (p. 119)

There are at least two major errors here (not to say heresies): 1) the denial of the creative power of God Who could, and obviously did, bring His creatures into being instantaneously, fully formed, in their entire substance, just as the dogmatic statements of the Church declare; and 2) the assumption that the effects of catastrophes, such as the formation of coal, belong to the Creation week! Incredible violation of the Biblical narrative!

As for the first three Days of Creation Week, we must emphasize that the Fathers of the Church were not infected with this fatal virus of Scientism. St. Basil and St. Thomas both offer an explanation of the first three Days that fully respects the integrity and veracity of the sacred text. I have discussed both of these in previous papers. St. Thomas held that the light of the first three days was caused by the revolution around the earth of the entire heavens, just as they do to this day. And St. Basil explains the light of the first Day as the very nature of light or light in its essential substantial form, what today we would describe as the electro-magnetic spectrum.

Finally, Pohle-Preuss (p. 120) consider as “A decisive argument” for their contention that the use of the word day in Genesis One is not to be taken literally, the fact that in many other places in Scripture the word day is used to denote an indefinite period of time. However, this is NOT a decisive argument, by any means. The key to the interpretation of each usage is the immediate context. This is a self-evident rule in all literary interpretation. In Genesis One the days are denoted as One, Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, and Seventh. This specification of a normal day is further reinforced by the delimitation of each Day by an evening and a morning -- with the exception of the First, with no morning, and the Seventh, with no evening, as previously discussed. And so, what could be plainer? What could be more indicative, too, of the difference between eternity and time, and the very short span of time allotted us in which to serve God and save our souls?

What we see here in Pohle-Preuss, used by countless seminarians for almost a century, is the triumph of Scientism, also termed Modernism and "the Sewer of all heresies" by St. Pius X because once the Rule of Faith is discarded, Holy Scripture can be made to say anything one likes. This is proven by the proliferation of Protestant sects.

In the face of this triumph of the sciences over Faith, people should not wonder that the progressivists (a word indicating the progress of the human sciences) could so easily succeed in destroying the Traditional form of Mass and the Sacraments after the Second Vatican Council. For today, the human sciences represent human reason operating without the light of Divine Catholic Faith. Or, if they protest that they do operate within Faith, it is a Faith made subservient to the tyranny of the sciences. To separate these two operations of the human person and place them in a position of parallelism, as the Prelates of today do when they constantly insist that there can be no conflict between Faith and Science (meaning evolutionary-acentric science), is simply to hand over the domination to Science. And this is what we witness today.



The Sixth Lecture

In the Sixth Lecture, Cardinal Wiseman promises to show more and more plainly the usefulness of geology in proving the harmony of sacred and profane researches with respect to the Deluge. He contrasts the effects of this “last catastrophe” with the effects of the previous ones that came between Creation and the Six Days:

It is evident that if any traces of former events can be met upon the earth, it needs must be that, the last catastrophe which passed over its surface hath left the clearest footmarks of its course. The short duration of the deluge, and the convulsive nature of its destructive action, would allow no leisure for the slow operation of successive deposits, but must have left traces rather of a disturbing than of a shaping power, of removal, dislocation, and transport, of a scooping and furrowing tendency, rather than of a formative and assimilating agency. (pp. 304-305) (Emphases added)
And so, in this view, the successive deposits of the fossilized remains in the rock strata do not relate to the Noachian Deluge. This latter must have been of a shorter and more violent nature than any of those more tranquil and long-lasting "catastrophes" that preceded it and laid down the strata.

The Cardinal believed in the universality of the Noachian Deluge but the great error of his science as well as of his exegesis was to attribute the ravages of the real Deluge to those of his imaginary Gap between Creation and the Six Days. For, as we will sum up at the end of this analysis, Flood Geology and Flood Geology alone can reasonably explain all of the strata and all of the fossils.

But Cardinal Wiseman, unfortunately, insists that modern geology has cast light upon three points concerning the Noachian Deluge:

In examining the light which modern geology has cast upon these three points -- the existence, the unity, and the date of a deluge, or devastation of the world by water -- I shall chiefly follow as my text, the summary given, in a few lines, by Dr. Buckland, at the conclusion of his Vindiciae Geologica, and afterwards repeated in his Reliquiae Diluvianae. Indeed, it will be this work which I shall have principally in my eye, in the compendious view I shall endeavor to present to you, of what modern geology has decided regarding the physical evidences of this catastrophe. (p. 306)

And so we may be certain that Cardinal Wiseman relies with absolute trust upon the researches and findings of Dr. Buckland and is not about to consult the Mosaic narrative in any of its particulars. It was, in all probability, only the prestige of Buckland that prevented Cardinal Wiseman from falling into the rising uniformitarianism. On Buckland’s authority, he asserts strongly that the denudation of valleys and the carving out of gorges “cannot have been (done by) any agent now in operation.” (p. 308)  Later he adverts specifically to the geological theories of Lyell and others:

It is just, however, to notice the hypothesis maintained with so much acuteness and learning by some very able modern geologists, that all these phenomena can be explained by causes actually in operation. Fuchsel was the first who made this assertion, which may be said to have afterwards formed the basis of the Huttonian theory. This, like many other philosophical sects, owes its celebrity more to its disciples than to its founder; and Playfair and Lyell have certainly done all for its support which a vast accumulation of interesting facts, and a most ingenious train of reasoning, can affect. The latter [Lyell], in particular, must be acknowledged to have added immensely to the collection of geological observations. According to this theory, all valleys have been excavated by the rivers or rills which run through them; whatever requires a convulsive agent is attributed to earthquakes, of the character and extent now witnessed; all transport of rocks or gravel may have been effected by tides, or rivers, or torrents, or floating icebergs. Opposed to this theory are, of course, the authors I have quoted, and most others of eminence in geology. (pp. 315-316)
And he goes on to present the view of Brogniart, the co-worker of Cuvier. As an historical note, also, we might ask if he is correct in claiming Fuchsel to be the founder of the uniformitarian theory whereas all historians of the sciences give James Hutton and Charles Lyell that distinction. Stephen F. Mason, in his A History of the Sciences (1962) identifies Johann Lehmann (d. 1767), a professor at Berlin, and Georg Fuchsel, (1722-1773 ), a physician, who explored together the mining regions of the Harz mountains. He says that

…they viewed the vertical series of rock strata as a historical succession, each layer gradually building up on top of those beneath it. They distinguished three main types of rock in terms of their age. … the primary rocks without any fossils, … the secondary deposits which contained the fossils of the simple sea creatures; and finally … the tertiary rocks containing the fossils of land animals and plants. Lehmann and Fuchsel considered that such strata had been formed by the sedimentation of matter from the sea, the rock layers becoming tilted owing to the crinkling of the earth’s crust as it cooled. 

Their views were supported by Peter Pallas (1741-1811) whom Cardinal Wiseman has quoted with approval. The fact is that these geologists were simply classifying the rocks and speculating about their formation without any reference to the Biblical record or the Deluge. And their views certainly do seem to be uniformitarian, well before both Hutton and Lyell. Which only goes to prove that as much as Cardinal Wiseman might have wished it were not so, the majority of geologists were working and speculating in an atmosphere entirely secular and separate from Biblical considerations.

Great attention is given to the remains of animals found frozen, and here he seems to hit upon the truthful interpretation:

…
it cannot be doubted that these animals must have been surprised by some sudden overwhelming catastrophe, which destroyed and embalmed them in one and the same moment. It is quite foreign to our purpose to inquire whether these animals were inhabitants of the country where they now lie buried; and, if so, how they lived in so cold a climate; or whether, on the other hand, the climate has undergone a change. It does, indeed, seem most probable that they lived and died where they now lie, instead of having been transported thither; and that the climate must have undergone such a modification as renders it no longer  fit for animals which before could not only endure it, but found, in its vegetation, their necessary sustenance. This change, too, must have been so sudden, at least to all appearances, as to have allowed no time for decomposition; but a sudden cold must have frozen the animals, almost as soon as they died. How all this can have happened, is a matter of system and conjecture; but assuredly it is nowise inconsistent with the idea of a scourge, intended not only to sweep all life from the earth, but also to complete the original curse, by causing such modifications of climate, or other influential agents on vitality, as should reduce the immense longevity of mankind, from the antediluvian to the patriarchal term.

Whatever difficulties therefore there may be yet unsolved in the class of phenomena I have explained, it is evident that, so far from standing in opposition to the character of the last great revolution, they appear on the contrary better explicable by admitting it, than by any other hypothesis. And hence Pallas owns “that, until he had explored these parts, and witnessed such striking monuments, he never had persuaded himself of the truth of the deluge.” (pp. 323-324)

Peter Pallas may then have owed his conversion to these relics of the Great Ice Age that immediately followed the Floods.

There are many explanations of the sudden onset of an ice age after the Flood, but the main ones are:

1)  Whitcomb and Morris (The Genesis Flood, 1961, p. 292 et passirn) attribute it to the removal of the vapor canopy which induced strong polar winds in conjunction with the accumulation of great masses of volcanic dust cast into the upper atmosphere and descending as snow and ice.

2)  Walt Brown (In the Beginning, 6th ed., l995, p. 119 et passim) attributes it to the great rupture of the earth’s crust that in a matter of hours jetted subterranean waters into the upper atmosphere that descended as hail and snow.

Both of these books are valuable mines of scientific information about all aspects of Flood geology. They also indicate that the onset of the ice age could well have been confined to certain regions of the earth. Also, the entire earth before the Flood was of a moderate, even a tropical climate, which explains the huge size of most species of animals and the evidences of immensely lush world-wide vegetation, which when buried by the Flood waters under great pressure produced the coal and oil deposits that today sustain our technological economy.

There are at least two major points of contrast between Cardinal Wiseman’s Flood geology and that of the present-day Creationists, such as Whitcomb and Morris: there is no recognition that the Deluge caused mountain-building, and there is no recognition of the significance of the Scriptural passage, “all the fountains of the great deep were broken up, and the flood gates of heaven were opened.” (Genesis 7:11)

The breaking up of subterranean rivers and aquafers, not to mention the waters in and beneath the ocean beds, would not only greatly increase the amount of water falling from the "flood gates of heaven" but would obviously cause great upheavals all over the surface of the earth.

When he is confronted with the hypothesis of the Biblical Deluge being only a local or partial inundation, what is the Cardinal’s response?

There are many and very learned geologists, who attribute several of the phenomena I have described to older revolutions than the great cataclysm, or deluge, described in Scripture; nay, some perfectly sound writers distinguished the geological deluge from the historical, which they consider only a partial inundation; and ascribe to the former all the appearances I have explained.

To these reflections I would variously reply. First, I would say that the discovery of human bones must ultimately decide this point; for, if they can be proved to exist in similar situations or under the same circumstances, as those of the animals in caverns, we must assume the cause of their destruction to be what history describes. For if this, whether sacred or profane, represents men and animals as swept from existence by an inundation of waters, and if geology exhibits the effects of precisely such a catastrophe, and gives therewith evidence that no later revolution has happened, it would be most unphilosophical to disjoin the two.

But suppose it should be proved that all the phenomena I have described belong to an earlier era, should I regret the discovery? Most assuredly not: for never should I fear, and consequently never should I regret, any onward step in the path of science. Should it be possible to discover an accurate system of geological chronology, and should any of these appearances be shown to belong to a remoter epoch, I would resign them without a struggle; perfectly sure, in the first place, that nothing could be proved hostile to the sacred record; and in the second, that such a destruction of the proofs which we have here seen, would only be a preliminary to the substitution of others much more decisive. … (pp. 330-331)
His trust in the utter objectivity and integrity of men of science is astounding, to say the least. But we might also note, that with a theory of multiple, successive catastrophes, such as Cuvier put forth and Wiseman apparently accepted, the discovery of other catastrophes matters not a bit. Only, the discovery of human bones indicates, to the Cardinal, the Noachian Deluge, and so indicates, that the other catastrophes were, in his mind, pre-Adamic. Which shows his adherence to the Gap theory. And this Gap theory, as we have seen, raises many more questions than it can ever answer, most especially, the occurrence of suffering and death before the Original Sin of Adam and Eve.

Again, in considering the unity or one-ness of the Noachian Deluge, Cardinal Wiseman is again brought to assert the universality of the Deluge:

We come now to the interesting inquiry, how far geological phenomena tend to prove the oneness of this catastrophe; in other words, whether recent observations lead us to suppose a multiplicity of local inundations, or one great scourge, upon an awfully magnificent scale. Now, in answer to this, I will say that appearances indicate the latter case. (p. 332)

His proofs here are not at all convincing, concerning mainly the flow of currents from north to south, and such like phenomena. But I must leave these aspects of the subject to the evaluations of the professional Flood geologists. At this point in time, the important thing to emphasize, in my opinion, is the Cardinal’s acceptance of multiple catastrophes, following Cuvier and Buckland, catastrophes of which the Noachian Deluge was considered to be but the last and most devastating. Now there is nothing in Scripture or Tradition to support such a theory, as we have tried to show in the preceding pages. At best, evidences for the Gap theory rest upon heretical assumptions and questionable linguistics. It is also difficult to see how the geologists, expert as they claimed to be, could with such certitude distinguish these multiple and successive catastrophes one from another. But Cardinal Wiseman has no trouble with this:

… at present, not only is the admission of one only deluge the simplest, and consequently the most philosophical, explanation [shades of Ockham!] of these constant and uniform phenomena, but a variety of such catastrophes can hardly be admitted, with supposing that each must have disturbed the effects of the preceding; so that we should have crossing lines of drifted matter, and varied directions in the rolled masses to disturb every calculation. Yet nothing of this sort has been discovered in tracts hitherto explored; and therefore, sound science should conclude that the cause was only one. … (p. 334)

Why, then, would he not abandon the Gap theory and see that all the geological “facts” point to the one universal Deluge of Noah? But no, it is always referred to as the earth’s “last great purgation” (p. 334). It seems he forgets the warning in 2 Peter 3:7, that the present heavens and earth “are kept in store, reserved unto fire against the day of judgment and perdition of the ungodly men.”

And of all the catastrophes that have afflicted the earth, in the Cardinal’s theory, the Noachan Deluge seems to have been the shortest:

Neither shall I detain you upon another important conclusion, resulting manifestly from all that has been said, that the last inundation was not, like the supposed preceding ones, a long submersion under the sea, but only a temporary and passing flood, just such as the Scriptures describe it. That the land previous to it was, in part at least, the same as now, is apparent from the hyana caverns: that it was only for a limited period under water, appears from the absence of all such deposits as suppose solution; for its sediment is composed of loose materials, gravels, breccias, and mingled debris such as a river or sea, on a gigantic scale, might be supposed first to take up, and then to leave behind it. (p. 336)

Obviously, the Cardinal envisions the Noachian Deluge as but a river flood on a larger, even world-wide scale. But one need only look at an illustration of the geological column which Creationist Flood geologists claim was laid down by the Flood of Noah over the period of a year and involved not just rain from above but “enormous upheavals of ocean beds, tectonic activity, and temporary sinking of the continental lands, and inundations by the oceans, with continents submerged by the oceans,” and wave after wave of enormous masses of debris containing plants and animals of all kinds, deposited in layer after layer, world-wide. Cardinal Wisernan seems to have no adequate idea at all of what, according to Holy Scripture, the Flood of Noe’s time accomplished. He thinks that some parts of the earth’s surface remained as they were before the Flood. But how could this possibly be when the waters covered the tops of the highest mountains -- world-wide? As the late Wallace Johnson explains it in his newly reprinted book, now titled The Death of Evolution (TAN, 2000), “the geological column can be seen as a record of the sequence in which creatures were buried by the great flood sediments.”  He goes on to say that the sea creatures are at the bottom of the column because that is where they lived and would have been the first to be buried. Free-swimming fishes were buried later. Then the amphibians and the land animals, because they could escape the flood waters for a longer time. And so on. Furthermore, the existence of sea-shells on mountain tops is clear evidence of the mountain-building activity of the great Flood.

No. Cardinal Wiseman has it all wrong. There was no succession of catastrophic events between Creation and the Six Days. That is heterodox in the extreme. Nor were there successive catastrophes before the Noachan Flood. There was but one great Deluge, just as Scripture describes it, a Flood so devastating and so thoroughly world-wide that an enormous ARK was required to ride it out and save Noah and his family. Had the Flood been one such as Wiseman describes or as local flood theorists opine, no ARK would have been necessary. And so it is that any description of the Flood that is something less than that given us by the Creationist Flood geologists, would surely make a mockery of the Divine Revelation. Next the Cardinal comes to the date of the Flood:

We come at length to another still more interesting question: Does geology give any data towards ascertaining, with tolerable precision, the era of this last revolution? (p. 336)
Again, he turns first and solely to the geologists. And here, those to whom he turns are not far off from the truth:

To this I think we may safely reply -- and some of the authorities quoted expressly say it -- that the general, and, if you please, vague impression produced upon accurate observers, by geological facts, is, that the last visitation is of comparatively modern date. The earth’s surface presents the appearance of having been but lately moulded, and the effects of causes in actual operation appear but small, unless restricted to a very limited period. (pp. 336-337)

Is he here basing the recent date of the Flood upon uniformitarian principles? It would seem so. He continues:

Thus, if we look at the trifling accumulation of rubbish, or fragments, which surrounds the foot of lofty mountain chains, or at the small progress made by rivers in filling up the lakes through which they pass, in spite of the mud they daily and hourly deposit, we are necessarily driven to acknowledge that a few thousands of years are amply sufficient to account for the present state of things. (p. 337)

Well, yes. Since he rejects the Biblical chronology for the age of the earth, and since he is using uniformitarian methods to calculate the date of the Flood, then the recent date for his last of many catastrophes is not far from the mark. But the errors upon which his entire theory rest are unacceptable for anyone even superficially acquainted with real Flood geology. St. Peter (2 Peter 3 ) was inspired to compare the Noachian Deluge with the End of the World, for he says “For this they are willfully ignorant of, that the heavens were before, and the earth out of water, and through water, consisting by the word of God.  Whereby the world that then was, being overflowed with water, perished. But the heavens and the earth which are now, by the same word are kept in store, reserved unto fire against the day of judgment and perdition of the ungodly men.”  He sees no difference as to physical form, from the world newly created and the world that perished, being overflowed with water. 

And so, just as the End will bring about a new heavens and a new earth, so after the Flood, there was, analogously, a new heaven and a new earth. For according to Whitcomb and Morris, not only was the entire topography of the earth changed by the Flood, but so also was the climatic cycle, the “heavens” that constitute the earth’s atmosphere. Before the Flood, it had not rained upon the earth  (Gen. 2:5) but after the Flood, a new climatic cycle began, with seasonal rain, snow, warmth, cold, and so on, according to the region of the earth.

Jean Deluc, who attacked Hutton’s theories as soon as he published them, also collected data which he named chronometers, to prove the recent date of the Flood:

Deluc was the first who took some pains to observe and collect such data, to which he gave the name of chronometers. He has, indeed, been severely lashed for his attempt, by writers of an opposite school; [the footnote here names Lyell] and yet it is but fair to remark that his conclusions, and even in great measure their premises, were adopted by Cuvier, whose sagacity and immense geological knowledge few will attempt to impugn. (p. 337)

The processes measured by Deluc, such as the formation of river deltas, are of the same nature as many processes measured today which yield very young ages for the earth. Of course, such methods rely on the very same assumptions as those of radiometric dating that seem to yield such immense ages for the earth: a closed system, a zero beginning, and a constant, unvarying rate of change -- all of which are highly questionable. For the earth is very much of an open system. God created His creatures fully grown and fully formed, and the Flood alone would have caused interruptions and deviations in the rate of change being measured. But all this taken into account, one of the most striking examples of erroneous evolutionary calculations is that of the accumulation of cosmic dust. The astronauts were prepared to sink into several feet of dust on the moon but actually found only an inch or two! Cardinal Wiseman has already accepted indefinite periods of time before the last of his many catastrophes, and so, his finding evidences of a recent date for what he considered to be the Biblical Deluge, does not have any real significance in the context of the total picture of earth history as recorded by the inspired Moses.

Some quotations on this subject invite comment:

Dolomieu writes as follows: “I will defend another truth, which appears to me incontestable, on which the works of M. Deluc have enlightened me, and of which I think I see the proofs in every page of the history of man, and wherever natural facts are recorded. I will say then with M. Deluc, that the actual state of our continents is not very ancient.”

Cuvier has not only assented to these conclusions, but has laid them down in far more positive terms. “It is, in fact,” he says, “one of the most certain, though least expected, results of sound geological pursuits, that the last revolution which disturbed the surface of the globe is not very ancient.” And in another place, he adds, "I think, therefore, with M.M. Deluc and Dolomieu, that if there be anything demonstrated in geology, it is that the surface of our globe has been the victim of a great and sudden revolution, of which the date cannot go back much further than five or six thousand years." And allow me to observe, that Cuvier intimates with sufficient clearness that in his researches he has not allowed himself to be swayed by any wish to vindicate the Mosaic history. (p. 343)

We note that it is only the date of the "last revolution" to disturb the earth that is being dated as recent as five or six thousand years. A statement of the age of the earth and of the universe is carefully avoided. The work of the “new philosophy” of cosmology originating in Nicholas of Cusa, G. Bruno, Galileo and Descartes and envisioning a plurality of worlds in an infinite universe, has accomplished the Luciferian task of relegating the Creation account of Genesis to oblivion. In its place we find the dominating tyranny of the physical sciences as even now, in Cardinal Wiseman’s time, the rising science of geology re-interprets and re-invents both the Creation account and the inspired description of the Deluge.

In fairness to Cardinal Wiseman, I must quote some of the remarks with which he concludes this Sixth Lecture. He does compare the Deluge with the fire “yet in doom reserved”:

The observation of how the rolled masses are disposed in the gorges and on the flanks of the southern Alps, must have led the discoverer to form in his mind a newer and a truer picture than a poet’s imagination could have conceived, of the course pursued by the huge inundation which burst through them, tore down their sides, and rode in rude triumph, with their rough spoils, into the plains of Italy. The contemplation of volcanic effects by a scientific eye, which can distinguish the masses thrown up by explosion, from the rolling scum of the fiery torrent, and can note, as at Glen-Tilt, the strange and incomprehensible manner wherein the hardest granite, reduced into a vitreous fluid, has shot upwards into the superincumbent rock, and injected itself through its veins, and the accurate measurement of the causes proportioned to such mighty effects, would convey, we may suppose, the sublimest idea possible of the terrible action of that powerful element, unto whose scourge this globe is yet in doom reserved. (pp. 345-346)

And he does, at least in theory, admit the subservient place of the natural sciences as ordered to the higher science of “sacred studies” and religion based on Divine Revelation:

It would, of course, be impossible to bring every branch of the natural sciences so completely into contact with sacred studies as these whereof we have treated, nor can it be necessary to do so.

I question whether it would be impossible to bring all the natural sciences, and even every branch of them, into contact with sacred studies. In fact, I think they must be so brought if all things are to be restored in Christ. And so the Cardinal would seem to agree:

For there is one way in which they all can be made subservient to the interests of religion, by viewing them as the appointed channels by which a true perception and estimate of the Divine perfections are meant to pass into the understanding; as the glass wherein the embodied forms of every great and beautiful attribute of the Supreme Being may best be contemplated; and as the impression upon the mind of the great seal of creation, whereon have been engraven, by an Almighty hand, mystical characters of deepest wisdom, omnipotent spells of productive power, and emblems most expressive of an all-embracing, all-preserving love. And even as the engraver, when he hath cut some way into his gem, doth make proof thereof upon the tender wax; and, if he find not the image perfect, is not thereby disheartened, so long as it presents each time a progressive approach to its intended type, bur returns again and again unto his peaceful task.

The 19th century was so saturated with the idea of progress and an incipient evolutionism, that it creeps into the thinking of the Prelate who says he rejects with horror such an idea! Let him continue to the end:

So, if we find not that, at once, we bear upon ourselves the clear and deep impress of this glorious signet, must not we fear to proceed with our labors, but go on, ever striving to approach nearer and nearer the attainment of a perfect representation. A few years will probably bring forward new arguments for the great facts whereof we have treated, which will render all that you have heard but of small value. Those that come after us will, per adventure, smile at the small comprehension granted to our age, of nature and her operations -- we must be content, amidst our imperfect knowledge, with having striven after that which is more full.

Great indeed, was the confidence of this gentle Prelate in the progress of the sciences he so esteemed. And it will be instructive to look into his 1849 essay, “Sense VS Science” when we have concluded our analysis of the present Lectures. This sixth Lecture then concludes:

For, if the works of God are the true, though faint, image of himself, they must, in some way, partake of his immensity; and, as the contemplation of his own unshadowed beauty will be the unsating, everlasting food of unembodied spirits, so may we say that a similar proportion hath been observed between the examination of his image reflected on his works, and the faculties of our present condition; inasmuch as therein is matter for meditation ever deeper, for discovery ever ampler, for admiration ever holier. Arid so God, not being able to give to the beauties of his work that infinity which is reserved to the attributes they exhibit, has bestowed upon them that quality which best supplies and represents it; for, by making our knowledge of them progressive, he has made them inexhaustible. (pp. 346-348)

The rhetoric is fulsome, indeed, extravagant, but such was the style of the very literary 19th century.

In the last analysis, the influence of the new cosmography seems to have been confined, in the Cardinal’s case, to the possibilities that the Gap theory opened for him. He does not, to his credit, insist that because God is infinite, therefore His works  must also be. Rather, he states the case precisely: the works of God “in some ways partake of his immensity” especially, inasmuch as to our minds, the intricacies of their very structure are “inexhaustible”. It is the “irreducible complexity” of which Michael Behe speaks in his book, Darwin’s Black Box (1996), a complexity forever irreducible, whether of the largest structures in the universe or the smallest. It seems that the good and gracious God is going out of His way, so to speak, in order to bring men to acknowledge His Existence, His works of Creation, and His Divine Revelation of Himself and of history in the book of Genesis.



The Last Six Lectures

The last six Lectures, comprising a volume of 299 pages, are concerned mainly with “evidences” of Christianity that fall well within both the time-frame of the new physical sciences and their Baconian methodology. A good example of this narrowly partisan attitude is the Cardinal’s treatment of one now long-forgotten French scholar known only as Bailly, the same Bailly whose researches supported the thesis of Joseph A. Seiss (l823-l904)1, building in turn upon the work of  (probably Catholic) Frances Rolleston and her book Mazzaroth: or, The Constellations. The goal of these researches was to prove that a tremendous amount of natural as well as supernatural knowledge was given to Adam who in turn shared it with his contemporaries down at least to Enoch, perhaps the first of the Old Testament Patriarchs to use writing extensively. Enoch was 208 years old when Adam died and Enoch lived to be 375. So there was ample time for the content of the Primordial Revelation to be transmitted and illustrated in many ways, as in the constellations.

But Cardinal Wiseman ridicules the work of Bailly and dismisses his work as romance and fancy. Cardinal Wiseman’s intention is essentially the same as that of  other 19th century scholars who were working to offset and disprove the growing animosity towards Divine Revelation. Unbelievers seized upon vestigial resemblances of the Revelation as anterior myth from which they said Christianity had evolved. They thus reversed the real history and perverted the truth.

Unfortunately, however, Cardinal Wiseman has no clear idea of the Primordial Revelation and its history. He has no clear idea of the true history of the earth and of man as recorded in the Pentateuch. He has no clear idea of the one universal Deluge and its really catastrophic effects on the earth and its inhabitants. Because of these limitations, his Lectures on “Early History”, on “Archaeology” and on “Oriental Literature” are really more confusing than enlightening. They serve much more to obscure the true history than to bring it to light.

Therefore, it is necessary when reading him to have in mind a clear outline of history. For in the last analysis, his work is much more an anticipation of the Outline of History by the evolutionist H. G. Wells than it is any attempt to present the real history as given to us by the Fathers of the Church and the medieval Doctors, based on Divine Revelation. The most one can say for Cardinal Wiseman’s Lectures is that they attempt a rough approximation between sacred and profane history. The roughness of the approximation often totally obscures the truth.

Thus, Catholic theology and Tradition teach the Beginning of all things with the One (first) Day of Genesis. Concurrent with this First Day was the Trial, Fall and War in Heaven between the fallen Angels and Michael and His faithful ones. Given access to Paradise, the Serpent Lucifer-Satan tempted Eve who in turn seduced her husband. This Fall of Adam and Eve is the first great event of human history, joining, as it does, the eternal destinies of both Angels and Men, for the Angels are very much a part of the Universe.

The Fall of Adam, the head of the human race, permanently distorted and wounded the goodness of all God’s creatures. Sickness and death enter creation with the first sin. There could be no sickness, death or other catastrophes before the sin of Adam. This simply rules out Cardinal Wiseman’s Restitution theory. The only restitution is that which comes to us in Baptism, our death to sin in Christ, our new creation in Him, and our purification from the consequences of Original Sin and our own personal sins. Then there is the final restitution of all things in the new heavens and the new earth of eternity. These doctrinal facts make Cardinal Wiseman's Gap theory impossible to reconcile with the truths of Faith.

The next great event of human history after Adam’s Fall is the Noachian Deluge brought on by the wickedness of men, especially by the descendants of Cain, the first murderer and the first builder of cities, the centers of technology and artificial life, cultivated by his great-great-great-great grandsons, Jubal, Jabal and Tubalcain.

Only 8 people survived the Flood: Noe, his wife, their three sons, Sem, Cham and Japheth, and their wives. The Ark is the first great pre-figuration of the Church, and the cleansing waters of the Flood symbolize our Baptism in Christ.

All of history is referred back to the first Adam, who in God’s Plan, pre-figures Christ, the Second Adam, and to Eve, whose disobedience is healed by the perfect obedience of Immaculate Mary. Genesis 3:15 sets the stage for the great drama of history and highlights the main protagonists: Lucifer-Satan, his seed, and Mary, the Mother of God, and Her children.

But the seeds of wickedness also survived the Flood in the descendants of Cain through Cham when Nimrod rose up to build a Tower to replace the true worship of God. Before this event, all men spoke one language. With the descent of God Himself, in what Form we do not know but perhaps in the same Trinitarian Form that He visited Abraham (Gen. 18), the one language of men is broken up into as many dialects as the lands into which God intended them to disperse.

From this dispersion arose the nations and tribes of mankind. Differences of color, shape and temperament are from the beginning, genetic, that is, physiologically based, intrinsic to the biological make-up concentrated first in Adam and Eve, then expressed through time in their descendants. Modern knowledge of genetics is one aspect of true science that we can point to as real progress, although, due to the wickedness of our times, even this true science is being perverted to immoral ends, as in bio-technology, etc.

With respect to the three basic strains of human physiology stemming from Sem, Cham and Japheth, it is interesting to note that the caste system of ancient India reflects certain basic biological facts that in turn are based in Scripture. The caste system goes back to the earliest Vedic sources estimated to have been written between 3000 and 1500 B.C. This allows us to place them in the time-frame of Babel. According to John A. Hardon, S.J. in his Religions of the World (Doubleday Image, 1968) the Brahams were white, the Kshatriya were red, the Vaisya were yellow, and the Sudra were black. These represent respectively, Japheth, Sem who produces a mixture, and Cham. The last and lowest class “had the obligation of serving the other varnas.” 

This is a most striking confirmation of the curse Noe placed on his grandson Canaan (for he could not curse his own son, Cham). Tradition attributes the dark skin of the negro peoples to this event. When our Lord came, He not only restored us to life in Him, thus saving us from the fate we had inherited in Adam, He also gave to all the children of Adam the Grace to become Saints, whether of the white, red, yellow or black strains of human physiology. And that is all that matters! But there is nothing of this in Cardinal Wiseman’s Lectures. He attributes the dark skin of the Negro solely to climatic conditions and never ceases to marvel at the phenomenon. He does not lead us into these pathways of true history because he is too anxious to incorporate  the rising physical sciences into what had become by merely one hundred years later, a syncretistic religion of the future, now, in 2000, realized.

The impression one gains from the entire series of Lectures is much less one of evidences from the sciences that vindicate or support the Biblical record, for the Cardinal is certainly no literalist when it comes to Scripture and pays scant attention to details such as the size of the Ark and the sin of Cham. Rather, the impression is that the Cardinal’s primary concern is to demonstrate that from the progress of science and the comparative results of all of them together, the Christian has nothing to fear as far as his Faith is concerned. His optimistic trust that as the sciences progress and advance, and progress and advance they must, there will inevitably come a great glorification of Christianity such as, or greater yet than that brought about by the heavenly art and music and theology of the Middle Ages when the Catholic Faith bound all peoples together in the political miracle that was Christendom. But Cardinal Wiseman seems to have had no idea at all that the perverse forces at work right under his nose could threaten, in any way, the divine Catholic Faith of his countrymen and the world. He should be living now!

All things considered, however, there is much less objectionable material in the last six Lectures than in the first.  Most of Lecture the Seventh is given to the exposure of Bailly’s errors by the scholars of the history and origin of astronomy. Bailly was correct in reviving the story of Atlantis1 and perhaps not too far off in his theory of an extinct nation situated in the North of Asia "from which all the learning of the southern peninsula [of India] was drawn." (pp. 10-11 in Wiseman) His idea seems to have been to disprove the Biblical history by having all of learning descend from this theoretical country and a "primeval people, source of all human science." (pp. 14)  Nor was he far wrong when he supposed "…the Indians, Chaldees, and others, to be the races who inherited the broken fragments of early science, after the great catastrophe." (p. 15)  For there was a great deposit of all human learning, both natural and supernatural, in Adam and his descendants, that came down from this primordial time just after the Creation and expulsion from Eden, through the good Sethites and the wicked Cainites, surviving the flood and Babel, though in an ever dwindling and more corrupt stream. I have attempted to trace this history in my 2-volume work, From the Beginning.

Against Bailly, Cardinal Wiseman brings in several authorities, among whom we might single out the very anti-Catholic Anglican scholar Richard Bentley (1662-1742) who wrote An Historical. View of Hindoo  Astronomy. An interesting episode concerns the Indian legend of Krishna, one of many incarnations of Vishnu, the second of the gods in the triumverate of Brahma, Vishnu and Siva:

There is one Indian legend of considerable importance, the age of which Mr. Bentley endeavors to decide by astronomical computation; that is the story of Krishna, the Indian Apollo. In native legends he is represented as an Avatar, or incarnation of the Divinity; at his birth, choirs of Devatas sung hymns of praise, while shepherds surrounded his cradle; it was necessary to conceal his birth from the tyrant Cansa, to whom it had been foretold that the infant should destroy him. The child escaped with his parents, beyond the coast of Yamouna. For a time he lived in obscurity; but then commenced a public life, distinguished for prowess and beneficence; he slew tyrants and protected the poor; he washed the feet of the Brahmans, and preached the most perfect doctrine; but at length the power of his enemies prevailed, he was nailed according to one account, to a tree by an arrow, and foretold before dying the miseries which would take place in the Cali Yuga, or wicked age of the world, thirty-six years after his death. Can we be surprised that the enemies of Christianity should have seized upon this legend as containing the original of our gospel history? The names Christ and Krishna, perverted by some of them into Kristna, were pronounced identical, and the numerous parallelisms between their histories declared too clearly defined to permit any doubt respecting their being one and the same individual. … (pp. 26-27)

The Cardinal then names those respected scholars of antiquity who were not taken in by this fraud, like Sir V. Jones, who demonstrated that the points of minute resemblances “were engrafted in later times, from spurious gospels, upon the original legend.” The guardians of the Indian religion thus proclaimed that Christianity was but the remnant of an ancient, primeval tradition, concerning the future coming of a redeemer, who was to be truly an Avatar, or incarnation of the Deity.” (p. 27) As for the name of Krishna himself, Sir W. Jones claimed it to be, along with his general history, anterior to the time of Christ and probably back to the time of Homer. It all argues both for the zeal with which the Brahmans protected their religion and the fact that the trinitarian god-relationship of Brahma-Vishnu-Siva goes back to the primordial Revelation given to Adam.

By taking the date of Krishna’s birth, Bentley showed that the heavens could only have been as described there on the 7th of August in A.D. 600. "Mr. Bentley therefore concludes that this legend was an artful imitation of Christianity, framed by the Brahmans for the express purpose of withholding the natives from embracing the new religion, which had begun to penetrate to the uttermost bounds of the East." (p. 28) Similar stories of the desperate activities of Brahmans to prevent the spread of Christianity are recorded in the Annals of Catholic Missionaries.

Pierre Simon Laplace (1749-1827), Catholic layman and astronomer, is another scholar highly esteemed by Cardinal Wiseman, even though this Catholic man scrupled not to court favors from the Revolutionaries bent on destroying the Church. He thereby gained high political and academic offices. He was thoroughly Newtonian in his cosmology and is credited with the nebular theory of planetary and stellar evolution. (From the Beginning, Vol. II, pp. 207-208)  But for Cardinal Wiseman, Laplace is one "whose name will surely be respected by every astronomer of modern times." (p. 29) 

Laplace’s assessment of the Indian claims to great antiquity, an antiquity that would place the Biblical chronology in grave doubt, was simply that the origin of astronomy in both Persia and India "…is lost, as among other nations, in the darkness of their ancient history… but there is every reason to believe that they can claim no very high antiquity…" (p. 29)  An answer not notable for its straightforward clarity by one who scrupled not to dogmatize that the earth and the stars resulted from the purely mechanical processes of cosmogonic evolution! What happens to terrestrial history when the earth itself is but the product of a swirling mass of cosmic gas? Cardinal Wiseman is blind to such anti-Biblical, anti-Catholic implications!

When he passes from the astronomy to the history of the Asiatic Indians, he does well to reject the millions of years that the early nations attributed to their history. Based on the researches of notable scholars of the time, such as the believer Sir W. Jones, Cardinal Wiseman asserts that

… with any regard to plausibility, we have the establishment of a government in that country no earlier than 2,000 years before Christ, the age of Abraham, when the book of Genesis represents Egypt as possessing an established dynasty, and commerce and literature already flourishing in Phenicia.” (p. 33)

A Mr. Wilfort, in his Asiatic Researches, found 

… that these holy men of India had no scruple about inventing names, to insert between those of more celebrated heroes, and defended their conduct on the ground that such had ever been the practice of their predecessors.  … (p. 34)

And such examples are multiplied. It is interesting, too, that in quoting the authorities of his time who confirm the approximate dates of Biblica1 history, there are frequent references to the Deluge with never a hint of the pre-Adamic catastrophes of the Gap/Restitution theory to which the Cardinal adhered so devoutly in his Fifth and Sixth Lectures. Thus, harping as always on his faith in the progress of science in the quest for truth, he sums up:

For you will perceive how, on several occasions, besides my principal object of tracing the bearings of scientific researches upon sacred truths, I have endeavored to call your attention to the light which one pursuit casts upon another. … Thus we found that every new step in the comparative study of languages brought us nearer to a positive demonstration, that mankind were originally one family; and the investigation of the early history of nations assisted by the observation of their manners, religions, and habits, brings us to precisely the same conclusion, … In each science, perhaps only one step has been made, but that is so successful as to augur still fuller and more satisfactory discoveries. And if the common origin of these nations can be historically established, we have a strong proof that some great and unknown cause must have acted to give each of them a language so essentially peculiar and distinct. (pp. 42-43)
It is never clear just what this “great and unknown cause” might be though it is clear enough from Scripture that God Himself did it at Babel. The Cardinal, however, is not willing to be so specific. Here is his entire thesis:

This growing accumulation of proof in favor of the common origin of nations, drawn from researches which have no natural direction to its discovery, must greatly strengthen our confidence in the usefulness of every study, when reduced to proper harmony with its sister sciences, and made to advance with them at an even pace. (pp. 44-45)

And because he is immersed in the natural sciences rather than in Biblical history and the Divine Revelation, he finds artificial and basically puerile the fact that some nations known to him should seek to find their founders in Biblical history. Thus he affirms his unbelief in such a heritage. Speaking of the Georgians and Armenians, he says

The first portion of their annals is drawn from the Bible: they endeavor to find their forefathers in that storehouse of primeval history  --  the book of Genesis; they next fill up a long space with accounts gleaned from foreign historians, and at last, attach to them their own meagre narratives, too modern to trouble the most delicate sensitiveness, on the score of revelation. The earliest period to which anything among them pretending to the name of history can reach, is, according to Klaproth, two or three centuries before Christ. (p. 47)

However, nothing is clearer than the fact that the founder of every nation on earth can trace his lineage back to one of the three sons of Noe. Such is the plain revelation of Genesis 10 and 11, a Divine Revelation which the Cardinal, as far as I can see from his Lectures, disdains as un-historical. On such an attitude as this and on the remotest of approximations of chronology between sacred and profane history, Cardinal Wiseman builds his vindication of Scripture. He concludes this Seventh Lecture with some amazingly specific dates and events. Perhaps there is something redeemable here after all! Speaking of the Chinese, one of the Cardinal’s favorite scholars, Klaproth, obtains results sufficiently accurate to establish an accordance 

… between the date assigned to the foundation of the Celestial empire by Fo-hi, or Fu-ehi, whom some have even supposed to be Noah, the time of the Deluge, according to the Samaritan Pentateuch, and the beginning of the Indian Cali-uga, or iron age. The philosophical Schlegel not only concurs in the same view, but approves also of Abel Remusat’s idea, that the written Chinese character must be 4,000 years old; “this,” he observes, “would bring it back within three or four generations from the Deluge, according to the vulgar era -- an estimate which certainly is not exaggerated.” …

Surely a convergence like this must have force of proof with the most obstinate mind, and produce conviction that some great and insuperable barrier must have interposed between nations and any earlier definite traditions, at the same time that it allowed some faint rays of recollection to pass, of the original state and happier constitution of the human race. A sudden catastrophe, whereby mankind were, in great part, though not totally, extinguished, presents the most natural solution of all difficulties, and the concurrent testimony of physical phenomena, with the silent acknowledgment of the vainest nations, must assuredly shield, from every attack, this record of our inspired volume.

There is yet another nation, whose history is perhaps more interesting than any which we have discussed; but it will afford us sufficient matter for another meeting. (pp. 50-51)

Thus concludes the Seventh Lecture promising that the Eighth will discuss the nation of Egypt.

Of his reference to the Flood, is it nit-picking to ask of the good Prelate, how much leeway is this “in great part, though not totally, extinguished” when the Scripture is so very clear and plain and emphatic that only eight people survived the Deluge, that only Noe and his family were saved in the Ark that is a symbol of holy Mother Church? How much leeway does such lack of specificity leave for the accommodation of more and more encroachment upon the verbal inspiration and veracity of the Scriptures as the written Word of God? (Cf. 2 Peter 2:5; Gen. 7:7-21, 23)

Lecture the Eighth

Cardinal Wiseman sums up the efforts of the adversaries of religion who try to use the history of Egypt as an example of their anti~Biblical theories:

… we have now to turn to a country whereon nature seemeth to have set the seal of desolation physical and moral. … The mysterious allegories of its worship, the dark sublimity of its morality, and above all, the impenetrable enigma of its written monuments, threw a mythologica1 veil over its history. … We were almost tempted to believe them when they told us that their first monarchs were the gods of the rest of the world. …

While such a darkness overhung the history of Egypt, it is no wonder that the adversaries of religion should have retreated within it, as a stronghold, and eagerly attacked her from behind its shelter. They collected together the scattered fragments of its annals, just as Isis did the torn limbs of Osiris, and tried to reconstruct, by their re-union, a favorite idol, a chronology of countless ages, totally incompatible with that of Moses. Volney had no hesitation in placing the formation of sacerdotal colleges in Egypt 13,300 years before Christ, and calling that the second period of its history! Even the third period, in which he supposes the temple of Esneh to have been built, goes as far back as 4,600 years before that era; somewhere about what we reckon the epoch of creation! But the mysterious monuments of Egypt formed the most useful entrenchments for these assailants. (p. 53-54)

A scholarly Daniel was wanted to save religion from these scholarly scoundrels! And so he came in the person of Champollion!  Most of this Lecture is devoted to the discovery and history of the deciphering of the Rosetta Stone, especially in the work of Jean-François Champollion (1790-l832) and his brother, Jacques-Joseph Champollion-Figeac (1778-1867). These two with fellow-researcher Thomas Young, unveil the mysteries of the Nile. I find here in Wiseman’s account some striking similarities with the work of Fernand Crombette (1880-1970), though they differ in the precise way of deciphering the hieroglyphics. Cardinal Wiseman reports:

… it was not even known with accuracy what the language of ancient Egypt was. Jablonsky had made it extremely probable that it was the same as the Coptic, or modern ecclesiastical language of the same country; for he had sufficiently explained from this the Egyptian names and words which occur in the Old Testament. But, if any doubt existed regarding this matter, it was completely removed by the learned Quatremere, in his interesting work on the language and literature of Egypt, wherein the identity or close affinity, of the ancient and modern languages was amply demonstrated. One great obstacle, therefore, to the deciphering of ancient Egyptian inscriptions was removed., supposing them to be composed of alphabetical characters. It is just, also, to observe, that before the discovery which dimmed the glory he would otherwise have received from his further researches, Champollion was one of the first and most assiduous to gather information from Coptic literature, upon the geography and history of ancient Egypt. (Emphasis added) (pp. 56-57)  (Emphases added)

This seems to be the same discovery that Crombette made. There is yet another recognition that the hieroglyphics were really symbols with deliberately hidden meanings. The Cardinal relates, surprising]y enough, the views of an early Church Father:

Many scattered passages exist in ancient writers regarding the hieroglyphical writings of the Egyptians, but there was one which seemed to treat the subject with peculiar detail. It lay treasured up in that vast repertory of philosophical learning, the Stromata of Clement of Alexandria; but so encased in impenetrable difficulties, that it may rather be said to have been explained by these modern discoveries than to have led the way towards them. It has, however, rendered them most essential service by strongly corroborating what must be considered the essential foundation of their results, the position that alphabetical letters were used by the Egyptians. When this passage was examined, after Champollion's discovery, it was found to establish this point, which had not been suspected by older investigators, and moreover to explain the various mixture of alphabetical and symbolical writing used in Egypt, in a manner exactly corresponding to what monuments exhibit. The result of this passage as translated, and commented on by Letronne, is, that the Egyptians used three different sorts of writing: the epistolographic, or current hand; the hieratic, or the character used by the priests; and the hieroglyphic or monumental character. Of the two former we have sufficient examples; the first being the demotic or enchorial, of which I have already spoken; the second a species of reduced hieroglyphical character, in which a rude outline represent the figures, and which is found on manuscripts which accompany mummies. The third, which is the most important, is composed, according to Clement, first of alphabetical words and secondly, of symbolical expressions, which again are three-fold, being either representations of objects, or metaphorical ideas drawn from them, as when courage is represented by a lion, or else merely enigmatical or arbitrary signs. Now observation has fully confirmed all these particulars; for even on the Rosetta stone it was noticed, that when some object was mentioned in the Greek, the hieroglyphics presented a picture of it, as a statue, a temple, or a man. On other occasions objects are represented by emblems which must be considered completely arbitrary, as Osiris by a throne and eye, and a son by a bird most resembling a goose. (pp. 67-68) (Emphases added)

The passage from St. Clement of Alexandria (153-217) reads thus:

Now those instructed among the Egyptians learned first of all that style of the Egyptian letters, which is called epistolographic; and second, the Hieratic, which the sacred scribes practice; and finally, and last of all, the Hieroglyphic, of which one kind which is by the first elements is literal (Kyriologic), and the other Symbolic. Of the Symbolic, one kind speaks literally by imitation, and another writes as it were figuratively; and another is quite allegorical, using certain enigmas. (Stromata, Book V, chapter 4)

It would seem that the method of Champollion was to transcribe the hieroglyphic text into alphabetical letters. As the Cardinal says, “…you have only to walk to the Capitol, or the Vatican, with Champollion’s alphabet, and try your skill upon the proper names in any of the Egyptian inscriptions.” (p.68-69)  The then reigning Pontiff, Pope Pius VII, is reported by Wiseman to have expressed to Champollion his confidence "…that the discovery would render essential service to religion." However, there was much opposition to Champollion. One in particular seems to anticipate the work of Fernand Crombette. The Abbé Count de Robiano concluded that the Greek and the hieroglyphic were not verbal versions of each other and “that nothing has been done, or well can be hoped, towards proving the identity of the Egyptian phrases thus discovered, with corresponding Coptic words.” (p. 70)

In brief, the position of Fernand Crombette may be gleaned from the following:

The hieroglyphics and the demotic are, in fact, TRANSLATIONS of the Greek. If certain hieroglyphics were chosen to figure the Greek letters, such as those for “Ptolemy’” and “Cleopatra”, that in no way means that they were identified with these letters. That is the assumption according to which the hieroglyphics represented letters, which made the inverse process to be believed, which is that the Greek text was a translation of the hieroglyphics.

We have been able to establish, during a recent conference in Paris, that the hieroglyphic text possessed a second sense, and thus another translation. It concerns an incantation of vengeance against the alien pharaoh. (If the World Only Knew… p. 140-1)

This corresponds better with the description of St. Clement -- that the hieroglyphic was a complex of meanings, some quite deliberately concealed, or "occult".  In a later passage of Derose’s book on Crombette, the French scholar is even more emphatic about the meaning of the hieroglyphics:

… In every case, magic was the principle which directed the evolution of ancient writing. …

The error of Champollion, in trying to translate the Egyptian hieroglyphics, had been to look for an alphabet in this writing, made according to mathematical ideas, whereas it was a question of names often monosyllabic, sometimes polysyllabic, frequently also of groups of words or of entire phrases, which had a magic value; he thus disarticulated Egyptian, which after that had no longer any sense. We have already repeated several times: the hieroglyphics do not represent letters. (p. 176 in  the If the World Only Knew…)

He goes on to say that 

…the only people of Antiquity who had powerful religious motives for not adopting a writing of magical import, and who were monotheistic, was that of the Hebrews. It was thus among this people that the origin of the alphabet must be sought. Crombette reported as well, that Greek tradition confirms this thesis; … (Ibid.)

Crombette, it seems to me, picked up and continued and often innovated with great genius the researches of these earlier Christian scholars, work which was soon to be overwhelmed by the rising tide of evolutionism. He also revived the medieval doctrine of the geocentric universe in his work on Galileo.

However, when it comes to placing Abraham and Jacob and the great Joseph in Egyptian history, Crombette fell right in with the mainstream view represented by Cardinal Wiseman and Catholic scholars ever since.

Cardinal Wiseman was in possession of a letter from Champollion to the Duc de Blacas wherein he, Champollion, ventures to fix the dates of Abraham in Egypt, of Joseph, and of the Exodus. It is given in French but I will translate so as to present the main dates:

Abraham was in Egypt about 1900 (B.C.), that is to say, under the Shepherd Kings (Hyk-Shos or Hyksos). Since the Egyptians would not permit a stranger to enter their lands, therefore, it must have been under a Shepherd King that Abraham was allowed to come in.

Also, it was under the Shepherd Kings or Hyksos that Joseph ministered in Egypt and there established his brothers. This could not have happened under Kings of the Egyptian race.

The new Egyptian King did not know Joseph and so, this new King reduced the Hebrews to slavery. The captivity lasted until the 18th dynasty. And it was under Ramses II, called Amenophis, at the beginning of the 15th century B.C., that Moses delivered the Hebrews. This happened during the adolescence of Sesostris who succeeded his father and made the conquests in Asia while Moses and the Israelites were 40 years in the desert.

Notice that it all hinges on the fact that the Egyptians despised people who kept cattle, that is, shepherds. Then, Cardinal Wiseman brings in the work of one Rosellini "to show what new lights and striking confirmation” the Biblical record receives from these researches "and how groundless were the alarms of the early antagonists."  (p. 77)

It seems it was the main contribution of Rosellini to pin down a specific text of Genesis as a basis for placing Joseph among the Hyksos Kings in the 17th dynasty. In Cardinal Wiseman’s words:

… Rosellini takes the Scripture chronology as a necessary basis to all his calculations so far that he is willing to reject every part of the early history of Egypt which cannot enter within the limits proscribed by Genesis.

The first point in Scripture on which the labors of Rosellini throw a new light, is the origin and signification of the title of Pharoah; … he shows the title to be identical with that of Phra, or Phre, the sun, which is prefixed to the names of the kings upon their monuments. Coming down to a later period, we have an extraordinary coincidence between the facts related in the history of Joseph, and the state of Egypt at the period when he and his family entered it. We are told in the book of Genesis that Joseph, upon presenting his father and brethren to Pharoah, was careful to tell him that they were shepherds, and that their trade had been to feed cattle, and that they had brought their flocks and herds with them. But in his instructions to them there seems to be an extraordinary contradiction: -- “When Pharoah shall call on you and say, ‘What is your occupation?’ ye shall say, ‘Thy servants’ trade hath been about cattle, from our youth even until now, both we and also our fathers;' that ye may dwell in the land of Goshen, for every shepherd is an abomination unto the Egyptians.” (Gen. 46:33-34; 47:l) Now why make it such a point to tell Pharoah that his family were all shepherds, because all shepherds were an abomination to the Egyptians? This contradiction is removed by the circumstance that when Joseph was in Egypt, the greater part of its kingdom was under the dominion of the Hyk-Shos, or Shepherd Kings -- a foreign race, probably of Scythian origin, who seized upon the kingdom. Thus we have it, at once, explained how strangers of whom the Egyptians were so jealous, should be admitted into power; how the king should be even glad of new settlers, occupying considerable tracts of his territory; and how the circumstance of their being shepherds, though odious to the conquered people, would endear them to a sovereign whose family followed the same occupation. (p. 78-79)

But there is another Scripture that indicates more clearly and strongly that Joseph was considered to be an Egyptian and served under Egyptian kings.  It is  Genesis 43:3l-32:

And when he had washed his face, coming out again, he refrained himself, and said: Set bread on the table.

And when it was set on, for Joseph apart and for his brethren apart, for the Egyptians also that ate with him, apart (for it is unlawful for the Egyptians to eat with the Hebrews, and they think such a feast profane), …

Also, there are many details in the story of the Exodus that Rosellini’s account must omit. David Fry has discovered these missing details.1 Fry explains the passage of Genesis 46, when Joseph speaks to his brothers of what they must say to Pharoah:

This statement shows that the family wanted to be segregated from the Egyptians and the Egyptians felt the same. Now all we have to prove is that the royal house considered the Hebrews an abomination, and this should establish that the leaders of Egypt during Joseph’s era were native Egyptians and not Hyksos kings. Genesis makes this point clear earlier, while Joseph’s brothers still thought Joseph was an Egyptian: … (p. 48)

And he quotes Genesis 43:32. The fact, too, that the Hebrews were given the land of Goshen, shows that the Egyptians wished them to be segregated from the main culture of the Egyptians. As Fry says, "during Joseph's time the ruling class in Egypt was not the Hebrew-loving Shepherd Kings, but rather native ruling kings who avoided shepherd cultures. It is extremely clear that Joseph was not Vizier to Hyksos Kings." (p. 48)

Fry gives other evidences against the Hyksos theory:

The name given to Joseph when he was made Vizier was not a Hyksos name but a native Egyptian name. The same is true of the name of the wife given to Joseph.

Genesis 41:45 says Pharoah called Joseph’s name Zaph-nath-pa-a-neah, which in Coptic means "The man to whom secrets are revealed." Because this name sounds unlike any era of names in the Egyptian King lists, it is presumed to be a title name. The elements of this title contain Path and Neith, with Hebrew spelling. These title elements do not belong to the Hyksos or New Kingdom era, but were prominent during the Old Kingdom.

Because modern historians selected the wrong era for Joseph, they have been absolutely unable to come up with any hard evidence to show that the Hebrews were in Egypt during the Hyksos era or later during the New Kingdom. It is this lack of evidence which has caused several traditionalists to deny the Hebrews ever were in Egypt.

However, by correctly placing Joseph in his proper era [the Old Kingdom, 2nd-3rd dynasty], our evidence of his life and times continues to accumulate. (p. 49)

He goes on to give the evidence from the practice of circumcision: Historians know that the Egyptians of the Old Kingdom practiced circumcision and have assumed that they originated the practice. However, after giving the reasons why it could not have been Abraham or Jacob, Fry concludes it must have been Joseph who introduced the practice during his Visiership in the Old Kingdom.

The remainder of the Lecture is given to proving that the Zodiacal inscriptions in Egypt are really of late Roman origin and thus belie the dates of many thousands of years before Christ given them by the enemies of religion. Some even attempted "to prove that the Egyptians were a learned and scientific people long before the date which our belief affixes to the creation of man…" (p. 99)

The entire problem of Egypt and its chronology is greatly alleviated if not entirely solved by David Fry's thesis. As he says,

Nothing matches the traditional model, in fact the mis-match is so obvious that now historians and archaeologists throw up their hands in dismay, proclaiming that all the Hebrew documents are simply fiction. Now they say that not only are Adam, Noah, and Abraham fictions, but even Jacob, Joseph, Moses and Joshua are also figments of imagination. 

Not only is today’s model of history in error, it is incorrect by a whole millennium. Only a paradigm shift can correct such a blunder. (p. 102)

He is surely right! Crombette’s main contribution in this area has been to bring to light the true achievements of Joseph in Egypt. But this contribution would be rendered yet more convincing by combining it with that of David Fry who brings forth the most convincing evidence that Joseph was the builder of the great pyramids, a master engineer and astronomer, and in fact, was later deified as Imhotep and the earlier Pathotep.

But the time-frame is the crucial factor. Fry locates Joseph under King Zoser in the 2nd-3rd Dynasty of the Old Kingdom. From this he proceeds to demonstrate the chronology and persons of the Exodus, summed up this way and supplying the missing details of all other chronologies:

1) Moses lived under one Pharaoh from his birth, until he escaped at age 40. This same Pharaoh reigned while Moses lived in Midian another 39 years. This requires a king’s reign of at least 79 years. [This King was Pepy II]

2) After the death of this king, [Pepy II], Moses is now 80 years old. He was told to go to Egypt to deliver the Hebrews from slavery; this means that the new Pharaoh had only reigned one year, or less, when the plagues hit Egypt. [This King was Mer-en-ra]
3 ) This new Pharaoh died, or went to Nineve; therefore, his reign would only last about a year.

4) The new king had a male heir, but he was killed in the tenth Plague. [This son-heir was Neter-ka-ra]  This left Egypt with only the queen to rule Egypt. [This Queen was Nataqerti]

Virtually destroyed during the ten plagues, the nation of Egypt should be thrown into a period of obscurity and weakness. This is exactly what did occur, according to the Egyptian King lists. Historians name it the first intermediate age, or first dark age.

Does the Bible's Exodus story match Egypt's king lists? No, not even remotely, if we use conventional dating. But if we use our amended model, the answer is a resounding YES, YES to the minutest detail.

Do the Egyptian King lists name a king who reigned long enough to encompass the required 79 years from Moses’ birth until his burning bush experience? YES. Is there any indication in the king lists that the next king had a short reign that would last only long enough to span the time period from Moses at the burning bush, until the destruction of the Egyptian army at the Red Sea -- maximum 1 year? YES. Do the king lists offer any clue that the second king lost his first born during the tenth plague? YES. (pp. 101-102)

Fry is well aware of the penchant of the ancients to greatly increase the years of their history by exaggerated ages; but many such problems are solved by the fact that some kings reigned simultaneously and the kings of upper and lower Egypt are not always distinguished clearly. This accounts for much of the confusion of the dates.

In the last analysis, the model of David Fry deserves consideration. Cardinal Wiseman presented the conventional time-frame model of the 19th century scholars -- a model that matched only very loosely and remotely the time-frame indicated by Scripture. But it has stuck and even Crombette adheres to it despite the numerous difficulties that the details of Scripture present.

There is much work to do, and as David Fry so rightly indicates, it will take "a paradigm shift"of the first magnitude to bring things into the right alignment.



Lecture the Ninth

The Cardinal divides his Ninth Lecture, on Archaeology, into three sections: 1) on medals and coins, 2) on inscriptions, and 3) on monuments.

An apparent discrepancy between the words of Hosea in Genesis 33:19 and the words of St. Stephen in Acts 7-l6, is resolved by the discovery of a coin. Jacob bought part of a field from the children of Hemor which be paid for with a hundred lambs. St. Stephen refers to a sepulchre that Abraham bought for a sum of money or "pieces of money" (Kesita) from the sons of Hemor.

An "ancient Phenician coin bore upon it the figure of a lamb, for which it was the equivalent." (p. l05) The Hebrew word Kesita and the coin with the lamb yields the conclusion that “we now know for certain that the Phenicians had a coin with a symbol corresponding to the meaning of the word Kesita; and the element alone wanting to make the conjectural reconciliation morally certain now exists.” (p. 106)

The Cardinal and his critics do not refer to the fact that St. Stephen alludes to Abraham (Genesis 23) whereas the payment in lambs was made by Jacob. This difficulty is explained by Steinmueller and Sullivan in the Catholic Biblical Encyclopedia: Old Testament, under “Hemor”.

The application of numismatics also resolves difficulties regarding the two books of Maccabees. In this connection, the words of the Cardinal are worth quoting:

By some strange inconsistency it has almost always happened that when the evidence of any sacred book is compared with that of a profane author, it is taken for granted that the former must be in error, if both do not agree. This we have seen to be the case in treating of Indian and Egyptian antiquities. Where they did not harmonise with Scripture chronology, this was pronounced in fault; though, critically speaking, it must be allowed at least an equal weight with them. Now, precisely the same course was pursued here. Discrepancies were undoubtedly found to exist between the dates assigned to events in these and in other authors later in time and more distant in country from the scene of those actions; and of course, the sacred book was condemned as inaccurate. Erasmus Frohlich [a learned Jesuit] in the preface to his Annals of the Kings and Events of Syria, a numismatic work of great authority and research, has undertaken the task of comparing the chronology of these books, not with the vague testimony of other historians, often differing among themselves, but with the contemporary and incontestable evidence of medals. And the result has been a table confirming, in every respect, the order and epochs of events recorded in the inspired history. (p. 107)

Again, a medal called the Apamean, is found stamped with a simplified representation of Noe and the Ark. Apamea, anciently called Celaene, was traditionally regarded as being situated in the neighborhood of Ararat. The people of that country thus celebrated this propinquity by stamping their coins with images recalling the Deluge.

When he comes to inscriptions, the Cardinal confronts the great work of Edward Gibbon (1737-l794), The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire (1788). Gibbon was England’s greatest star of the Revolution’s Luciferian “Enlightenment”. He had maligned and diminished the witness of the Christian martyrs:

… and in the nothingness of every effort to overcome them or utterly destroy them, we have evidence of a protecting arm, of the secure promise of One who could bring to nought every weapon forged against His work. Who, then, can be surprised at the ingenuity with which every discredit has been thrown upon that interesting fact of ecclesiastical history, and that Gibbon should have employed all the meretricious brilliancy of his own style, and borrowed all the learning of his predecessors, to prove that Christianity had but few martyrs, and that these suffered death rather from their own imprudence than from any malice or hatred to Christianity in their enemies: that they were driven to the scaffold by an ambitious or restless spirit rather than by any hallowing and inspired motive. -- "Their persons," he concludes, "were esteemed holy, their decisions were admitted with deference, and they too often abused, by their spiritual pride and licentious manners the predominance which their zeal and intrepidity had acquired. Distinctions like these, while they display their exalted merit, betray the inconsiderable number of those who suffered, and of those who died for the profession of Christianity." (pp. 125-126)

The Cardinal proves Gibbon false by the evidences of inscriptions in the catacombs that list the numbers of martyrs. “These inscriptions clearly prove the cruelty of the persecutions, and the great number of the martyrs,” (p. 128)  And,

These inscriptions are a strong additional evidence what numbers must have laid down their lives for the faith, and have thus conduced towards confuting a powerful objection [that of Gibbon] against one of the most interesting and beautiful confirmations of Christianity. (p. 130)

The last group, the “Monuments”, contains many evidences. One of the most interesting is that of a monument in Karnak, in Egypt, commemorating the war of King Shishak (Sesak) against Juda in the reign of King  Roboam. This is recorded in 3 Kings 14:25 and 2 Chronicles 12:2. The two male images on the monument bear all the characteristics of their nationality and ethnicity: the Egyptian is clean-shaven and close-cropped with Ethiopian features while the Hebrew is bearded naturally (not braided), has long hair with a head-band, and features definitely Semitic. His shield is decorated with symbols denoting Juda.

The Cardinal is greatly impressed: "Well may we say, that no monument ever yet discovered gives such new confirmatory evidence to the authenticity of Scripture history." (p. 143)

He closes this Lecture with an invocation of Rome’s glorious past:

And surely, whatever creed any may profess, he cannot visit, but with soothed and solemn feeling, those many old and venerable churches, which stand alone amidst the ruins of ancient buildings, not because they were erected in solitude, but because, like the insulated cones that rise on the flanks of mountains, the inundations of many ages have washed down around them the less durable masses that enclosed and connected them together. And if he enter some of these, and see them yet retaining all their parts and decorations, even as they were in early times, so unmoved, so unchanged, as if the very atmosphere breathed in them by the ancient  Christians had not been disturbed; methinks it were not difficult for you to feel, for some short space, as they did, to wish that all else had suffered as small mutation, and long that religion could once more strike its roots as deeply into our hearts as it did into theirs, and if it produce no more the martyr’s palm, put forth at least the olive-branch of peace. And wherever we move among the remains of the ancient city, whether in search of amusement or instruction there is caught a tone of mind which the most thoughtless cannot escape, essentially subduing of all selfish and particular feelings, an approximation to a religions frame of soul, which shows how necessarily the destruction of all mere earthly power was a preliminary step to the introduction of a more spiritual influence, even as the contemplation of that destruction opens the way to that influence’s personal acting. And thus may we say that archaeology, the study of ruins and of monuments, while it enlightens and delights us, may well form the basis of the strongest religious impressions and individual evidences. (p. 145)

It is in such passages of high-flown rhetorical virtuosity that we catch the true spirit, however romantic, of Cardinal Wiseman. It is a spirit that did not mourn the passing of the temporal power of the papacy but rather, rejoiced to see it reduced to a mere "spirituality" that would enable it to be in the forefront of that coming one-world religion tied to no special kind of culture, no uniquely pure music that only Christianity could produce, and no architecture that only the soul aspiring to Heaven after the Resurrected and Ascending Christ could produce. It was an extreme short-sightedness on the part of those prelates who did not mourn the passing of Christendom and its culture. But perhaps it is presumptuous of us to blame them, for had we lived then, how can we know we would not have been just as short-sighted?

Lecture the Tenth

on

"Sacred Literature"

Cardinal Wiseman was writing in the Golden Age of Geology (1790-1839) but in the age of great decline (1800-1918) of Biblical Studies.  So says Msgr. John E. Steinmueller in his Companion to Scripture Studies (1969, Vol. I, p.  339).

Biblical criticism flourished from the mid-17th through the 18th centuries due largely to the revival of classical learning and the increase in ancient manuscripts from the East. Scholars began to examine the textual status of’ literary works and from that to evaluate them from other points of view.

Alexander Pope’s “Essay on Criticism” (1709) is at once a compendium of the art and the apex of its practice.

Those Rules of old discovered, not devis’d,

Are Nature still, but Nature methodised

summarizes the technical part whereas

A little learning is a dangerous thing;

Drink deep, or taste not the Pierian spring

epitomizes its more profound aspects. And it is this art of criticism, taken over from literature into the field of Biblical studies, that Cardinal Wiseman treats in his Tenth Lecture.

The great danger and one which has not been avoided, was that the Bible would be treated as a human book. The Fathers of the Church never forget that Scripture is not a human work and they always speak of  the divine Scriptures.

But the practice of Biblical criticism in modern times has greatly narrowed and even stultified the study of God’s Word as can be surmised from what the Cardinal says here:

And, in fact, we may well inquire, what has been the result, of this laborious and acute research -- of this toilsome collation of manuscripts of every age, of the many theories for classifying critical documents; in fine, of all the years which able and learned men have dedicated to the zealous task of amending and perfecting the sacred books? Why truly, if we exclude the great and important conclusions which we have at present in view, the result is so trifling, that we should say there had been much unthrifty squandering of time and talents thereupon. … (p. 162-163)

This is an evil effect of the Renaissance/Reformation period that is seldom noticed by scholars and historians. Not only did the new cosmology “throw all in doubt” but “the new criticism” shredded the seamless garment of Divine Revelation. And such destructive activity continues to this day.

But Cardinal Wiseman is ever the optimist:

But the great and most important office of this study, particularly in connection with the object of these lectures, consists in giving us the means of deciding how far the text of Scripture, as we now possess it, is free from essential alterations, and corruptions; and consequently, in removing all our anxiety and uneasiness regarding its interpretation. And to who how far it has been successful in its researches, I will briefly sketch out the history of the science as exercised upon the text of both Old and New Testaments. (p. 154)

And so he does just that but not, really, very briefly. I will try to hit some of the more interesting and instructive highlights. For something happened to the way men approached the sacred text and that difference, between the Patristic-Medieval times and the modern, is a difference that Cardinal Wiseman does seem to indicate in the passages already quoted. At the same time, he was not a little annoyed by the attitude manifested towards the new sciences by the Roman authorities:

Nothing has been more common than to charge us who dwell in Rome, and particularly those who have authority here, with discouraging all critical research, especially in sacred literature, and with throwing every obstacle in the way of those who cultivate it. … (p. 158)

Perhaps some in Rome could foresee consequences that the Cardinal, in his great liberality and optimism, could not foresee, for he was absolutely without fear or scruple respecting the advance of critical studies as of the advances and “progress” of all the sciences. And so, he outlines in great detail the textual studies before and during his time. Various versions of the Bible proliferated and there was much dispute over many specific passages. However, the Cardinal justifies it all on these bases:

For, if the understanding the words of Scripture aright, necessarily form the groundwork of all true interpretation, the reading of them correctly must be a preliminary step to that accurate understanding. Now, the science of sacred criticism undertakes this office. First, it investigates what are the true words of any single text, it examines all the varieties which may exist therein; … But then it goes further, and generalizes its results, by inquiring into the correctness of the entire sacred volume, after the revolutions of so many ages.

The influence of this study upon the Christian evidences is manifestly very great. … (p. 152)

The forces of Rationalism (fruits of the Luciferian “Enlightenment” ) took advantage of Biblical criticism to attack the Divinity of Christ.  Thus,

… the first verse of St. John’s Gospel had been the subject of various critical conjectures with a view to destroying its force in proving the divinity of Christ. One author had maintained that the reading should be in the genitive, “and the Word was of God;” another that the sentence should be differently pointed, and that we should read, “And God was,” leaving “the Word” to be joined to the next period. Now, after examining all the evidence within the reach of unexampled industry, exercised by men noways unfavorable to the cause supported by these conjectures, what discoveries have been made in this passage? Several various readings, to be sure; such as Clement of Alexandria’s having once, “the Word was in God,” instead of with God; one manuscript, and St. Gregory of Nyssa, reading the word God with an article, “was the God.” These are the only variations found in the text, while the great doctrine which it contains, remains perfectly untouched, and the presumptuous conjectures of Photinus, Crellius, and Bardht, are proved to be frivolous and ungrounded. (p. l64)

After many such examples, the Cardinal concludes:

Thus, may we say, that critical science has not only overthrown every objection drawn from documents already in our possession, but has given us full security against any that may be yet discovered; and has, at the same time, placed in our hands simple and easy canons, or rules for deciding complicated points of difference. … (p. 170)

He then proceeds to the next part of Biblical criticism, for after the text has been established, the work of interpretation begins. This he places in the hands of philology and its basis in grammar. There is much overlapping of disciplines here, but the Cardinal insists on fine distinctions. Only after much naming of authorities and descriptions of schools, especially in the Hebrew language, does he arrive at the essential discipline of hermeneutics.

Before going into that, it is interesting to see how the Jews and the Rationalists attempted to destroy the main prophecies concerning our Lord, especially those in Isaiah 52 and 53, concerning the Suffering Servant of God:

Perhaps no portion of the same extent in the Old Testament is so honored by quotations and references in the New; it is the passage which divine Providence used as an instrument to convert the eunuch of the Queen of Ethiopia. [Acts 6:32-33] As early as the age of Origen, the Jews had taken care to elude the force of a prophecy which described the Servant of God as afflicted, wounded, and bruised, and as laying down his life for his people, and even for the salvation of all mankind. Though the Targum, or Chaldee paraphrase of Jonathan, understood it of the Messiah, the later Jews have explained it either of some celebrated prophet, or of some collective body. The modern adversaries of prophecy have generally adopted the latter interpretation, though with considerable diversity as to the particular application. The favorite theory seems, that it  represents, under the figure of the Servant of God, the whole Jewish people, often designated under that title in Scripture, and that it is descriptive of the sufferings, captivity, and restoration of the whole race. (pp. 184-185)

A prominent Rationalist critic in Germany, one Gensenius, pushed hard for the plural designation of the pronoun in verse 8 of chapter 53: "…for the wickedness of my people have I struck him." thus making the Servant of God to be the entire prophetic body. Apparently, the problem was never resolved by the Biblical critics, but Cardinal Wiseman adheres to the translation of St. Jerome and that of the Syriac version. Gensenius, however, is quoted as saying that "In this passage the grammatical discussion has acquired a dogmatical interest…" and the Cardinal agrees, saying

You see, therefore, how important a discussion, in itself of small consequence, may become; how the inquiry, whether an insignificant pronoun is only plural or may be singular, has become the hinge on which a question of real interest to the evidence of Christianity has been made to turn. (pp. 186-187)

That is all that Cardinal Wiseman has to say of this text, but it is impossible to let it go at that, especially as today we live in the midst of a flourishing Zionist-Jewish Messianism. Father Denis Fahey has written extensively of this in his books, especially in The Kingship of Christ and the Conversion of the Jewish Nation (1953) wherein he quotes many Jewish authors who admit to alterations of the Hebrew text and to the teaching of the Talmud that the Jewish people are themselves the Messiah and the savior of the world as a people. Solange Hertz, too, has written pointedly of Jewish Messianism and its impact on our world in her 1993 book, Utopia. And it is certainly evident that every issue the Cardinal raises in his Lectures is still very much with us, in one way or another.

And we should not forget the spiritual sense of Scripture wherein the Mystical Body of our Lord, the Church, is always implied wherever His physical Body is mentioned. Today, as one holy priest has proclaimed, “The Church is bleeding from all Her wounds!” -- wounds made by error and vice multiplied hundreds of folds over the ages.

In his discussion of hermeneutics or, “the principles of biblical interpretation” Cardinal Wiseman takes occasion to come to the defense of the Fathers of the Church and to answer our unspoken question: Did not the Fathers of the Church confront and solve these same textual and interpretative problems? I will quote him at length on these questions, and perhaps it may help to brighten up and polish his somewhat tarnished reputation which can not escape from the heterodoxy of the Gap theory and Cuvier’s multiple catastrophes. And it is indeed quite strange to have him defending so fervently the literal sense when he abandoned it so shamelessly in the case of geocentricity and Genesis One. Even here, too, he defends the modern methods as superior to the ancient, albeit with some small deference:

Did not the early writers of the Church understand the sacred volume, and must they not have been, therefore, guided by fixed and correct rules in the interpretation? I well understand the force of this question, which will receive, perhaps, a sufficient answer in what I shall presently say. But. when I speak of hermeneutics as a science, I mean that regular digest of principles and rules which qualifies the student to study, with comparative facility, God’s holy word; and just as we have certainly better grammars of the Greek and Latin languages than those who spoke them,[ ? ] without our therefore claiming to know or understand them better than they, so has modern diligence [ ? ] collected and arranged with care those principles of sacred hermeneutics, founded on reason and logic, which are to be found scattered in the writings of the ancients, and were applied by them when interpreting literally, without referring to them as rules. (p. 189)

It’s in the “reason and logic” as bases for hermeneutics that Holy Scripture is dragged down, all too often, to the level of the merely human and the supernatural dimensions of the Revelation, as with miracles and Acts of God beyond finite understanding, are explained away as natural events. But Cardinal Wiseman is very sure of his principles drawn out by “modern diligence”:

I am not afraid of this last assertion being disputed. It is true that the fathers often run into allegories and mysteries which the taste of the age required, and which conduced to the moral instruction of their readers or hearers. It is true, that when commenting even literally, they do not always follow those theoretical maxims which they have themselves clearly laid down, but prefer appropriate theological discussions, to the less engaging occupation of the scholiast. But, notwithstanding this, I do not hesitate to affirm that the best principles of biblical. interpretation are to be found in their treatises, and the most judicious and acute application of them in their commentaries. (p. 189)

And so, even in the face of certain modern advantages, the Fathers are still tops!  And he goes on:

The fathers knew very well the difference between literal and allegorical interpretation. St. Ephrem, for instance, is careful to warn his readers when he is going to neglect the literal for the mystical sense. Indeed, Junilius has assured us that a course, introductory to Scripture, was delivered in the Syriac school of Nisibis, in which St. Ephrem lived; and has given a compendium of the principles there taught. These he collected from the mouth of a Persian scholar, and they certainly compress in a few words the chief substance of modern hermeneutics. (p. 190)

We gather from this passage, and from those that follow, that Cardinal Wiseman’s knowledge of these Fathers is from secondary sources; which seems to be rather surprising, given his expertise and facility in ancient languages. And so he continues:

The merit of St. Chrysostom as a literal commentator, who knows how to use all the pretended improvements of modem biblists, is acknowledged by Winer, a critic of the severest school. Nor does he deny unequivocal praise to his disciple Theodoret. But as I am upon the subject, you will, I trust, indulge me a few moments while I trace an important revolution in the opinions of the moderns, and show how the increasing attention to this branch of theology has served to vindicate the early writers of Christianity. A few years ago it was the fashion to consider the Fathers of the Church as devoid of fixed or solid principles of interpretation, and their commentaries as a tissue of blunders or mistakes. The progress of hermeneutics has produced this fruit, among others, that this prejudice has worn away, and those learned and pious men have regained, in modern works that respect and deference which had been so insistently refused them. Two examples of this change of sentiment will fully justify this assertion. (p. 191)

The Cardinal then contrasts an 1809 source praising St. Augustine with another source writing in 1798 who castigates the Saint for every fault from his dissolute youth to heresy, preferring Pelagius and Julian the Apostate to Augustine! Then comes a new champion who placed the merits of St. Augustine as a biblical scholar "in a new and honorable light."  It is then proved that he was sufficiently acquainted with Greek to make "a useful application of it in his commentaries."  He was even in possession of  "all the best maxims of hermeneutics” etc. (p. 193) Then, St. Jerome,

… the illustrious contemporary and friend of St. Augustine, has been the object of still falser obloquy, conveyed in even coarser terms. Of him Luther had said that, instead of reckoning him a Doctor of the Church, he considered him a heretic, though he believed him to have been saved through his faith in Christ. He adds, “I know none among the Doctors to whom I am more an enemy than Jerome, because he writes only of fasting, meats, and virginity.” (p. 194)

How very modern of Luther! Then there is the father and son, termed the elder and the younger Rosenmuller. The elder scarcely allows Jerome a single good quality but the younger comes to his defense, holding him in the greatest estimation. The Cardinal comments,

I have detained you long on an early period of biblical literature, because it proves that even the history of hermeneutics is an advancing science, and that its advance has served to remove prejudices against the earliest writers of Christianity, and to vindicate their character from the rash and unwarranted aggressions of the liberal school. (pp. l95-196)

This “liberal school” is sometimes also termed rationalist by the Cardinal, and I gather from the total context of his work that liberal was a milder and less aggressive form of the rationalist. And it will be seen later that even the Cardinal himself falls into this “liberal school” -- at least by our ability to judge consequences from this later period in time.

Of the Renaissance period, the Cardinal continues:

Upon the revival of letters, numerous commentators arose among our divines, whose works have shared the obloquy heaped upon those of the fifth century. It has been esteemed a duty to decry the voluminous productions of these diligent, and often sagacious, expositors, as a mere mass of literary rubbish, fit perhaps to fill the shelves of a library, but not to encumber the table of the student. (p. 196)

Unfortunately the names of these Renaissance scholars, those that Steinmueller denotes as constituting the Golden Age of biblical studies, are now lost in oblivion. Only one or two are recognized today, notably the learned Jesuit Cornelius à Lapide. In referring to the work of one Prof. Ackermann, a late friend of his, the Cardinal says:

Through the whole of this work, the opinions of the old Catholic divines have been collected and honorably mentioned. It is pleasing to see these writers, whose names it has become so unfashionable to quote, once more treated with respect; and there is something almost amusing in the frequent juxtaposition of Rosenmuller and Cornelius à Lapide, Oedmann and Figneiro, Hort and De Castro. (p. 198)

The Cardinal then turns to the rise of what he terms “the liberal school” or what today we would denote as rationalists and who were succeeded by the Modernists,  still very much with us.

After the middle of the last century,[ca 1750] Sempler gave the first impulse to what he denominated the liberal interpretation of the Scriptures. A denial of inspiration, the resolution of every miracle into an allegory, or a vision, or a delusion, or a natural event clothed in oriental exaggeration, and a total denial of prophecy, are the characteristics of his school. … (p.
199)

That is a good description of the Modernist method and ideology today. From here, the Cardinal proceeds again to discuss the interpretations of prophecy, “…because, by it the Old Testament principally is connected with the evidences of Christianity.” (p. 199)

The opinion of this “liberal school” was that the only difference between the prophecies of the Old Testament and the seers of pagan nations is that the pagans lacked “the true and moral spirit of monotheism, by which the Hebrew prophecy was purified and consecrated.”  (p. 200)

I will not further shock you by following the history of this wretched school, the impieties of which have unfortunately so widely prevailed on the continent as to be openly taught by persons holding theological chairs in Protestant universities, and published by men who call themselves, on their title-page, pastors of Protestant congregations. It will be sufficient to state, that the late Professor Eichhorn reduced to system the rationalist theory of prophecy, and pretended to establish a complete parallelism between the messengers of the true God and the soothsayers of heathenism.

With such principles as these, we must expect to find the interpretation of prophecies dreadfully perverted. Hence, in many modern commentaries the predictions relating to the Messiah are either totally overlooked, or systematically attacked. … (pp. 200-201)

We recognize in this perversion that which both Protestant Joseph Seiss and Catholic Henri Luken opposed by demonstrating the continuance of the Primordial Revelation which suffered dreadful corruption by the pagans but preserved nonetheless vestiges of its divine origin. (See this writer’s From the Beginning,  Volume II)

And so the Cardinal continues:

The depraved state into which hermeneutical science had thus sunk was sure to produce a reaction, and through it, a return to better principles. This has already in a great measure been the case, and works have appeared which, having profited by the great erudition brought into play on the other side, have drawn some good out of the mass of evil accumulated on this study. For they have fully shown that the learning and ingenuity displayed in attacking divine prophecy may be well enlisted in the better cause, and retain all their brilliant, though they lose their dazzling power. … (pp. 201-202)

And this is exactly what Joseph Seiss says writing some 40 or 50 years after Cardinal Wiseman, of the efforts of the unbelievers: "…though the argument, as such, is false and worthless, it does not follow that the materials collected to build it are the same… …instead of proving Christianity a mere revival of old mythologies, they give powerful impulse toward the conclusion"  that the origin of both is in the Primordial Revelation. (The Gospel in the Stars, p. 6)

So it is today: the “discoveries” of the physical, natural sciences are always interpreted in an evolutionary sense, but the same “facts” are evidences of Creation, the Fall, the Flood and Babel when seen in the light of Divine Revelation and Faith.

As an example of the liberal school of interpretation, the Cardinal chooses what was being done to the first two chapters of St. Matthew’s Gospel wherein are several references to the text, introduced by the formula: "all this was done, that it might be fulfilled which the Lord spoke by the prophets;" and "for so it is written by the prophet;" and "that it might be fulfilled…." etc. (Matthew 1:22;  2: 5, 15, 17)

According to the liberal Michaelis, "the texts thus quoted do not appear literally to correspond to the events to which they are applied; …" (p. 202-203)

To solve this difficulty, the liberal Michaelis attributes the first two chapters of St. Matthew to some other uninspired author.

It is in the Cardinal’s disposal of this allegation that I find his own brand of liberalism coming forth; he must always find other ways to explain a literal text than the plain literal sense. So here, the Cardinal tries to explain away the literal meaning by comparing it with other, extra-Biblical usages of the same formula.

At the outset I must protest that any reader of Holy Scripture today can easily find in his Douay Rheims New Testament the exact prophecy in the Old Testament that St. Matthew is claiming fulfilled in the New. And it is amazing that Cardinal Wiseman stoops to the level of the liberals in trying to solve such a fabricated problem on their own grounds. And so, what does he do?

He admits that he will not examine the texts in question.  Already he has given away his advantage. Rather, he says

I wish to meet the broad question, and show how the progress of oriental research cuts away the ground from under the rationalist’s feet, and totally overthrows the chief argument on which the rejection of those two important chapters has been based. (p. 204 )

I do believe “the progress of oriental research” is of more concern to the Cardinal than preserving the literal text of Scripture and its plain meaning. But he continues:

Most commentators, Catholic and Protestant, will be found to agree that some texts, even when thus introduced, may be mere allegations, without its being intended to declare that the literal fulfillment took place on the occasion described. Many writers have taken great pains to prove that even the forms of expression which I have cited, are not incompatible with this idea; and for this purpose, they have chiefly used the writings of the Rabbins, and of classical authors. … (p. 204)

How can this be applied to the texts cited in St. Matthew without denying the actual fulfillment of the prophecies? And the Rabbins are certainly not reliable sources in this case.  But with supreme confidence the Cardinal asserts:

The field, therefore, may be considered, open, and worthy to occupy the attention of scholars. Now, though it may appear presumptuous, I think I have it in my power to solve the difficulty, simply by the course which I have been endeavoring to suggest through these Lectures, by the prosecution, however, feebly, of the very study to which it belongs. In endeavoring to meet it, I need not premise that I, by no means, allow any validity to Michaelis's arguments, or mean to admit that the quotations in St. Matthew’s first chapters may not be proved accurately applicable to the events there described. (p. 207)

But he is willing to obscure this all-important issue in order to bring to the fore-front “the progress of oriental research”   I find this despicable! But let him continue:

On these points there is very much to be said; but I wish to waive the long investigation into which they would lead us, and simply take up the question upon the objector’s own grounds, and prove that even granting all that he assumes, he has no reason for rejecting that portion of Scripture, or impugning the inspiration of its writer. In other words, I wish to show, that, even if those texts could not be applied to certain events, otherwise than by accommodation, the phrases which introduce them will easily bend to that explanation, and so destroy the argument drawn from their force. For I will show you, by examples from the earliest Syriac writers, that in the East similar expressions were used for accommodating Scriptural phrases to individuals, to whom the writers could not possibly have believed them primarily or originally to refer. (p. 207) (Emphases added)

With all of Tradition and the relevant Biblical texts on his side, the Cardinal still insists that the phrases in dispute “will easily bend” to the required explanation. But why bend the text at all? Further, I find some real ambiguity in his use of the term "accommodating" to the Scriptural phrases, for as we will see in his examples, it is really a case of extra-Biblical analogy and hyperbole. And in the end, he leaves the case wide open to false interpretation. Not content to leave it at that, he lists three cases in which the Scriptural phrase was used to apply to some non-Biblical person or event. 

1) St. Ephrem is often praised as fulfilling a Biblical prophecy in this “accommodated” sense, and St. Ephrem himself speaks of Aristotle as fulfilling what was written of the wisdom of Solomon.

2 ) Again, St. Ephrem is brought in to exemplify another analogy, or as the Cardinal terms it, an adaptation: "Those who are in error have hated the source of assistance; as it is written, ' The Lord awoke like one who slept.'" To see the force of this application, says the Cardinal, the entire passage must be read. And yet he does not supply this for us! (p. 209) A note does advise us of the source: The Acts of St. Ephrem, and tom. ii, with page numbers, none of which are available to this reader of the Cardinal's works.  And finally,

3) St Ephrem: "In the Acts of St. Ephrem, which I have more than once quoted, it is so applied. For example, speaking of the Saint -- …  This is he of whom our Saviour said, ‘I came to cast fire upon the earth.'  In another place, the same text is applied to him by St. Basil in still more definite terms.” p. 209)

After these examples from the life of 5t. Ephrem, the Cardinal proceeds to take examples from the Arabs and the Koran!

It seems to me that the Cardinal has lost all sense of propriety. None of his examples serves one whit to defend the authority of St. Matthew and the accuracy of his references to Old Testament prophecy. In fact, the texts provide their own self-evidential proofs and as far as I can see, the Cardinal has wasted his time and perhaps even sown seeds of doubt in others.

But he has many words with which to defend his defense, and I will quote them in full in order to be as fair to him as possible. 

I fear lest this disquisition may have proved tedious to many; if so, I will only request them to consider how important its object may well appear. For it is directed to wrench out of the hands of rash scholars a pretended argument for rejecting two of the most important and beautiful chapters of gospel history. It serves, too, as another illustration of how continued application to any pursuit is sure to obtain possession of a sufficient clue to unravel the difficulties drawn from its lower stages.

Desultory as the objects of which I have treated may appear, they have, I trust, presented a variety of points illustrative of the object pursued in these Lectures. In every one of the members which compose the direct study of the Bible, we have seen a natural onward progress; and in every instance the spontaneous consequence of that progress has been the removal of prejudice, the confutation of objections, and the confirmation of the truth. I will only add, that the persona]. and practical application of the various pursuits which have been grouped together in this Lecture will satisfy any one, that even in that confined form they have the same power of development, and the same saving virtue. Experience has long since satisfied me, that every text, which Catholics advance in favor or their doctrines controverted by Protestants, will stand those rigid tests to which modern science insists upon submitting every passage under discussion. This, however, is the province of dogmatic or polemic theology, and therefore must not be intruded upon here. (p. 211)

But what an inversion and perversion of the hierarchy of the sciences, to demand that the highest of the sciences, Sacred Doctrine, submit itself to "the rigid tests to which modern science insists upon submitting every passage under discussion." It is the arrest, capture, scourging, crowning with thorns, and crucifixion of the Sacred Humanity in His Word, the Scriptures. How could the same treatment, Sacramentally, be far off?

 The Cardinal’s concluding words only emphasize how far he is from realizing what he is doing, for to him, the Scriptures are, as for his mentor, Sir Francis Bacon, but another branch of SCIENCE, and an inferior one, at that:

The study of God’s word, and the meditation upon its truths, surely forms our noblest occupation. But when that study is conducted upon severe principles, and with the aid of deep research, it will be found to combine the intellectual enjoyment of the mathematician, with the rapture of the poet, and even to open new sources of edification and delight, to some of which I hope to open you a way in my next discourse. (p. 211)

Was there ever a more seductive blurring of the natural and the supernatural? And was there ever a more fervent apostle of scientific progress -- the favorite idea of our modern times? Even to the detriment of the highest science, of God.



Lecture the Eleventh

This Lecture continues with the same method and purpose as the previous one: to vindicate certain problematic texts of Scripture by means of extra-Biblical literature and history.

The Cardinal laments the distinction between sacred and profane holding that such terms as secular, human and profane learning “have in reality suggested or encouraged the abhorrence which such men (of weak minds) have felt and expressed for all but theological learning.” (p. 215)

In fact, the loss of the sense of hierarchical order in the sciences as reflecting reality led men to attempt putting theological studies on a par with the rising physical sciences. Cardinal Wiseman, on the other hand, greets with enthusiasm the ascendancy of the physical sciences and simply uses them to keep the theological studies alive. Nor is he always primarily concerned with the literal Truth of Divine Revelation, as we have seen in his views of geocentricity, the Six Days and geological applications. Inordinate zeal in any pursuit can cloud the intellect both in its exercise of Faith and of reason.

He divides his present subject into three parts: 1) particular illustrations from Eastern archaeology; 2) the influence of Asian philosophy on religion; 3) Oriental historical records.

The Cardinal praises his native country, England, as being in the forefront of studies, and furthermore, “The mine is inexhaustible...” (p. 216) The first example he gives is that of Joseph and his divining cup in Genesis 44:5, 15. Because this practice of divining with a cup was supposed to be completely without parallel in ancient authors, an alteration in the reading or translation of the Scriptural text was seriously considered. However, many Eastern peoples were found to have practiced this kind of augery and last, but not least, St. Ephrem tells us “that oracles were received from cups, by striking them, and noticing the sound which they emitted."

"Thus, then, we see a growing series of illustrations of a passage not many years ago considered untenable, from its being unsupported by any." (p. 220)  I find it curious that the Cardinal does not make any comments on the fact that divination and all such forms of sorcery were strictly forbidden to the Israelites. Steinmueller and Sullivan, in their Catholic Biblical Encyclopedia (1956) under "Divination" have this:

Although Joseph foretold the future through divine illumination (Gen. 40,8; 41,16) and not as the professional Egyptian magicians, yet he gave his brothers to understand that he was also acquainted with the pagan method of divination by means of a cup (i.e., hydromancy: Gen. 44, 5, 15).

Not an entirely satisfactory explanation, either. Perhaps it was part of Joseph’s disguise to let his brothers think, as they did, that he was really an Egyptian? It does reinforce the idea of Joseph’s power in Egypt and his identity as a great man of superhuman talents.

The text of Luke 2:4 is also brought in as needing some kind of extra-Biblical vindication, and many such examples are found of the obligation for a man to go to the town of his birth and lineage at times of census.

When he comes to the Philosophy of the East, the Cardinal follows a trend of thought prominent in the 19th century: that of characterizing peoples by a certain characteristic said to be inherent in their make-up.  Thus,

The experimental philosophy which we owe to Bacon, is the exact type of the habit of thought pervading the English character, from the highest meditations of our sages to the practical reasoning of the peasant. The abstracting and contemplative, half-dreaming mysticism of the Hindoo, is no less the natural expression of his habitual calms and listlessness, the flow of bright deep thought, which must be produced in one who sits musing on the banks of his majestic streams. (pp. 223-234)

Now he touches on a most important study but fails to pursue it:

But hence it follows, that when we see all the philosophical systems of nations quite distinct in character, perfectly unlike each other in their logical processes, striving at the same consequence on all great points of moral interest to man, we are led to a choice of one of two conclusions; either that a primeval tradition, a doctrine common to the human species, and consequently given from the beginning, has flowed down to us through so many channels; or else, that these doctrines are so essentially, so naturally true, that the human mind, under every possible form, discovers and embraces them. Ancient philosophers concluded, from the consent of mankind in some common belief, that it must be correct; and thus did prove many precious and important doctrines. … (p . 224)  (Emphases added

The Cardinal does not pursue the first option, that of a primeval revelation, though it comes in of necessity in one or two later illustrations. But here he is concerned to “prove” the existence of the human soul from the common belief of mankind.

Next he considers that oriental philosophy which formed the basis of the old Persian religion,

… and from which the earliest sects of Christianity sprung up; the belief in the conflict between opposite powers of good and evil, and in the existence of emanated influences, intermediate between the Divine and earthly natures; and the consequent adoption of mystical and secret terms, expressive of the hidden relations between these different orders of created and uncreated beings. This philosophy pervaded all the East: there can be no doubt that its influence was felt among the Jews at the time of our Saviour’s coming, and that in particular the sect of Pharisees held much of its mysterious doctrines. It penetrated into Greece, affected greatly the Pythagorean and Platonic philosophies, and acted on the people through the secret religious mysteries. In many of its doctrines it approached so near to the truth, that the inspired writers were led to adopt some of its terms to expound their doctrines. Hence it is, that our great acquaintance with this system of philosophy, from the greater attention paid to it, has tended to confirm and illustrate many phrases and passages formerly obscure. For instance, when Nicodemus either understood not, or affected not to understand, our Lord’s expression that he must be "born again," we should be rather inclined to think such an expression by no means easy, and to consider the censure as severe: “Art thou a master in Israel and understandest not these things!” (John 3:3) But when we discover that this was the ordinary figure by which the Pharisees themselves expressed, in their mystic language, the act of becoming a proselyte, and that the phrase belongs to that philosophy, and is used by the Brahmans of such as join their religion, we at once perceive how such an obscure phrase should have been well understood by the person to whom it was addressed. (pp. 226-227)

The Cardinal offers us no explanation as to the fact that the Church now explains this phrase “born again” as of Baptism, since our Lord went on to say to Nicodemus, “Amen, amen I say to thee, unless a man be born again of water and the Holy Ghost, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.” (John 3:5) In other words, our Lord gave the phrase an entirely new and supernatural meaning.

Other terms such as light and darkness, flesh and spirit, and the representation of the body as a vessel or tabernacle of the soul, have also been adopted by the inspired authors. And the words “have thus lost the obscurity wherewith they used to be reproached.” (p. 227 ) And, we might add, that the inspired authors brought forth the true meanings of these words hitherto obscured by the darkness of false religious systems.

The Cardinal’s exposition of the Apostle and Evangelist St. John’s refutation of certain heretical sects is valuable. These were called Nasareans, Sabians, and Medeans. A certain sect had a peculiar veneration for St. John the Baptist and even considered him to be an emanation of the Deity.

It had been well known that St. John, in his writings, entirely attacked Gnostic sects, principally those known by the name of Ebionites, and Cerenthians. This circumstance explained many expressions otherwise obscure, and led us to understand why he so constantly insisted upon the reality of Christ’s being in the flesh. It was evident that the first chapter of his gospel contained a series of aphorisms directly opposed to their tenets. For instance, as these Gnostics maintained the existence of many Aeons, or emanated beings inferior to God, one of which they called “the Word,” and another “the only begotten;” another “the light,” etc. ; and asserted the world to have been created by a malignant spirit; St. John overthrows all these opinions, by stating that only One was born from the Father, who was at once light, the word, and the only begotten, and by whom all things were made. (John 1 and St. Irenaeus, Adv. Haeres. Book 1)

But there were other things in this sublime prologue, not so easily explained. Why is the inferiority of the Baptist so much insisted upon? Why are we told that he was not the light, but only a witness to the light; and why is this twice repeated? Why are we told that he was a mere man? These reiterated assertions must have been directed against some existing opinions, which required confutation as much as the others: yet we knew of no sect that could appear to have suggested them. The publication of the Sabian books has, to all appearances, solved the difficulty. (pp. 230-231)

Some rejected the evidence of the Sabian books and others accepted them. The Cardinal himself concludes:

Still, on looking over the book, I think we cannot fail to be struck with opinions, manifestly ancient, which seem exactly kept in view by the Apostle, in the introduction to his gospel. First, the marked distinction between light and life; secondly, the superiority of John the Baptist to Christ; thirdly, the identification of John with “the light.” (p. 230)

The details are given and the Cardinal asserts

Now, we can hardly fail to observe how pointedly the evangelist contradicts every one of these blasphemous opinions, when he tells us, that in Christ "was life"; that John "was not the light, but only a witness to it" (vv. 7-8); and that John was inferior to Christ, according to his own         testimony. And on this point, the very words of the gospel seem selected to meet the error. … (pp. 231-232)

There is some difficulty with the Samaritans who were said not to believe in a Messiah but passages drawn from ancient Samaritan literature prove that they did.

Finally, the Cardinal does come to those amazing vestiges of the primeval revelation treated at length by this writer in From the Beginning, Vol. II.

An extraordinary resemblance had been discovered between some of the most mysterious dogmas of Christianity, and expressions found in this philosophy. Some traces of a belief in a Trinity, you are probably aware, may be found in Plato’s celebrated epistle to Dionysius of Syracuse. Philo, Proclus, Sallustius the philosopher, and other Platonists, contain still clearer indications of such a belief. … (p. 235)

A Persian compilation of the Vedas contains such passages as: “The word of the Creator is itself the Creator, and the great Son of the Creator. “Sat” (that is, truth) “is the name of God, and God is trabrat, that is, three making only one.” (p. 235)  And the Cardinal goes on,

From all these coincidences, nothing more ought to be deduced, than that primeval traditions on religious doctrines had been preserved among different nations. But instead of this conclusion being drawn, they were eagerly seized by the adversaries of Christianity, and used as hostile weapons against its divine origin. … (p. 236)

And so they do still to this day. Their opposition to the divine origin of Christianity has even become the established view. But how does the Cardinal answer these charges? It was claimed that “Christianity was only an emanation of the Philosophical school which had flourished in the East, long before its divine Founder appeared.” (p. 236) The Cardinal answers:

But if one did borrow this doctrine from another, it must now be acknowledged that the very research, which extended still further this connection between the different philosophic schools of the East and West, has discovered the stock from which they all originally descended. China, too, is now proved to have possessed its Platonic school; and the doctrines of its founder, Laotseu, bear too marked a resemblance to the opinions of the Academy, not to be considered an offspring of the same parent. … (p. 236)

But it is not enough to trace the Chinese doctrines back to Plato or to find “some connecting link between the Athenian and Chinese sages.” (p. 237) The doctrine of a Trinity in the writings of Laotseu is strong evidence of some primitive, primeval revelation passed down to both Greeks and Chinese:

That for which you look, and which you see not, is called I: that towards which you listen, yet hear not, is called Hi (the letter H): what your hand seeks, and yet feels not, is called Wei (the letter V). These three are inscrutable, and being united, form only one. Of them the superior is not more bright, nor the inferior more obscure … This is what is called form without form, image without image, an indefinable Being!  Precede it, and yet find not its beginning; follow it, and ye discover not its end.” (p. 237)

The Cardinal finds the source of these remarkable doctrines in the travels of the Chinese to Palestine and of Plato to the East and in the end, somehow, they both came in contact with the Jews and their Revelation. But this is not the same as positing a primordial Revelation given to Adam and passed down from his descendants through Noe and the Flood, through the corruptions of the false religions springing up after Babel from the line of Cain through Nimrod, and so on, the core remnant of which was preserved by Heber, Abraham’s ancestor, and thence through Abraham to Moses.

And so, the Cardinal concludes that

… if any connection be admitted between the doctrine delivered to the Jews, and those which resemble them in other ancient nations, these derived them from the depositories of revealed truths. It satisfies us, that in other instances similar communications may have taken place; and there is an end to the scoffing objections of such writers as I before quoted, that Christian dogmas were drawn from heathen philosophy. (p. 240)

Perhaps here we may draw upon the Cardina1’s own principle of the inevitable progress of the sciences and point to the work of Frances Rolleston who first demonstrated “the Gospel in the Stars”, to the work of Joseph Seiss who built his work on that research with much of his own, and to that of Henri Luken, the Dutch scholar who gathered an enormous amount of evidence that the resemblances in pagan religions are evidences of a degenerated primordial revelation. (See the Appendix of From the Beginning)  No matter that these precious works are today all but forgotten and certainly not taken as authoritative. Our Lord died and was buried. But He rose again. He is the Truth in Person, and so, Veritas Domini manet in aeternum! (Ps. 116)

We are still considering oriental philosophy. A learned friend of the Cardinal’s, "an ornament to the ecclesiastical state" (p. 242) determined that the Vedas were composed before the Eastern custom of self- immolation became prevalent. (p. 243) Dr. Frederick Windischmann, the ecclesiastic’s father, had determined that the earliest period of Brahmanic philosophy exhibits the exact counterpart of the patriarchal times described in the Pentateuch. (pp. 244-245)

There are no specific dates given. The closest the Cardinal and his authorities come to a real date is that the Vedas were composed not earlier than 1400 years B.C. which, he says, is 200 years later than Moses. This is close enough to the dates I have followed in FTB, giving the approximate date of the Rig Veda between 1546 and 1500 B.C.  Moses was born ca. 1546 and the Exodus occurred in 1466 B.C.

The Cardinal then brings in another scholar, one Ritter, who places the oldest Vedic literature no more than 100 years B.C.  The Cardinal does not attempt to solve these differences. Instead, he gives an example

… of the facility with which men, who take pride in being called unbelievers, swallowed any assertion which seemed hostile to Christianity. In the last century, [the 1700’s] an Indian work, extremely Christian in its doctrines, was published by Ste. Croix, under the title of the Ezour Vedam. Voltaire pounced upon it, as a proof that the doctrines of Christianity were borrowed from the heathens, and pronounced it a work of immense antiquity, composed by a Brahman of Seringham. Now, hear the history of this marvelous work.

When Sir Alex Johnston was Chief Justice in Ceylon, and received a commission to draw up a code of laws for the natives, he was anxious to consult the best Indian works, and, among the rest, to ascertain the genuineness of the Ezour Vedam. He therefore made diligent search in the southern provinces, and inquired at the most celebrated pagodas, particularly that of Seringham; but all in vain. He could learn no tidings of the Brahman, nor of the work which he was said to have composed. Upon his arrival at Pondicherry, he obtained permission from the governor, Count Dupuis, to examine the manuscript in the Jesuits library, which had not been disturbed since they left India. Among them he discovered the Ezour Vedam, in Sanscrit and French. It was diligently examined by Mr. Ellis, principal of the College at Madras; and his inquiry led to the satisfactory discovery, that the original Sanscrit was composed in 1621, entirely for the purpose of promoting Christianity, by the learned and pious missionary, Robert de Nobilibus, nephew of Card. Bellarmine, and near relative to Pope Marcellus II. (pp. 246-247)

And the Cardinal leaves it at that!  Not a word of offense or defense! Was the Ezour Vedam perhaps one of the earliest pieces of didactic fiction for the cause of Christianity? I do wish the Cardinal had given us at least a snippet of the work, and at least a digest of its story-line.

We turn now from oriental philosophy to oriental history. 

Marodach-Baladan, King of Babylon, by an embassy-entourage sent presents to Ezechiah, King of Judah, to congratulate him on recovering from the illness that threatened his life. Ezechiah entertained these guests with great displays of his own riches. Isaiah, the Prophet, returned and rebuked him for his pride. He then foretold the Babylon Captivity.(Isaiah 39)

This particular King of Babylon, who, it turns out was a usurper of a usurper, makes no other appearance in sacred history and even this one appearance is attended with difficulties that only historians obsessed with chronology and exact dates could discern and proceed to solve. But solve they did, largely by means of a fragment of Berosus.1
The next instance the Cardinal gives concerns the religious worship of Tibet:

When Europe first became acquainted with this worship, it was impossible not to be struck with the analogies it presented to the religious rites of Christians. The hierarchy of the Lamis, their monastic institutes, their churches, and ceremonies, resembled ours with such minuteness, that some connection between the two seemed necessarily to have existed. “The early missionaries were satisfied with considering Lamaism as a sort of degenerate Christianity, and as a remnant of those Syrian sects which once had penetrated into those remote parts of Asia.”

But there have been others who have turned this resemblance to very different purposes. (pp. 251-252)

And so, the enemies of the Church led many to doubt that the Lamaic theocracy was really but a remnant of Christian sects but on the contrary represented the ancient and primitive model from which others, including Christianity, had spread. (p. 252) The whole history involves the life of the original Buddha, and studies in this history have made great strides since the time of Bailly, as the Cardinal reminds us. Now, however, we know that

At the time when the Buddhist patriarchs first established themselves in Tibet, that country was in immediate contact with Christianity. Not only had the Nestorians ecclesiastical settlements in Tartary, but Italian and French religious men visited the court of the Khans, charged with important missions from the Pope and St. Lewis of France. They carried with them church ornaments and altars, to make, if possible, a favorable impression on the minds of the natives. For this end, they celebrated their worship in the presence of the Tartar princes, by whom they were permitted to erect chapels within the precincts of the royal palaces. An Italian Archbishop,  sent by Clement V., established his see in the capital, and erected a church, to which the faithful were summoned by the sound of three bells, and where they beheld many sacred pictures painted on the walls.

Nothing was easier than to induce many of the various sects which crowded the Mongel court to admire and adopt the rites of this religion. Some members of the imperial house secretly embraced Christianity, many mingled its practices with the profession of their own creeds, and Europe was alternately delighted and disappointed by reports of imperial conversions and by discoveries of their falsehood. … it is no wonder that the religion of the Lamas, just beginning to assume splendor and pomp, should have adopted institutions and practices already familiar to them, and already admired by those whom they wished to gain. The coincidence of time and place, the previous non-existence of that sacred monarchy, amply demonstrate that the religion of Thibet is but an attempted imitation of ours. (pp. 256-257)

This account brings us to our own time and exposes the claims of the current Dali Lama as utterly deceptive. His religion is nothing but a degenerative disease far advanced, having sprung up originally on the rites and ceremonies of Christianity itself! Perhaps he does not know this. One can only wonder and pray!

In concluding this Lecture, the Cardinal cannot refrain from voicing his pride in the national character and achievements of his native England:

It is, indeed, an honor to our national character, and the greatest proof of its moral energies, that so much has been done by those whose professions seemed necessarily at variance with literary and scientific pursuits; and I know not whether the public discredit will not be hidden by the honor reflected from the personal merit of so many illustrious individuals. For posterity will not fail to observe, that while the French, in their Egyptian expedition, sent scientific and literary men to accompany their army, and bring home the monuments of that country, England has needed not to make such a distinction; but found among those who fought her battles and directed her military operations, men who could lay down the sword to take up the pen, and record for us every interesting monument, with as much sagacity and learning, as though letters had been their sole occupation. But still there is a hope of a higher national feeling; and the foundation under royal patronage of the Committee for the translation of oriental works has already greatly increased our stock of oriental lore. It has interested in these pursuits those who otherwise could hardly have been led to patronize them; it has cheered many a scholar who otherwise would have drooped in silent obscurity; and it has encouraged many, who otherwise could not have felt the necessary strength,  -- (pp. 258-259)

And he closes with a long quotation from the Roman poet Lucan which celebrates the Romans (read Englishmen) who drank from the Euphrates, penetrated the houses of the Persians, the Scythians and the Chaldeans, viewed the rapid flowing Ganges, etc., etc.

The Cardinal is really very modern, only today he would be called an American one-worlder, probably a "conservative, right-winger"; certainly not, though, either a Traditionalist or an Integrist!

The British  empire has passed the torch to the U.S. of A. and NATO. The next Empire will be the global dominion of the Anti-Christ. Already we can trace the embryonic outlines of the one~wor1d-religion in Cardinal Wiseman’s very liberal approach to the Scriptures and the natural sciences. Theology has sunk to the bottom of the hierarchical scale of values and the primary concern, even of a Prince of the Church, is more for the progress of science than for the salvation of souls by Baptism into the Body of Christ, the one true Catholic Church  and Her Tradition of Scriptural theology.
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Lecture the Twelfth

Conclusion

The Cardinal reminds us of his initial promise:

I promised to pass through the history of several sciences, and to prove by that simple process how their progress has ever been accompanied by the accession of new light and splendor to the evidences of Christianity. (p. 261)

Now he proposes to “make a common reckoning of what we have gained” (p. 262) And the "one great point" always kept in view to "give a unity of character and uniformity of method to our most devious wanderings" is one he does not name but which we surmise to be the evidences from the natural sciences  that prove the truth of Christianity. (p. 262) 

In other words, these lectures have been mainly directed to watch the relation between the evidences of Christianity and other pursuits; to trace the influence which the necessary progress of these must have upon the illustration of the former. With the true internal proofs of the Christian religion, we have not dealt: but, by removing objections against the external form of manifestation in which this religion appears, and against the documents in which its proofs and doctrines are recorded, and against many of the specific events therein registered, we may in some measure hope that the native force of those grounds of evidence will be something increased and fitted for receiving a more powerful development in our minds. This consideration admits of many different views, and leads the way to many even more important conclusions, which will form the subject of this my last address. (pp. 264-265)

There follows a short disquisition on the differences between error and truth, and it is worth quoting because it highlights the closest we will ever come to real core principles of theology in Cardinal Wiseman’s works:

The great difference between specious error and a system of truth is, that the one may present certain aspects, under which, if viewed, it gives no appearance of fault; it is like a precious stone that has a flaw, but which may be so submitted to the eye, that the play of light, aided by an artful setting, may conceal it; but which, when only slightly turned, and viewed under another angle, discovers its defect. But truth is a gem which need not be enchased, which, faultless and cloudless, may be held up to the pure bright light, on any side, in any direction, and will everywhere display the same purity, and soundness, and beauty. The one is an impure ore, that may resist the action of several reagents brought to act upon it, but in the end yields before one of them: the other is as annealed gold, which defies the power of every successive test. Hence, the more numerous the points of contact which any system presents to other orders of intellectual or scientific research, the more opportunities it gives of assaying its worth; and assuredly, if it no ways suffer by their continued progress towards perfection on different sides, we must conclude, that it hath so deep a root in the eternal truth, as that nought created can affect its certainty. … (pp. 265-266)

It is the utter triumph of induction over deduction, of reasoning from many empirical “facts” and “assays” as if the truths of Faith were hypotheses to be tested by experiments instead of real facts given by God in Divine Revelation. Theology, here, is no longer a ruling science, as in the De Veritate and the Summae of St. Thomas. It has become, instead, and still is in these present days, an object of enquiry described and communicated (as in “evangelization”) by a species of rhetoric that may range from the flowery similes of Cardinal Wiseman to the grotesque manifestations of the current "Charismatic renewal".

Next, the Cardinal summarizes the main topics that have preceded:

And surely we may say that no system has ever laid itself open more completely to detection, if it contained any error, than this of Christianity; no book ever gave so many clues to discovery, if it tell one untruth, than its sacred volume. In it we have recorded the earliest and the latest physical revolutions of our globe; the dispersion of the human race; the succession of monarchs in all surrounding countries, from the time of Sesostris to the Syrian kings; the habits and manners, and language of various nations; the great religious traditions of the human race; and the recital of many marvelous and miraculous events, not to be found in the annals of any other people. Had the test whereby all these different ingredients were to be one day tried, existed when they were thus compounded together, some pains might have been taken to secure them against their action. But against the future, no skill, no ingenuity, could afford protection. Had the name of a single Egyptian Pharaoh been invented to suit convenience, as we see done by other oriental historians, the discovery of the hieroglyphic alphabet, after 3,000 years, would not have been one of the chances of detection against which the historian would have guarded. Had the history of the creation, or of the deluge, been a fabulous or poetical fiction, the toilsome journeys of the geologist among Alpine valleys, or the discovery of hyenas’ caves in an unknown island, would not be the confirmations of his theory, on which its inventor would have ever reckoned. A fragment of Berosus comes to light, and it proves, what seemed before incredible, to be perfectly true. A medal is found, and it completes the reconciliation of apparent contradictions. Every science, every pursuit, as it makes a step, in its own natural onward progress, increases the mass of our confirmatory evidence.

Such, then, is the first important result which we have gained; -- the acquisition of that powerful proof which a system receives from multiplied verifications. … (pp. 267-268)

Next we are given some considerations that preclude the Scriptures having ever been forged or imagined. He notes that the problematic parts of the Bible are always or generally incidental, almost parenthetical narratives:

The common origin of all mankind or the miraculous dispersion of our race, are not matters paraded at length; but the former is left almost to inference, and the latter is recorded in the simplest manner. Yet we have seen what a long process of study has been required to bring out the proofs of these events, against the strong prepossessions of first appearances, and the boasted conclusions of ill-studied science. … (p. 210)

Alas, today it is not so much an “ill-studied science” but a falsely-interpreted science that reigns and dominates all education from Kindergarten on up.

Finally, the Cardinal notes that help in vindicating the Scriptures has come mostly from scholars whose main objective was not theological or religious at all but who simply pursued their own ends. These have been the antiquarian and the orientalist. But there are those who have been actively hostile to religion and these are divided into two classes: 1) Klaproth, who denies the dispersion, and Virey who denies the unity of the human race, yet both accumulate evidences that support both points; and 2) those whose irreligious motives served to enhance the interpretation of Scripture.

Here the Cardinal betrays his inherent liberalism and departure from both Scripture and Tradition. The imagination of Buffon "first devised the theory of a gradual cooling of the earth’s mass, which now is considered by so many as a sufficient solution of the difficulties regarding the Deluge…" (p. 272)

Is the Cardinal one among these “many” ? He certainly offers no objection here to Buffon’s theory. And if, as before, he protests against it, why not here? Why, because it seems to support the Deluge? I cry fou1!

The second case is that of "the unfortunate Bailly" who "by trying to reduce that astronomy [of the Hindoos] to a scientific expression, … laid the train for its total exposure." (p. 272)

And so, he reiterates again and again that the progress of science can only be to the advantage of "religion" by which "religion" I suppose the Cardinal to intend the Catholic Faith and system.

And this would surely be so and has proven to be so when real science is uncovered from the layers of false interpretation, as the creationists do today.

But Cardinal Wiseman apparently had no idea at all of the designs of Lucifer for the world and the willingness of many men to cooperate with him in his deceptions. This is the essence of liberalism: to forget or to deny the consequences of Original Sin in us and refuse to believe that men dedicated to the pursuit of knowledge and truth could practice deception when the results of their research cry out the truth of Creation and all that the Scriptures teach.

The Cardinal remains convinced that the progress of science “far from weakening, must necessarily strengthen the evidences we possess.” (p. 273)  Yes, when it was and  is the real progress of true science -- though that is very problematic today with the advances in technology. Of course, the truth can never do anything but strengthen our Faith and glorify God -- when these truths are acknowledged by men. And yes, of course, if it is true science and not a false “belief-system” masquerading as science, as the a-centric evolutionary world-view of today so masquerades.

There is another passage in which the Cardinal fails to specify which "religion" he intends and so lays his discourse open to the allegation of presenting the religion of a "One God Who Fits All", the God of a "spirituality" that accommodates all "belief-systems":
And thus we come to form a noble and sublime idea of religion, to consider it as the great, fixed point round which the moral world revolves, while itself remains unchanged; or rather as the emblem of Him who gave it, the all-embracing medium in which every other thing moves, increases, and lessens, is born and destroyed, without communicating to it essential mutation, but, at most, transiently altering its outward manifestation. We come to consider it as the last refuge of thought, the binding link between the visible and invisible, the revealed and the discoverable, the resolution of all anomalies, the determination of all problems in outward nature and in the inward soul; the fixing and steadying element of every science, the blank and object of every meditation. It appears to us even as the olive, the emblem of peace, is described by Sophocles -- a plant not set by human hands, but of spontaneous and necessary growth in the great order of creative wisdom, fearful to its enemies, and so firmly grounded, as that none, in ancient or later times, hath been able to uproot it. (pp. 273-274)

The changes we see in Cardinal Wiseman, especially in his approach to Scripture and to the natural sciences, are far from mere “outward manifestations”. They touch the very basis and foundation of the Faith.

Perhaps such vague rhetorical descriptions would not have been misread in the Cardinal’s own time and place. But even then, the world was in the midst of such political and scientific turmoil that it seems he would have been better advised to be more firmly specific -- as Pope Pius IX came to realize he must be some years later when he issued his Syllabus of Errors in 1864.

Yet, from the beginning of the Church, there have been found men who professed a contrary opinion, and they may be divided into two classes, according to the motives which have instigated their opposition to human learning. (pp. 273-274)

The first of these classes consists of “those well-meaning Christians” who throughout the ages have believed that science and Faith or reason-philosophy and Faith were incompatible. And so, NOW the Cardinal brings forth a cloud of witnesses from the Fathers and quotes them liberally. He could find no quotations from the Fathers to support his Gap theory or his figurative interpretation of Joshua's Long Day, but he can bring forth an abundance to support his theory of  “the progress of science” -- though the Fathers NEVER use such a term and the idea of a progressive science is completely foreign to them. I will quote as much as seems appropriate from his own passages from the Fathers but will not neglect, either, to present in his own words that particular “spin” that he will place upon them.

This class of timid Christians, first directed their opposition to that philosophy which so many fathers, especially of the Alexandrine school, endeavored to join and reconcile with Christian theology. They were, however, strenuously attacked and confuted by Clement of Alexandria, who devoted several chapters of his learned Stromata to the vindication of his favorite studies. He observes very justly, that “varied and abundant learning recommends him who proposes the great dogmas of faith to the credit of his hearers, inspiring his disciples with admiration, and drawing them towards the truth;” which is in like manner the opinion of Cicero when he says, “magna est enim via ad persuadendum scientia.” (p. 275) (Emphasis added)

Let us just note here that St. Clement’s main purpose, his over-riding motivation is NOT the progress of human science but the proper presentation of “the great dogmas of faith” -- and with this, Cicero has nothing to do except, perhaps, by way of method. The Cardinal continues:

Clement then illustrates his arguments by many quotations from the Holy Scriptures, and from profane authors. I will read you one remarkable passage. (p. 276)

Again, let us justly note that St. Clement abounds in quotations from the Holy Scriptures as well as from the profane authors. The Cardinal's Lectures are very short, indeed, on the quotations from Holy Scripture but long on the opinions of his authorities in the secular sciences.  And so, he continues with the passage from St. Clement:

“Some persons having a high opinion of their good dispositions, will not apply to philosophy or dialectics, nor even to natural philosophy, but wish to possess faith alone, and unadorned, as reasonably as though they expected to gather grapes from a vine which they have left uncultivated. Our Lord is called, allegorically, a vine, from which we gather fruit, by a careful cultivation, according to the eternal Word. We must prune, and dig, and bind, and perform all other necessary labor. And, as in agriculture and in medicine, he is considered the best educated who has applied to the greatest variety of sciences, useful for tilling or for curing, so must we consider him most properly educated, who makes all things bear upon the truth; who, from geometry, and music, and grammar, and philosophy itself, gathers whatever is useful, for the defence of the faith. But the champion who has not trained himself well, will surely be despised.”

These words, I must own, afford me no small encouragement. For if, instead of geometry and music, we say geology, and ethnography, and history, we may consider ourselves as having, in this passage, a formal confirmation of the views which we have taken in these Lectures, and an approbation of the principles on which they have been conducted. (pp. 276-277) (Emphasis added)

The Cardinal evidently feels great satisfaction in his substitution of geology for geometry, of ethnography and history for music. But I find a real difference between the works of the Fathers and the Lectures of Cardinal Wiseman on this very point. Reading the Fathers one is immersed in the supernatural, in the sacred, in the Scriptures, in the Truths of Faith, and in its practice by means of the highest virtues and the avoidance of the smallest vices. But reading Cardinal Wiseman in these Lectures, one is immersed, on the contrary, in the natural sciences, nay, overwhelmed by the details of their “evidences”.  Where the Fathers are militant against heresy in defense of the Truths of Faith, Cardinal Wiseman is on the defensive for the natural sciences and blind to certain fledgling heresies they contain. Cardinal Wiseman is on the offensive for the natural sciences rather than for the truths of the one true Faith, for his “religion” will not qualify for the Catholic Church. The Cardinal’s defense of the Scriptures is just as much if not more a defense of the progress of science than of the truths of Divine Revelation. It may be only a matter of emphasis but it is a crucial one and one that Churchmen and scholars have followed ever since to the incomparable detriment of the Catholic Faith.

Next, he cites St. Basil’s defense of profane literature for the young, especially as the classics taught manly virtue to the young men. At the same time, St. Basil counsels great care that whatever could possibly corrupt the innocence of youth be avoided. (p. 277) No quarrel here! It would be well for someone to undertake a comparative study of those classics that St. Basil recommended with the kind of literature to which children today are exposed. For example, the immense popularity of books like the Chronicles of Narnia by C. S. Lewis, the Hobbit books by J. R. R. Tolkien, and now, the latest, the Harry Potter books by J. K. Rowling, should provoke a decidedly Catholic response. How will children be infused with a true vision of reality with such emphasis upon the occult, magical powers so dear to the Gnostics of old? Or how will they envision the real stewardship God has required of man for the earth if they do not have a true theology of Creation and are continually transported to the electronically ruled realms of outer space by the fictions of Star Wars and the even worse technological magic of Star Trek? As a child of agnostic parents, I was raised on Alice in Wonderland, the Pooh books, the Arabian Nights stories, Kipling’s Just-So Stories, Grimm's Fairy Tales, and those alluring Silver Screen visions of the Western Cowboy, Tarzan, the Wizard of Oz, and a host of virtual reality scenarios that presented life as entirely sentimental, romantic and un-real. One never really recovers from these formations of early childhood. Today’s media is turning out a generation of nervous,  suicidal wrecks of humanity. Only God’s intervention can save us.
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The Cardinal next turns to Saints Gregory of Nyssa and Nazianzen:

“Many,” he writes, “present profane learning as a gift to the Church; among whom was the great Basil, who, having in his youth seized on the spoil of Egypt, and consecrated it to God, adorned with its wealth the tabernacle of the Church.”

But the illustrious friend of St. Basil has entered more at length into the merits of this question. St. Gregory Nazianzen has been his school-fellow at Athens; where both, animated by the same religious spirit, had devoted themselves with signal success to the prosecution of study, considering truth according to the expression of St. Augustine, “wherever found, to be the property of Christ’s Church.” Indeed, so well did their schoolmate, Julian, [the Apostate] understand the value which they and other holy men of their time attached to human learning, and the powerful use which they made of it to overthrow idolatry and error, that, upon his apostasy, be issued a decree, whereby Christians were debarred from attending public schools, and acquiring science. And this was considered by them a grievous persecution. (pp. 277-278)

How the tables have turned! Today, Catholic children lose whatever religion they have by attending the public schools, and even the “Catholic” ones and are indoctrinated into the false world-view of heliocentrism, a-centrism and evolutionism in the name of science”, whatever school they attend.

Next, the Cardinal quotes from St. Gregory Nazianzen’s Funeral Oration over St. Basil:

“I think that all men of sound mind must agree that learning is to be reckoned the highest of earthly goods. I speak not merely of that noble learning which is ours, and which, despising all outward grace, applies exclusively to the work of salvation, and the beauty of intellectual ideas, but also of that learning which is from without, which some ill-judging Christians reject as wily and dangerous, and as turning the mind from God.” After observing that the abuse of such learning by the heathens is no reason for its rejection, any more than their blasphemous substitution of the material elements for God can debar us from their legitimate use, he thus proceeds: “Therefore must no erudition be reproved, because some men choose to think so; on the contrary, they are to be considered foolish and ignorant who so reason, who would wish all men to be like themselves, that they may be concealed in the crowd, and no one be able to detect their want of education.”

The terms here used are indeed severe; but they serve to show, in the strongest manner, the sentiments of this holy and learned man, on the utility of human science and literature. (pp. 278-279)

I think the Cardinal, true to his liberal soul, could not envision the kind of perversion of human science and literature that we endure today. The Harry Potter books (and the author is English/British) are exalted as literature but a comparison of them even with the novels of Charles Dickens would reveal a drastic deterioration in human morals. It is Satan posing as an Angel of Light! (2 Cor. 11:14)

Next we come to the "great lights of the Western Church":

St. Jerome, for instance, speaks even harshly of those who, as he says, “mistake ignorance for sanctity, and boast that they are the disciples of poor fishermen. “On another occasion he illustrates the Scripture from many topics of heathen philosophy, and then concludes in these words: --  "We have alleged these few things from Scripture, so to show that our doctrines agree with those of the philosophers."  Which words clearly intimate that he considered it an interesting study, and not unworthy of a good Christian, to trace the connections between revealed truths and human learning, and to see how the two could be brought into harmony together. (pp. 279-280)

But the two were never brought into harmony by the Fathers if that “harmony” involved the slightest “bending” or contamination of the Truth with error. Whereas, we have seen Cardinal Wiseman sacrifice the Six Days of Creation and the Long Day of Joshua on the altar of Science. Nor has he added any significant enlightenment to the physical effects of the Deluge by reason of his erroneous theory of multiple catastrophes of which the Deluge was but the last.

Next we have the authority of St. Augustine:

… speaking of the qualities requisite for a will-furnished theologian, he enumerates “mundane learning among them, as of great importance. Thus he writes: -- "If they who are called philosophers have said any true things, which are conformable to our faith, so far from dreading them, we must take them for our use, as a possession which they unjustly hold." He then observes that those truths which lie scattered in their writings, are as pure metal amidst the ore of a vein, "which the Christian should take from them, for the rightful purpose of preaching the Gospel." "Have so many of the best faithful among us," he continues, "acted otherwise? With what a weight of gold and silver, and precious garments, have we not beheld Cyprian, that sweetest Actor and most blessed martyr, laden as he went forth from Egypt? How much did Lactantius, Victorinus, Optatus, Hilary, bear away? How much innumerable Greeks?".

It is not difficult to reconcile with such passages as these, those many places where the Fathers, seem to reprobate human learning; as where St. Augustine himself, in one of his letters, speaking of the education he was giving to Possidius, says that the studies usually called liberal deserve not that name, at that time honorable, which properly belongs to pursuits grounded on the true liberty which Christ purchased for us; or where St. Ambrose, to quote one passage out of many, tells Demetrius that “they who know by what labor they were saved, and at what cost redeemed, wish not to be of the wise in this world.” For it is plain that they speak, on those occasions, of the foolish, vain, and self-sufficient learning of arrogant sophists and wily rhetoricians, and of that science which, void of the salt of grace and of a religious spirit, is insipid, vapid, and nothing of worth. And how can we, for a moment, think otherwise, when we peruse their glorious works, and contemplate their treasure of ancient learning therein hoarded, and trace in every paragraph their deep acquaintance with heathen philosophy, and in every sentence their familiarity with the purest models of style? Who can doubt, or who will dare to regret, that Tertullian and Justin, Arnobius and Origen, were furnished with all the weapons which pagan learning could supply, towards combating on behalf of truth? Who can wish that St. Basil and St. Jerome, St. Gregory and St. Augustine, had been less versed than they were in all the elegant literature of the ancients? Nay, even in the very letter to which I have alluded, St. Augustine, if I remember right, speaks without regret, and even with satisfaction, of the books on music which his friend had expressed a wish to possess.

The sentiments of the early Church have undergone no change from time, on this, any more than on other points. … (pp. 280-282)

This entire question, of the relation of reason to Faith and of the other sciences to Theology has been treated at some length in this writer’s From the Beginning, Volume II, pages 85-89, as “Dr. Morris’ Problem.”

And I must beg to differ with the Cardinal when he says that the sentiments of the early Church have undergone no change with time, for as the Cardinal goes on to quote from his modern authorities, we can, indeed, detect a change that has had the most important consequences for the Church and for the world.

Here the Cardinal brings in the learned 17th century Benedictine monk, Jean Mabillon who, he says, “has proved beyond dispute, that even among men of monastic life, learning was encouraged and promoted from the beginning.” (p. 282) Jean Mabillon (1632-1707) was famous for his life-long dedication to critical editions and textual reconstruction. He laid down the rules for this art and they still hold today. In 1691 he was attacked by the reforming Abbot of La Trappe de Rancé, who argued that it was unlawful for monks to devote themselves to study rather than to manual labor. It is said that the controversy thus stirred up was brought to an end by a Cardinal, le Camus.  He found that the two monks were in substantial agreement on the essential harmony of manual work, study and prayer. (Catholic Encyclopedia, 1910)

The 17th century saw the emergence of an obsession with textual criticism and the attendant study of antiquities. This emphasis often overshadowed more important objectives, such as the building up of the Faith and true doctrine. Thus Mabillon's work on the veneration of relics from the catacombs, which he found to be superstitious, caused a storm of protest and he was compelled to modify certain passages in his work. We see the logical conclusion of this kind of research in the cynicism of a man like Herbert Thurston, S.J. and the rejection, by like-minded scholars, of such Saints as St. Christopher and St. Philomena. But thanks to the Faith of other scholars more truly enlightened, we have seen the re-instatment of both of these Martyrs of the early Church.

As for Sir Francis Bacon (1560-1626), the Cardinal quotes at length from the De Augmentis Scientiarum of that versatile literary genius:

Bacon writes with great commendation of the zeal for learning which has been always shown in the Catholic Church. (p. 282)

Bacon, of course, was not a Catholic but a Church of England man, and so it is strange to hear the Cardinal paraphrase him as praising the “Catholic” Church. But he continues:

God, he writes, “sent out his divine truth into the world, accompanied with other parts of learning, as her attendants and handmaids. (p. 282)

This could be a reference to "The New Atlantis" wherein the "Merchants of Light" are sent out to "evangelize" the world with the new Baconian system of learning by accumulated "instances" or "evidences" or "facts" of natural science.  He continues:

We find that many of the ancient bishops and fathers of the Church were well versed in the learning of the heathens, inasmuch, that the edict of Emperor Julian, forbidding the Christians the schools and exercises, was accounted a more pernicious engine against the faith, than the sanguinary persecutions of his predecessors. It was the Christian Church, which among the inundations of the Scythians from the north-west, and the Saracens from the east, preserved in her bosom the relics of even profane learning, which had otherwise been utterly extinguished. And of late years the Jesuits have greatly enlivened and strengthened the state of learning, and contributed to establish the Roman see.

“There are, therefore,” he concludes, “two principal services, besides ornament and illustration, which philosophy and human learning perform to religion; the one consists in effectually exciting to the exaltation of God’s glory, the other affording a singular preservation against unbelief and error.” (pp. 282-283)

The De Augmentis was published in 1623 and was to be included in Bacon’s Great Instauration which he did not live to complete. In the Preface to this latter work, Bacon makes many indirect condemnations of the learning of the past. For example, “knowledge being now discharged of that venom which the serpent infused into it, and which makes the mind of man to swell, we may not be wise above measure and sobriety, but cultivate truth in charity.” The implication is, of course, that previous ages were possessed of that venom of the serpent which caused their minds to swell beyond measure and sobriety. And what is this “truth in charity” for Bacon? It is to dwell “purely and constantly among the facts of nature.” The implication being, again, that the learned men of the Middle Ages rose above nature and this, precisely, was their fault. Bacon’s entire work was one of replacing the great medieval syntheses of reason and Faith with a grandiose system of natural sciences which pays no heed to theology and metaphysics except to reduce them so far as possible to the concerns of the natural sciences.1
This reduction is perceived in the “services” of philosophy and human learning to religion, services that are independent of any intrinsic relationship with “religion”. For how can human learning preserve against unbelief and error without the necessary guidance of Faith and Theology?

As Gilson and Langan point out in their Modern Philosophy: Descartes to Kant (1963, p. 27) “Bacon is careful to retain ancient names while conscious of giving them new, or renovated meanings.” (Typical Modernist strategy) Thus he may speak of metaphysics but by it he means that philosophy whose objects are common to all the sciences, such as the senses perceive. This parallels what the Nominalists did to the universal concept, reducing it to an amalgam or geneality of characteristics instead of the essential nature of a being grasped by the intellect. Thus did the Baconian Revolution do away with the true metaphysics or science of Being as such and the true epistemology upon which a real system of classification must depend.

But Cardinal Wiseman is so much a part of the Baconian Revolution that when in 1864 (just one year before his death) he writes a Preface to an English translation of The Living Flame of Love of St. John of the Cross, he cannot see the difference between the mind of Bacon and one informed with supernatural Faith, Hope and Charity: "Even the mind of a Bacon," he says, "was conducted through the dialectics of those schools to all the developments of his intellectual vigor." (p. xiv)  If the same system of education produced a Sir Francis Bacon and a Saint John of the Cross, it was not due to the educational system and those profane sciences so dear to the Cardinal, but to the supernatural virtue of the one and the preferred naturalism of the other.

Of the period between the ancient Fathers and the Society of Jesus (that is, the period between the Patristic Ages the 4th and 5th centuries and that of the 16th century) the Cardinal says "we must not allow ourselves to imagine that the fostering spirit of the Church was not exerted on profane learning." (p. 283) He quotes an unnamed authority who mentions “every kind of intellectual and moral greatness in St. Augustine, St. Bernard, Alcuin, St. Thomas, St. Anselm” with their places of learning, Citeaux, Cluny, Crowland, and the Oxford of the Middle Ages. (p. 284)

Finally, we come to that second class of writers who assert that religion is not interested in the progress of learning. These are the enemies of revelation “against whom these Lectures have been principally directed, and who pretend

… that the outward course of science tends to overthrow, or weaken, the evidences of revealed religion. I have had so many opportunities of practically confuting these men, that I shall not stay to expose the folly of their assertions. I will only observe, that this ungrounded reproach was not made for the first time by the modern adversaries of Christianity, but is in fact the oldest charge brought against it. For Celsus, one of the most ancient impugners of its truth, whose objections are on record, especially taunted us with this hostility to science, from a fear of its weakening our cause. But he met with an able and victorious opponent in the learned Origen, who triumphantly rebuts the calumny, and draws from it a conclusion which I cannot refrain from quoting “If the Christian religion shall be found to invite and encourage men to learning, then must they deserve severe reprehension who seek to excuse their own ignorance, by so speaking as to draw others away from application.” This remark, while it shows the security felt by Origen that Christianity could not suffer by the encouragement of learning, is also a just rebuke to that timid class of friends who are alarmed at its progress. (pp. 286)

But the Cardinal does not dwell at any length or with any specificity on those enemies of Divine Revelation and their heresies. Nor is it ever really clear whether he is speaking of the real enemies of Christianity or “that timid class of friends” whom he regards with as much disdain as real heretics.  And here I find a great difference between the Fathers of the early Church, the Doctors of the Middle Ages, and the Cardinal. Cardinal Wiseman, for all his zeal and sincerity and good faith, has for his main purpose and great pre-occupation to exalt the progress of the natural sciences. It was not so with the Fathers and doctors who were above all else militant against heresy and for the defense of the truths of Faith.

The Cardinal tells us in a long footnote of the praise and encouragement he received from Pope Pius VIII, who reigned from 31 March 1829 to 30 November 1830. The occasion was a thesis, a kind of preview and summary of the present Lectures. The Pope commended him in terms of the same figure of speech used by the ancient Fathers : “You have robbed Egypt of its spoil and shown that it belongs to the people of God.” (p. 288 note)

In the final pages of the Lectures, the Cardinal draws some “practical conclusions” which come down to just how we are to give the lie to the “persevering reproach of religious enemies.”

It is not by abstract reasoning that we shall convince mankind of our not dreading the progress of learning; it is by meeting it fairly, or rather accompanying it in its onward march, treating it ever as an ally, and a friend, and exhibiting it as enlisted on our side, that we can reasonably hope to satisfy them that truth is God’s alone, and that his servants and their cause may fear it not. The reason why infidelity proved so mischievous in France during the last century [the l700’s], was that its emissaries presented it to the acceptance of the people, tricked out with all the tinsel ornaments of a mock science; because they dealt in illustration and in specious proofs, drawn from every branch of literature; because they sweetened the edge of the poisoned cup with all the charms of an elegant style and lively composition; while unfortunately they who understood to confute them, with the exception of Guenee, and perhaps a few others, dealt in abstract reasoning, and mere didactic demonstration. (pp. 288-289)

Here the Cardinal has a footnote that is so relevant it must be quoted in full:

As an instance of this defect, in one who has taken a higher ground than I have thought necessary, and tried to carry the war into the enemy’s country, I might mention a work, published at Naples towards the end of the last century [1790’s], L’irreligiosa liberta di pensare nemica del progresso delle scienze.  It is a large quarto, but from the first page to the last, does not contain a single illustrative fact to prove that infidelity has been hostile to the progress of science. It is a work of dry reasoning, with a good deal of declamation. (p. 289 note)

And the Cardinal continues with his text:

And is it too much to demand that equal pains be taken by us to deck out religion with those charms that are her own vesture, given unto her by God, which her enemy has impiously usurped? (p. 289)

Verily, verily, the Cardinal has no patience with philosophy as such but requires in its place the charm of rhetorical discourse to persuade. This love of the rhetorical is, I believe, typical of the Victorian Age. It was the age of rhetoric in metric, the so-called poetry of Tennyson and Browning and the age of rhetoric in narrative, in the novels of Dickens, Thackeray and Trollope. It valued style over substance of meaning. It was, in fact, one of the enemies of religion, the Comte de Buffon himself, in the Discours sur le Style (1753) who said “le style est l’homme meme.” And he was surely correct: the style is the man. The Cardinal proves it. But at the end of the century, with the increasing emphasis upon science and its rigid empirical methodology, there came a reaction, and we find Thomas H. Huxley ("Darwin’s bulldog"), in his debate with the Anglican Bishop Samuel Wilberforce in June of 1860 at Oxford, proclaiming the end, as it were, of the Age of Rhetoric. What he said is worth quoting in full as given in the Oxford Dictionary of Quotations (3rd ed., 1980):

I asserted -- and I repeat -- that a man has no reason to be ashamed of having an ape for his grandfather. If there were an ancestor whom I should feel shame in recalling it would rather be a man -- a man of restless and versatile intellect -- who, not content with an equivocal success in his own sphere of activity, plunges into scientific questions with which he has no real acquaintance, only to obscure them by an aimless rhetoric, and distract the attention of his hearers from the real point at issue by eloquent digressions and skilled appeals to religious prejudice.

Such is the strategy of intimidation by scientists that defenders of the Faith and of Scripture still labor under today. But the progress of error has advanced mightily since Cardinal Wiseman's time and T. H. Huxley was heralding Satan's final and biggest, most audacious lie!  For God made man in His Own Image and Likeness (Genesis 1:26-27) with Jesus and Mary in His Mind. But Evolution says that man is made in "the image of the Beast"! Is this not Satan's own "theology" of the Antichrist? (Apocalypse 13:14-15)

The Cardinal quotes from St. John Chrysostom and St. Jerome to the effect that the shifting forms of infidelity must be met with the appropriate weapons. The scientific creationists meet the empirical "facts" of the evolutionary scientists with equally empirical facts that disprove evolution. So in like manner must Catholic theologians disprove the false theology of the Antichrist with the brightness of doctrinal Truth until our Lord Himself comes to destroy the "man of lawlessness" by the Breath of His Mouth and the brightness of His appearance at the consummation of the ages. (2 Thess. 2:8)



The Cardinal's emphasis upon the Baconian facts and instances continues to the end as he points out that

The painted shell which the child picks up on the hill-side may well be sometimes as good evidence of a great catastrophe as the huge bones of sea-monsters, which the naturalist digs out of the limestone rock; a little medal may attest the destruction of an empire, as certainly as the obelisk or triumphal arch. (p. 294)

Here he is encouraging the humblest of scientific activities which all contribute “to enlarge the evidences of truth.” (p. 293)

Throughout most of his writings, the Cardinal gives little evidence of a sense of the hierarchical order inherent in the natural world, but here, towards the end of his Course, he speaks of that "noblest of all sciences",

… our divine religion, enthroned as ever becomes her, to receive the fealty and worship of those her handmaids. For if, as hath been proved, they are but ministers unto her superior rule, and are intended to furnish the evidences of her authority, how much above theirs must be the comeliness and grace, and majesty and holiness, with which she must be arrayed!  And what honor and dignity must be conferred on him who feels himself deputed to bear the tribute of any of these fair vassals; and how must his admiration of their queen be enhanced by finding himself thus brought so near unto her presence!  (p. 295)

Rhetoric at its rhetorical BEST! He continues:

But whosoever shall try to cultivate a wider field, and follow from day to day, as humbly we have striven here to do, the constant progress of every science careful ever to note the influence which it exercises on his more sacred knowledge, shall have therein such pure joy, and such growing comfort, as the disappointing eagerness of mere human learning may not supply. Such a one I know not unto whom to liken, save to one who unites an enthusiastic love of nature’s charms, to a sufficient acquaintance with her laws, and spends his days in a garden of the choicest bloom. … (p. 295)

But again, manifesting his deep and undying Baconian spirit, he hesitates not to proclaim the accomplishment of “the noblest end for which man may live and acquire learning -- his own improvement, and the benefit of his kind.” (p. 296) Bacon himself could not have said it better!

And he ends with a panegyric in praise of and a solemn admission to that vague entity “religion”:

But these motives will have a still stronger power; they will insure us success. For if once a pure love and unmixed admiration of religion animate our efforts, we shall find ourselves inflamed with a chivalrous devotion to her service, which will make us indefatigable and unconquerable, when armed in her defense. Our quest may be long and perilous, there may come in our way enchantments and sorceries, giants and monsters, allurements and resistance; but onward we shall advance, in the confidence of our cause’s strength; we shall dispel every phantasm, and fairly meet every substantial foe, and the crown will infallibly be ours. In other words, we shall submit with patience all the irksomeness which such detailed examination may cause: when any objection is brought, instead of contenting ourselves with vague replies, we shall at once examine the very department of learning, sacred or profane, whence it hath been drawn; we shall sit down calmly, and address ourselves meekly to the toilsome work; we shall endeavor to unravel all its intricacies, and diligently to untie every knot; and I promise you, that however hopeless your task may have appeared at first, the result of your exertions will be surely recorded in the short expressive legend, preserved on an ancient gem, which I trust I may consider as the summary and epilogue of these very Lectures:

“Religio, Vicisti.”

Religion, Thou Hast Conquered.  (pp. 298-299)

And we might add: Theists of the world, unite! No matter what Creed you profess, no matter what if any Savior you claim, there is the one God who fits all, the one spirituality that unites us all -- this God’s name is Lucifer and his spirit is the spirit of self-esteem and confidence in our common Utopian future on this ecologically renewed planet!

This, I fear, is where the Cardinal's devotion to religion and the progress of science has led.

But, dear reader, please judge for yourself. Today we have only the constant, unchanging teachings of the Church and her Tradition to guide us.



Sense vs. Science

(From the Dublin Review, Dec. l849)

Back in England, Cardinal Wiseman is alarmed by the progress of the Industrial Revolution in his native London. The occasion of his present essay was an outbreak of cholera, a crisis of public health caused by poor sanitation practices and systems. It called forth Acts of Parliament for the prevention of disease. But what amazes and outrages the Cardinal is that with all the progress in science, men seem unable to apply common sense to these very human, perennial problems of waste-disposal. He contrasts the present with the past and at times waxes truly prophetic as he discerns the processes by which the mechanical sciences are dominating the culture.

He begins by wondering how Swift would have described the present mechanical inventions and how he would have carried them to their insane conclusions, such inventions as the wireless, the steam-engine, and the gas-lit streets and homes. But the Cardinal cannot resist an account of the achievements of the sciences even while his acclamations become mixed with dire forebodings:

The last half century has indeed distinguished itself, more than any other corresponding period in the world’s  history, by great and practical applications of science. In fact, every science may be said to have undergone a revolution within this space; and the new principles and powers which have been discovered, are becoming, every day more and more, the regulating, or motive, agents of material existence. (p. 321)

That the influence of those “new principles and powers” which today we call “technology” would penetrate beyond “material existence” even to the spiritual dimensions of mankind, is something the Cardinal did faintly intuit but dared not face. He continues:

In zoology, living and fossil, the researches of Cuvier, Lacepède, and Geoffrey de Saint Hilaire; in chemistry, organic and inorganic, the accurate observations of Liebig, Davy and Faraday; in physiology, the acute experiments of Bell and Magendie; in geology, the noble investigations of Humboldt; in ethnography, the scarcely inferior developments of his brother and the Schlegels; and in mechanics, the results of application of countless laborers, which may be said to equal the creation of a new science; these, and many other combining efforts, are justly thought to have worked a complete change in every department of scientific knowledge, and to place the first half of this our century, at the head of a new era, which (whether for the good or the evil of succeeding generations, time only will unfold) will scarcely leave anything to the uncertainty of skill, or the changes of experiment. Everything from henceforward must be struck with the die, or cast in the mould, of science, must be predetermined by calculation, and created by a process. 

In all this, the mechanical element, that is, the lowest of all the scientific powers, is prevailing, even to the contempt of every other. It is the constituent, dominant power of the age, its tyrant; its restless, agitating, unsparing ruler. … (pp. 321-322)

How well he has characterized this rise of manufacturing processes in the factories, with the dominance of the machine over the handiwork of the craftsman. He continues to describe how every activity previously done by hand is now done by machine, and noisy ones, at that, for they awaken the mechanic himself and disturb all this neighbors. ( p. 323)

In view of all that the Cardinal has said in the Lectures on Science and Revealed Religion, especially in view of his exaltation of the rising sciences and their remarkable progress, here in this essay he makes some surprising admissions:

The revival of classical literature in the fifteenth century carried the age, through heathenism, into heresy. The scientific and mechanical mania of the present, may drive it into materialism, or, if one may coin a term, into corporism. We are not indeed going now to look at this higher moral view of the matter. But we think that a sensible observer will see, that all the energy of inventive genius, so marvelously awakened in our time, is bent upon bettering the bodily condition of men, and increasing what is called their happiness, that is, their comfort, their enjoyment, their complete contentment here below, by improving their animal existence, and multiplying their sensations of corporeal pleasure. It is clear to any one that intellectuality, and abstract truth, are totally unheeded, and even contemptuously undervalued. We may truly say that mental philosophy is becoming almost wholly unknown, and unthought of, in England. (p. 325-326)

But, it was this same Cardinal who in his Lectures on Science and Revealed Religion bemoaned the use of “abstract reasoning” and philosophy in the defense of the Faith. He has surely done an about-face back here in sooty, noisome and smelly London, England. He even rises to some rare considerations of a really spiritual nature:

Who thinks of instructing "the people" about their souls, their minds, their ideas, their relations with another world? Who thinks of entertaining them about creation, a first cause, God, in fine? The mechanism of the body, the mode of preserving its health, the avoiding of excesses that hurt it, all this forms now the study of man; and when “mechanics’ institutes,” or “young men’s societies,” have been well lectured on these subjects, and on sobriety, and other healthy virtues, it is thought that sound morality has been taught them. (p. 326)

He begins to sound more and more as if he were living today!

Let any one read the annual speeches which benevolent noblemen, and learned M.P.s and popular bishops, make to such institutes, in great manufacturing towns, and see if they aim at a higher object than that of proving that scientific pursuits will render their hearers good men, without any antidote being required for the deteriorating tendency, of all that binds men, beyond what their passions do, to earth? The bishop of -- in one of these speeches to the middle classes, seemed actually to say, that the mechanical inventions of the present age stood in the place of the miracles of the early Church, as the engine for converting nations to Christianity; that the missionary going out with the steam engine to a savage tribe, would by it establish his intellectual superiority over its members, and consequently his right to be listened to; as though religion were only civilization, and miracles only personal titles to human respect. And if moral and mental philosophy have ceased to be numbered among the sciences, or to be known even by name; surely the cultivation of the imagination, and the relish for poetry, are nearly as much despised and discouraged. In fact, we are in real danger of seeing the next generation brought up in the ideas of many of the present, that man is a machine, the soul is electricity, the affections magnetism; that life is a railroad, the world a share-market, and death a terminus. (pp. 326-327)  (Emphases added)

This is not a very inaccurate description of many if not most people today! A consideration of the way “our forefathers” did things brings him finally to the present crisis of sewage and sanitation, especially as it affects the poor:

It is here … our forefathers, back to a very remote period, stand so advantageously before us:  they could not do things so cleverly as we do, but they did them more completely; their methods may have been less neat, and less according to principles of science, but they were effectual and durable. We undervalue their lessons, and make great improvements, as we think, upon them; but we certainly do not attain what they did; yet we never suspect that there was wisdom in them, that could compensate for their want of knowledge. (pp. 327-328)

And here he takes up "a great sanitary movement; one so gigantic that we have no faith in its being accomplished." (p. 328)

It is now discovered, as if for the first time in the world, that a great cattle-market in the middle of the city is most unhealthy; that slaughter houses are pest-houses; that cattle kept in cellars and close courts yield poison instead of milk, and carrion instead of meat; that bone-crushing, tallow-melting, fiddle-string manufacturing, hide-dressing, etc., are most ruinous trades to all but their pursuers; that church-yards swelled into embankments cannot long restrain the surging of death, which is pent up within them; that the mighty Thames is a huge ditch and nothing better; that London is shockingly ill-drained, worse ventilated, and miserably supplied with water. (p. 329)

He compares the state of water-supply and drainage in England to that on the continent where the great aqueducts, as those of Constantinople and Rome, satisfied the needs of the population. A critic boasts,

 “How great an advantage then do we possess over the greatest nations of former times in that science, which is now so universally diffused, etc.” Now, for our part, we should prefer to have the water universally diffused, rather then the science. For it comes to this, that be the anciently known methods scientific or not, their application was at least directed by common sense. (p. 331) … The gigantic aqueduct, bestriding half a province to reach its destination, if not a scientific, was an efficient and a beneficent construction. … Why should not the sense of ancient times inspire and direct the science of the modern? (p. 332)

Well, he must know that it is because the entire spirit of men was different then. Even in pagan tines, the primary goal of men was generally seen to be one of contemplation as a higher and more noble use of one’s time than activity. Such a spirit and attitude precluded the development of technology. But once men were shown, by evil spirits, no doubt, the uses for power hidden within natural laws and processes, it was as if Satan had entered Eden a second time and tempted Adam again, and again Adam succumbed in the person of men like Galileo and all those before and after him who aspired to harness the powers of nature for human comfort and pleasure, unmindful and even contemptuous of the command given to Adam by God that he must thereafter work in the sweat of his brow. From henceforth, no more sweat, no more hard labor, no more toil. Machines now do it all -- and we all suffer, the land not least of all. The Cardinal senses this, too, though he is at this time immersed in the need for doing something to alleviate the woes of England brought on by the transition from agriculture and cottage industry to industry by machine in factories, etc.

He proposes solutions to the drainage problem by emphasizing the fact that there must be “…an expellent power. We must bring in what is wholesome if we wish to displace what is noxious.” (p. 336) His discussion of the ventilation problems and the use of multiple types of chimneys is both instructive and amusing. His is fundamentally a “back to nature” approach, which is rather surprising, again, in view of his exaltation of the sciences in previous Lectures. He complains that “We wish to make the very laws of nature bend to our convenience” and “insist upon every thing being made perfect” to gratify our desire for comfort. (p. 34 0) It is interesting that be comes back again and again to the continent and how they have more sense there about these things than do the people of England. This description is incomparable:

Now abroad they have not yet become so scientific, and consequently they are not plagued near as much with smoky chimneys. The old architects, also, whether of the middle ages or of the renaissance, did not put themselves much out of the way to procure a great confluence of smokes. If two or three flues happened to be near, they grouped their tall and elegant chimneys together. But if not, they allowed them to run straight up, and each to smoke most independently. They had not need to trouble themselves in the old days about want of draught to send the smoke up their capacious chimneys. The great hall, in which the fire blazed, often opened straight into the air, and the massive oak planks and iron hinges of its door, fastened to the stone doorposts, did not allow a very close fit. The window casements too, permitted a very free admission of pure air. But as the piled-up wood sparkled, and crackled, it lit up the beaming faces of men clad in good leathern jerkins, with perhaps hooded coats, the best security against draughts, and dames snugly wrapped in honest linsey-woolsey of home-spun solidity. They took a common sense view of these domestic arrangements; they did not pretend to know the theory of atmospheric currents, and therefore they submitted to them. They took the straight-forward way about things; they sent out their smoke by the shortest road, and ran their chance, much the best one, of being right; they had a brighter fire and less smoke by not being over careful to exclude air; and they protected themselves against the damaging influence by substantial clothing. They lived a cheerful race, they reached a good old age, without much influenza or much physic; and we do not believe that their discomforts were greater than ours, although they knew so little of science. (pp. 345-346)

He fears that "modern science" may as easily invade “our personal, more than our domestic interests” and the physiology of man be subject to as "scientific" a treatment as the rest of his life. "Our old physiologists" he says, "were content with considering his body as consisting of bone, cartilage, membrane, muscle, and so forth" with the four humours, but "science" has reduced a man to a system of chemicals. He even seems to foresee genetically engineered foods when he complains that even that is reduced to "a principle of establishing a proper equilibrium among its simple constituents." (p. 347)

Returning to the theme of the poor and their most degraded situation of squalor and filth, he concludes with a gruesome picture of corruption and all its horrible implications. Again, it could almost be our own day of which he speaks:

We have seen the graves swelling and writhing with the life of corruption, as though in the throes of a new plague-birth; the black soil from the church-yard's side, oozing into the dwellings of the poor; its liquid drainings trickling into their wells; its subtle vapor stealing into their windows; and grave opening into grave, the recent dead falling into the embrace of ripe and rank corruption, steaming upwards to earth, through the opened avenue. And through all this loathsome subsoil, these dregs and off-scourings of earth's mortal things, there run glittering veins of liquid metal, as though escaping from the spoils of death. And what do they prove to be? Not gold from those who, … wash the sands of California’s Pactolian streams, … Not silver from the spoils of temples, or sanctuaries, … No: it is the poisonous metal from the corpses, of infants whom their mother has slain, of husbands whom their wives have coolly murdered; which even the grave in its corruption has retained, destroying all but the destroyer, consuming the victim, yet holding fast the witness to the foul deed. Such indeed has wise, philosophical England disclosed to wondering nations, this year in rank abundance. And from such a soil what has grown and flourished? The gallows-tree, more laden with the fruits of vicious, irreligious times than ever before; with a heavier growth of depravity, with more desperate, fiendish crime than a generation has seen. And round its foot our populace was dancing as at an orgy, making merry at its lessons. Surely then we have much to do, much to amend, which scientific instruction will not effect. We have moral teaching, moral training to give the people, which we are in danger of forgetting, while we are making them content with more worldly and philosophizing thoughts.

May the rest of the century be as successful in this first pursuit, as the past portion has been in the second; and thus may a just balance be established, and a satisfactory arbitration be made, in the great cause of Sense v. Science. (pp. 351-352)

He could write passages rivaling Dickens both in style and message, the message being mainly moralistic, quite on the natural level, which the style itself, in its concrete detail which one can almost smell, manifests in full.

But for all that, I find in this essay the Cardinal making quite an about-face from the exalted optimism of the Lectures he delivered in Rome on Science and Revealed Religion. Here he reveals himself as the impassioned social reformer, and indeed, the England of his period provoked such reactions.

In the last analysis, though, the essential factor and the defining issue was missed, and this factor, this issue was the same then as it is today: nations and their heads of state, of whatever form of government, have steadfastly and with an astounding blindness, refused to recognize that their power comes from God through Christ the King and Mary His Queen. Human powers, acting under the inspiration of the Prince of this world, who is Lucifer and Satan, have taken the Sovereignty of the King of Kings and bestowed it on the “People”. This radical perversion of the right order of reality, of nature and of grace, erects an insuperable barrier between the social reformers of every time and place and the achievement of their goals. For, until the order willed by God is restored, all the prelates and politicians of the world may plan and spend as they will, but to no good end of lasting value or of eternal benefit. For man cannot achieve what God has promised only to those who love Him and serve Him in this world, collectively as well as individually.

It all goes back to Adam who is the father of the entire human race, not just of the Jews and Christians. And as Adam is our human head, so is Christ, the Second Adam, our Divine and Human Head and King, reflected and represented by every human sovereign. To Christ alone does every human power owe its efficacy.

Until these facts of life are recognized and lived, until Christ’s Kingship stemming from Adam’s, and our redemption in Him alone is the established basis of all social order, there can be no real social reform. And this it seems to me is something that the Cardinal missed because he cut himself off from the traditional interpretation of Genesis, the one interpretation that recognizes Adam, and Christ and Mary in their absolutely essential and intrinsic relationship to the human race. Nor is this relation of creatures to their Creator something that can be taken for granted as if it were a fait accompli, for the most terrible and piercing fact of all is that everything depends upon our free will to accept or to reject God, the Blessed Trinity, our Lord, Mary, and the Church -- for all. eternity.
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