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"These false evolutionary notions, with their demial of all
that is absolute or fiwed or abiding in human experience,
have paved the way for a NEW PHTILOSOPHY OF ERROR",

"And go it is with these nmodern: they go so far, some of
them, as to raise serious doubts about our theology and
its method. The demand is for their wholesale reforn,
This, we are told, would make for a more ecffective spread
of Christ's Kingdom all over the world, among men of
whatever culture, of whatever religious opinions"

"The same divine truth, they tell us, may be expressed
on the human side in two diffcrent ways, even in TWO
WAYS WHICH IN A SENSE CONTRADICT ONE ANOTHER ;, AND STILL
REALLY MEAN THE SAME THING!,

"But if reason is to perform this office adequately AND
WITHOUT FEAR O EERCR, it must be trained ON THE RIGHT
PRINCIPLES; it must be steeped in that SOUND PHILOSOPHY
which we have long possessed as an heirloom handed down
to us by former ages of Christendom. THESE PRINCIPLES ON
WHICH TIT IS BASED HAVE EEEN MADE s BY THE TEACHING AUTHO-
RITY OF THE CHUECH y INTO THE TOUCH=~STONE OF DIVINE REVEw
LATIONY

"The mind of man, when it is engaged in a sincere search
for truths, WILL NEVER LICHT N ONE WHICH CONTRADICTS

THE TRUTHS IT HAS ALREADY ASCERTAINED, The christian will
weigh the latest fantasy carefully, making sure that he
does not lose hold of the truth already in his possession
OR CONTAMINATE IT IN ANY WAY , WITH GREAT DANGER AND PERw
HAPS GREAT LOSS TO THE FAITH TLSELFM

"In view of all this it is not surprising that the Church
will have hexr future priests brought up on a philosophy
which derives its method, its system and its basic prin-
ciples from the ANGELIC DOCTOR (C.I.C. cang 1366, 2),

One thing is clearly established by the long experience
of the ages: his teaching seems to chime in, by a kind

of pre~established harmony, WITH DIVINE REVELATION: nao
surer way to safeguard the FIKST PRINCIPLES OF THE FAITHM,

"Philosophical tendencies too MUST COME UMDER THE CHURCH!S
WATCHFUL CARE, otherwise the whole of Catholic Doctrine
MAY BE UNDERMINED BY FALSE ASEIMPT IONSY

POPR PIUS XII: 'HUMANT GLEMERIST, August 12, 1950,

FFaALBERS
Wyndham St.
DRYSDALE, 3222
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FNIRODUCTION,

Broadly speaking, a philosophy iz an outlook on life., It encompasses
one's attitude to TRUTH, MORALITY, LIFE and DEATH, MAN and his MIND in
relation to GOD and RELIGICMN. - In the hands of a professional, this
outlook on life becomes a systematic study and research into the various
fields pentioned: their reason for existence, their interrelationships
and their ultimate finality. There are, of course, as many popular phi-
1cs$phies aé_fhere are human beings, but these are all modifications, .
adaptatiens and mixtures of only a handful of 'systems'! of philosophy,
oxr wuxld phllﬂsﬂph €S,

A philosophy must never be confused with a theology. A'theology is
muchy more difficult to popularize, It is by nature systematic and deals
essentlally with trhths as revealed by Gud, or believed to be revealed
a@cording to &t.Paul, rightly belongs to Philosophy,
| By its very nature a theology presupposes a philosophy: not é.vague,
popular cutlook, but a systematic, thought-out science. A good theology

r

is built on a good philosophy, but an erroneous philosophy will only
support a fallacious theology,



s it does not pay to confuse a philesophy, however good and sys-
fématic, with a theology, even more havoec results if theology iz made
éynﬂnymﬂus with faith: the acceptance of a body of articles ox dogmas,
as held up by the Church to be believed. To be more specific: catholic
theology is a systematic reflection on Revealed Txuths, but even catho-
lic theology CANNOT GIVE FAITH in these supernatural truths. Theology
doss not supplant faith nor does it take over its role and function.
Nowadays it certainly does not come as a shock to many simple catholics
that-sume'mﬂdern theologians appear to have losi altogether their
catholic Faithi... :

When a person states: !"God does not exist, '
so life after death does not exist,
: so I do not have to worry about the fafe of
my soul (if I have one}, so I can do what I like,
' subject to man-made laws,.
which can be changed if enough PIES:HIE is
put on the Government, so I coubine with others
: to put more pressure on the Government,
5o it will change the law to my liking,
20 I can be freer to do as I please...."n

then one could call such an effort a crude personal philosophy, But,
] #
although considered wrong by many people, it would nevertheless be

CONSISTENT, and, in that sense alone: LOGICAL, And so this little
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exerclse becomes a SYSTEM which must either be totaily accépted Al re-
Jected. Tt is in this sense that one of the great scholars on TEILHARD,
Cardinal JOURNET, wrote in "WOVA ET VETERA", October-Decenber 1962,
"Teilhard's system is logical and must be rejected ar acceptad
a3 a whole!,
We cannet pick out bits and pieces here snd there to our liking. JOURFET
then proceeds to show why TETLAARDISM must be rejectad,

What is missing of course in the 1ittle "system' above 1s EVIDENCE,
and Insight based on evidenecs. The absence of {hese wlll make even the
most 'logical' system completely erroneous. The first sentence is always
the most important becsuse all the others are wade to follew from it. '
In reasoning only, it is called a 'premise', or 'majop premise’; in =
SYSTEM it is called a 'first principle' or "fundamental principle'. Tt
1s ubvious that it is of the utmost importance for the whole Spstem,
THAT THIB FIRST SENTENCE IS TRUE AND BASED ON TRUE EVIDENCE.

. The Catholic Church, conbscious of Hep guardiansnip oves matters of
Catholie Faith, the Depositum Fidei, has absolute and final povwer over
catholie theolagf, ahd so also over the underlying philosophy, bs it more
lndirect. Nidt Surprisingly, over 2000 years of tending to the sheep, a
distinet catholie philosophy has developed in which the Catholiec Church
Tesls at home., According to the Popes Lhis did not ocome about 'without
the promptings of thé Holy Spirit!.

- The Catholic Church has pergistently taught the acceptance withiﬁ the
Church of the philosophy of St. THOMAS AGQUTHAS.



TAETERNI PATRISY . Leo LITT, Aug. L4, 1879, Ene clical;

,DOCTORIS ANGELICI", St. Pius X, June 25, 191L, Moty proprio:

"QUOD DE FOVENDAY, Rensdictus XV, Mareh 19, 1917, Letter to Jesguite;
- "STUDIORUM DUCENM", Pius X1, June 29, 1923, Encyclical,

aré four major Paopal vworks ENTIRELY devoted t?qﬁiiugf?mﬂs and the study
of his works. Furthermore, there is the elear directive of the Saorod
Congregation of Btudies, of March 7, 1916, and further extensive direg=-
tives laid down in TWO OTHER PAPAL ERCYCLIGALS :

"PASCENDI DOMINICI GREGIS", St. Pius Xy Sept. 8, 1907, and
"HUMANI GENERIS", Pius AII, sug. 12, 1950.

In "PASCENDI", e.g. the Holy Father clearly tolks about attempts being
made to Introduce into the Catholie Church a Dew, modernigtic theology;
about the strong link between philosophy and theology, and he pointes out
that the new (baa) theology is reguired by a new (bad) philosophy as
Lollews ;-

"Lastly, the modernists continuously and openly rebuke the Chupch
ot the grounds that She resolutely refuses to submit and accomno—
date Her Dogmas to the opinions of philosophy, while they on theinp
Blde;, having for this purpose blotted out the old theology,

endeavour to introduce a new theology which shull support the
aberrations of philoSophers...."

400 in "HUMANI GENERIS" Pope Pius XTI clearly states that contaminatisn



L TR

of the PHILOSOPHY of Sti Thomas,.will lead to serious disorders in FATTH
itself and even to loss of Faithﬁ'(ﬂmte that the Pope does not say: the
contamination of the THEOLOGY of St Thomass No, fox disorders in Catholic
Faith to become evident, it is according to the Popes sufficient to have
a- cnntamlnailon of the PHILOSOFHY OF ST. THOMAS;)

It is against this formidahle background of persistent, uneirlng
teaching ‘by the Magisterium of the Catholic Church, that the introduction
of ANY new system of philesephy/theology/Faith into the Church must be
examlnpd.

- * .

Lathollc s when dealing with Teilhard, must keep in mind that they are
reading the works of one of whom it can truly be said "THAT THE CHURCH
HAS RESOLUTELY REFUSED T0 SUBMIT AND ACCOMMODATE HER DOGMAS TO THE OPINIONS
OF HIS PHILOSOPHY", Teilhard has no fewer than 14 known and official inteye
dicts, prohibitions and outright condemmations against his name and his
works, and at least one Encyclical: YHUMANT GENERIS'; easily a record in
modern tlmes, Furthermore, the Magisterium has been consistent in the
re;ecti&n of his books and his theories for ovexr 50 years, If it appears
to be impossible, even for a Saint, to introduce into the Catholic Church
a new- system of philosophy acceptable.to the Magisterium, what chances
has a man got censured so nany tJmes..,? And yet, not only has Teilhard
been hailed by millions as a new Sti; Thomas: he is being seriously studied
within the Catholic Church AS iF ME WAS ONE; ag0 No wonder catholics are
paying DEARLY for this betrayal and disobedience,

I
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Lastly, in dealing with the DUTCH LﬁLEcHIﬂM cathullcs. again, myst
keep in nind that the beook is so exroneous, thai ifs publication was fore
bidden by the Holy Seel: Extensive alterations in the presentatlcn of cathow
lic doetrine were grequircd. Thesc were never made by the authors* The next
best thing.then was, that 2 Commissicn of Cardinals made extensive recoms:
mendatlons. which were never incorporated in the original text, as requese
tgd They wéxe finally published aaﬁarately. Without these, the D .C, Iece
mains of course Just as erroneous as it eveg was, Anyone who will npw-heed
the numerous mutations of catholic doctrine contained in the original and’
who: pays lipgexrvice to the necessary alterations made by the Commission,
Is RE&DIHG A FORBIDDEN =00K and is culpable of discbedience to the Magise. .
tevium In g sexious mattcer,

In this treatise I will accept the fact that the works of 1cilhaid and
the D.C. contain -a philosophy in the stricter senser a system with its own .
'firsg p:inciplet. I will conpare both systems and come to some cannlu;;unsa
I fplly agree with thec remarlk of the Editor of TRIUMPH magazinej

"Teflhard did not dare to asscrt his doctrine in the works he attempted
to have published during his lifeti-ie, Hls system can -¢ understood only |
by &tudying the privately circulated wcrl{a‘ They axre tlic norxmg" (Noveg!71).

He is echoing the wvery woxds of Pope Pius XIT din SHUMANT CENERISI i»

"In published works sozc caution is still observed, but more freedom is
shown in books privately cizcui:stes, in legtures a.nd in neetings for
discussions',
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CHAPTER ONE. . - . . TEILHARD'S SYSTEM.

When Dietrich wvon HILDEBRAND made the following obserhﬁtinn about Teilw-
hard in his famﬁus APPENDIX to his book TTROJAN HORSE IN THE CITY OF GGD?:

¥l 'do not know of another thinker who so arifully Jjumps from one
‘position to another contradictory one, without being disturbed
by the jump or even noticing iti...!

he states a puzzling fact withuuf;pursuing the matter further. However,
the question is. valid:-

If Teilhard DID notice the jumps and is apparently not perturbed
by them, could this be because he has adopted (invented?) a new

FUNDAMENTAL FPRINCIPLE which allows this unperturbed jumping Ffrom
one position to another contradictory one, as the foundation of

a new philosophy?

An, investigation into this matter, and its startling results, form the.
subject-matter of this first chapter. :

What is Teilhardism? How is it diffexent from any other system?
"'And more specifically: WHERE 1S THE CATCH? If there is a catch,”
it must be possible to detect it amd to express its difference
“.from other Systems in simple words that anvone can understand,
;----How cotld the Catholic Church condemn him unerringly as far back

as 19227 How could SHE tell the differencé? How could She main-
.. Fain Her implaccable opposition to his philosophy and:*theology!
© " for moxe.than 50 years, while Hexr own children by the millicns

poured over his books and passed them around?



In 3 separate papers meant only for private circulation: ORIGINAL SIN,
(lst paper), 1922; THE HUMAN SENSE, 1929; and ORIGINAL SIN (2nd paper),
1947,;Tei1hazd clearly poses the problem and submits his solution.

t 0 o fi(His 1922 essay landed by mistake in Rome where it caused a stoxrm

L]

=&

of indignation. After its discovery Teilhard was NEVER permitted
to teach. His highly polished 2nd paper on the same subject of
1947 shows, that Teilhard himself never abandoned his system, and
personally kept its dissemination and study alive, But the most
secret of the 3: the 1929 paper 'THE HUMAN SENSE'! is the most em~
barrassing of them all., Until 1971 it had not been published in

‘any language: it contains Teilhard's formal break with the Chuxch}l

In quoting from these 3 papers I will simﬁly identify them by year. What
appears in ( ) was also shown by the publisher of Teilhard'!'s work as
such. If I deem emphasis necessary during quoting, I will use capital let=

texs. If Teilhard himself uses emphasis, I will show that underlined.

4

SECTION, A. TEILHARD'S PROBLEM.

In the very early stage Teilhard starts by posing the problem like this:

'T ask myself whether a single man, today, can fit togethekx his view

of the geological world evoked by Science, and his view of the'
world commenly presented by Holy Writ. Cne cannot keep the two re-
presentations, except by passing alternatively from one to'the
other, Their combination jars; it sounds false. In uniting them ;
cn the same plane we are surely victims of an error of perspective!,
{1922),

We will . all readily admit that it is not easy to look at our world with

%
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our natural eyves and scientific knowledge, and to look at the same world
with the cyes of Supernatural Faith, the way God sees it, as reflected
in Holy Writ. However, that is not a new problem. Because of a change in
outlook, Teilhard now goes one step further: 'ONE CANNOT KEEP THE TWO
REPRESENTATIONS', And what is this change in outlock? The :answer, we
will understand more clearly every time, lies in what Teilhard means by
TON THE SAME PLANE': LVOLUTION; He clearly expresses here his initial
uneasiness of having to maintain TWO, He is well aware, that even if we

try to mnite them in the one world-view [of evolution), we still have 2,

tSince there is no place in the scicnmtific history of the world for
the turning-point of Original Sin, since everything happens in:
our experiential series as if there were neither Adam nor Eden, it
follows that the Fail as an event is something unverifiablet .’
(1922),
Here we see Teilhard trace the modern problem (of having to maintain
a Scientific outlock and a Supernatural view in the same plane: evolution )
directiy to its origin: ORIGINAL SIN. And he will stay there, until he
has obtained his solution right there. lHere at the origin the Ttwo' that’
caused him sc much trouble is the combination of a n apparent absence of
: p : : f i ¥ ’a:PIEEEqEE‘in'Ialth 0
a physical discontinuity in the evolution of the human race w1thﬂa super-
natural discontinuity of the first magnitude: the Fall, It now starts to
becomé clear that, if for him 'two is a crowd!, then which of the two
has to goi=



*Without cxaggeration one can say that Original Sin, in thée formu=
lation still current today, is one of the principal obstacles to
the intensive and extensive movements of Progress in Christian
thought. An embarrassment or SCANDAL for those of goodwill who
are hesitating, and at the same time a refuge for narrow spirits!t,

(1947),

.50, the absence of a physical discontinuity (although only apparent)
to him becomes the reason to reject a supernatural discontinuity: Origie
nal Sin, And what went on in his mind betwsen 1922 when he rejected the
pPhilosophy underlying the Dogma of Original Sin (*there is no turninge-
point in human history') and the rejection of the Dogma itself in 19477
His 1929 paper 'THE HUMAN SENSE!,

*The Human Sense believes in a magnificent future of the tangible
world, the Gospel secms to disdain it, The Human Sensec preaches
zest and effort in the conquest of things, Christianity calls for
indifference and renunciatiocn. The Human Sense perceives a Unie
verse emerging radiantly from the milicu of struggle for being;
Christianity keeps us in the perspective OF A NATURE FALLEN AND
FIXED, Eetween the Gospel of the theologians and preachers, the
Gospel of the Encyclicals or episcopal letters and the Human Sense
there exists at present a deep discoxrd, The Church no longer dives
the dmpression of 'thinking with humanity'. Such is the profound
reason for the atmosphere of hostility and disdain which floats
around her, And such is also the explanation of her present steri-
AdtV o ene!?

*How will he (i.c. the christian) continue to find in +the same ima-
ges and the same promises the same satisfaction and the same ardor?
fHe can try to persuade himself that he still believes in the pri--
macy of the Fall, the expiation and the scorn of tcmporal things:
already hec is forcing himself AND ALSO HE IS FALSIFYING HIMSELF,
It is a question of perspectives WHICH WE WILL [O LONGER ADMIT,
because they hzve become FOREIGHN to the human scul,. No one has over

been able to rekindle 2 love that has burned cut!: (1929),



'rom what I nave quoted any catholic will readily recognize that Teil-
hard has great difficulty with what trained philosophers will call the
DISTINCTIO REALIS of St,Thomas: the ‘real distinction!, one of the funda-
mental prineciples of thomism and incorporated by the Catholic Church in
Hef teachings. Tc St.Thomas and the Catholic Church théxe exists a real
distinction (not only in the human mind, but also in reality) between God

and Creation, between matter and Spirit, body and soul, between a Physical
act ('of eating an apple!) and the moral act of disobedience to Godfs Will
('Sin and Fall'), between the natural (the Human Sense, the physical world,
science) and the Supernatural (completely unattainable by natural means ) »
Between the Spirit of the Gospel and Holy Writ and the spirit of the world.
The' Catholic Church teaches that 'contrary truths cannot exist! (Pope John
XXIII, 1AD PETRI CATHEDRAM'), and so it cannot be true that the Natural
and the Supernatural are SIMULTANEOUSLY really distinct and really not
distinct or the same, It must be cither one or the other, But.they can
form a union since they do not contradict each other, but only over the
abyss of the !real distinctiont. And only then, if the Higher one calls

the lower onesis.



SECTION B. IETLHARD 'S NEED FOR A MEW SYSTEM. HIS AWARENESS
. OF THE CONSEQUENCES,

Teilhard is of course well aware that his groping for a soclution satis-
factory to him must be within a new system with a new fundamental p:iﬁciple;
He éppears to be equally aware of the consequences: THE DESTRUCTION OF
ITHOMISM, (See e.g. the final part of the last guote above, 1929, 'How
-will hes..a)a Also there is the following:-

'A collective optimism, realistic and courageous, must definitely
replace the pessinism and individualism, whose overgrown notions
of SIN and FERSONAL SALVATION have gracdually burdened AND PER-
VERTED the christian spirit....,. Let us then acknowledge the si-
tuation honestly: not only the Imitation of Christ BUT ALSO THE
GOSPEL ITSELF NEEDS TO UNDERGO THIS CORRECTION, and the whole
world will make them underge it, Why not say so?t! (1929);

'What increasingly dominates my interest is the effort to establish
within myself, and to difuse around e, a new religion (let!s call
it an dimprecved Cchristianity, if you like) whosc personal God is

no longer the great, necolithic landowner (also translated: proprie~
tor) of times gone by, but the SOUL of +the World, AS DEMANDED BY
THE CULTURAL AND RELIGIOUS STAGE WE HAVE REACHED!', (Jan.,.26, "1936;
guoted in 'Letters tc L.ZANTA, pulld),

And what is he prepared to pay for all this? As can be expected:
NOTHING of his own, but all that was paid for by Infinite Love and the
Most Precious Blood:-

'1 have come tc the conclusion that, in orxder tc pay for a drastic
valorisation and amerdisation of the substance of things A WHOLE
SERIES OF RE=~SHAPING OF CERTAIN REPRESENTATIONS OR ATTITUDES,

WHICH SEEM TO US DEFINITELY FINED BY CATHOLIC DOGMA, HAS BECOME
NECESSARY, if we sincerely wish to Christify Evolution. Seen thus,
and because of ineluctable necessity, one could say that a hitherto
UNKNOWN FORM OF RELIGION is gradually germinating in the heart of
Modern Man, in the furrow opened by the idea of Evolution!,

(1953, Stuff of the Universe!, 2 years befcre his death in 205500

1T was Pope Pius XIT who described Teilhard's work ans 'z cesspool of



erroxst, the same Pope who, three years earlier, had written his encycli-
cal 'HUMANI GENERIS! against all this,

SECTICN C. IHE EMERGENCE AND FORMULATION OF TEE NEW FUNDAMENTAL
_ FRINCIPLE TO UNDERLIE TEILHARD'S SYNTHESIS AND SYSTEM,

Cne thing has now become all-~important: if Teilhardism in essence
means 'rejection of +the thomistic, catholic Principle of the real dig-
tinction! and if he is wel: aware that that means a complete new philo~
sophy, theology, RELIGION EVEN, then on what new fundamental first prin-
¢ciple is he going to build all this, so that Teilhardism becomes, as
Cardinal JOURNET assures us 115, 2 SYNTHESIS, which must be accepted
or rejected AS A WHOLE?

Let us then start following him in his groping towards this new prin-
ciple; let us watch hin produce it, brush it up AND PAY FOR IT....

'Original Sin €Xpresses, translates, personifies in a dated and
localized act, the Perennial and universal law of failure which
is in Humanity by virtue of i+s situation of being 'in fierit

(in evolution). One might go so far as to say, perhaps, that
since the creative act (by definition) causes being to mount
toward God from the frontiers of Nothingness (that is to say,
from the depths of the multiple, THAT IS FROM SOME MATTER), all
creation entails, as its risk ang shadow, some fault, which is +to
say that it clothes ITSELF inevitably with some Redemption. In
this conception, the drama 0of Bden would be the very drama of all

human history packed into a symbol profoundly expressive of ITeality.

Adam and Eve are the SYMBOLS of Humanity on the march toward God,
Ihis way of understanding Original Sin obviously eliminates all
difficulty of a scientific order, (sin becomes bound up with the
Bvolution of the Wordd)v, (1922},



(Remember my remari about brackets ang capitals: all the above is Teil«
hard de Chardin. No wonder this 1932 Paper caused a storm in Rome, In
pPassing I draw attention <o the Ffundamental position of Bvolutions that
God cannot create frenm noihing, ‘ex nihilo', and this, according to
Teilhard:r by definition}), And now some comments:

If two things are not REALLY distinct, they must be more or less the
same, Here we see Teillharg groping towards SAMENESS: he is blurring the
edges between the Supernatural and the natural, between Science and Faith
IN THE SAME EVOLUTIONARY PROCESS. He is obviously looking for Some IDEN-
TITY between all that is really distinct in Thomisn, but nevertheless
forms a unity. If - as he says - the Fall is nothing more serious than a
MISTAKE made in difficulzy beginning, then it is essentially the SAME as
all other mistakes, The idea of SAMENESS ( IDENTITAS inLatin) is already
clear in his mind, but he cannot yet announce to the world that they ARE
idﬂﬂtigal Processes, since obviously they are not., The wording of the
Principle still €escapes him, but give him time, ...

'"We have just noted that, in the course of a first phase, the of-
ficial Church tricd vainly to bar the Path to the natural religion
of Effortf and Progress, Lei us ask if there is not a way of saving
both at once (not artificially, but really), of saving the one by
means of the other: +thec Human Sense and the Christian Spirit, A
maladroit course of action has let these two forces come INTO
OPPOSITION. Shoulgd there not be a means of Placing them IN NATURAL
CONJUNCTION - no longer as hostile forces but as hierarchically
arranged energies!? {1322},



MIsn't it true that for the incormed eve the traces have already
appeared, insensibly: Original Sin becoming little by little more
like a laborious beginnino than a Fall; Redemption coming closer
to a liberation than to a Sacrifice; the Cross becoming more and
mLore evmcatlve of laborious progress than of explafory penitence?

L . (1929):

‘50 there it is, at last: a SAMENESS IN OPPCSITION, a sameness at the
same time non-sameness: Identi ity in Opposition., What was in natural oppo-
sition must now be made to appear itc be also in NATURAL CONJUNCTICH. This
e1ther means a NATURAL CONJUNCTION with a SHAM OPPOSITION ("a maladroit
ccu:se of action,"an unfortunate course of action made the Natural and
the Supernatural only appeaxr 1o be in opposition), or else CONTRADICTION
ITSELF has now been made into the NEW principle of evolution.

This impressive sounding principle was worthy of being Presented to
the world, Teilhard wanted sameness of the natural and the Supernatural
without any interference of the hated DISTINCTIO REALIS, and ihls new prin-
ciple covers the void left by its disappearance, And Slnce no one can
live for too long from [nr @ven with) a contradiction, the tin oppositiont
part would soon be dronped in practice, and only IDENTITY, SAMENESS,
would remain, exactly. as he wanted it, But the tag 'in opposition! sounded
impressive enough to ward off the critics., :

ﬁith this 'prihciple' Teilhard went through the SOUND barrier of reason
and allowed hlmbelf, and all who followed him through the breach, "TO |
JUMP FROM DN“ STATEMENT TO A CONTRADICTORY OME, SEEMINGLY UNPERTURBED" ,
in gne great argy &f sacrilege.,.. Original Sin must be moxre and more
SEeﬁ as NOT Original Sin; the Cross must become more and more NOT the
CIDSJ, but something else. But in his system he would also like to see
it more or less REMAIN as 1t was: a real identity in opposition, a real
ﬂﬂn?radictien; What* he n;ﬂNT was identity with a very WEAXK opposition
and so only identitas; But'the 1denL1+y between the natural and the :
Supernatural remains a contradlctlon,_Luen without the tag 'in GppDSltlan":
A unity between God and Creature mver the abyss of the Distinctily healls
is TOTALLY DIFFERENT FROM an IDENTITY between God and Creaturc, even if
tagéed 'in opposition!, If these two Wayq of putting this relationship
were the same, then Teilhard would NEVER have been in need, for the sake
of his precious Evolution, to do away with the Real Distinction,



"iiss0f saving ONE BY (MBANS OF “THE OTHER..,."

we jusf heard him say. This means we can now give this new found pringiple
vet another name: 'MUTUAL FRIORITY!', If one can be saved by the other:

if the Supernatural, the Holy Spirit of the Gospel, can be saved by the
natural, by science, and the spirit of the world, and vice versa, then
they are both 'equally first!, equally prior, This is another way of
putting £hat éame cuntraﬂictimn; if the real distinction is admitted; or,
if no longer admitted, then we must accept with Teilhard that the two
States of being are the same, even if we admit a weak opposition. Teilhard
had no longer the slightest doubt that both Orders ARE ONE AND THE SAME
THING, and if there is any priaxity a2t all - such is his contempt for the

Supernatural’~ then he will not hesitate to proclaim "that Dogma must cone



to mesh with seience" (1947), which to him means: with evolution,...

That Teilhard really meant this mutual priority explanation of his lst
‘principle {and so remained unrepentant in his rejection of the priocrity
of the Supernatural OUrder, and wanted tc make the Natural LE MILIEU
DIVIN) is very clearly expressed in his essay "LZ CHRISTIQUE" which he
only finished one month before his death, in 1955:-

"Christ saves. But must we.not hasten to add that Christ too
is saved by evolution?

TMutual Priority' does away with the real distinction, It gives the
true meaning to 'identity in opposition': no real opposition, only
sameness . )

Armed with this absurd but impressive looking principle Teilhard can
now present to the world an equally absurd but impressive looking SYSTEMz:

"Let us pose as a point of departure the fact that; since the Mule
tiple (that is, non-being in a pure state) is the sole rational
form of a creatable non-being,{'creabile'), the creative act is
only intelligible as a gradual process of arrangement and unifie .
cation, (This FACT leads one to admit that to create is to unif 1
And really nothing prevents us from holding that union cxeatesy
To those who object that union presupposes elements already exise
ting, I would answer that Physics has just shown (in case of mass)
that experimentally the movable does not exist except as engenw
dexed by its own motion). In virtue of this pogtulategege (1947),



Cantyxadictions, jumping to contraries, all rolled in ones The most clase
sical way of expressing the FNDAMENTAL CONTRADICTION is to state:
"ﬁDN-BEIHG 15", non-Lieing exists, For +this asserts that something simulyg
taneously IS and IS NOT, Accordine to Teilhard, NONBEING IS in a pure
s#ate. and also, since we may replace "Multiple' by *'nonebeing!, we may
also reéd: NONeBEING IS ihe soulc rational formy,qeemaking use of the
fundamental contradiction toc make a statement, Something that does not
existr a nonebeing (even in a purc state}) at the same time IS somethingg
vis a formggae' If his new principle allows this sort of thingj an identig
ty in opposition to being and non=being, then his first principle itself
must be a contradicticn, J

He again denies God the power to create from nothing, as again he
clearly teaches that 'to create! mcans the Irearrangement and unification
of a presexisting primordial mass of nonebeingiia.

' He also makes the Jump from *to create 1s to unify' to its contraxyi
*unjon greates' as if these twe statements are the samc, ag if he is
Bayinﬁl #If you don't object to tae second statement, how could you
object to the first?' But let us listen a bit more:-

"In such a universe in which the Multiple is the primordial none
sinful creatable form of othingnessj THE FUNCTIONAL EQUIVALENT ,
OF THE FIRST ADAl, SCURCE OF STATISTICAL EVIL, the (intellectual)’
problem of evil disappears. Since in this perspective, in effect,
physical suffering and moral faults are introduced inevitabl
(hls stress) into the world, not because of some de?EE?“E?”%%e
creative act, but because of the very structure of participated
being (that is, under the hoading of a bysproduct, statistically
inevitable (his s%recs) -~ the unificatlon o’ thc oo tiplegyss
etc, ete, " (1327),
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"In this explanation Original Sin undoubtedly ceases to be an
~iselated act...! {194?;.

A

If_alsé.ceases.tﬁ be a SIN.

IHD1 much is left over of the 'First Adam!; he is nothing but Nothing-
ness, the MultLple, a8 primordial mass, a source of statistical evil; It
does not make the 'Second Adam' lock very impressive either;

.ﬂnd so we stumble on yet another name of this 'misticalt principle;
'UNITY IN OPPOSITION', If thé creative act of Almighty God ceases to be
réally distinct from any other (human) act of unification, since Godfs
act presupposes exactly the same as any human act of unification: SOME-
THIHG FREHLXIETIHG TO BE UNIFIED, then we in evolution, helping God along
Wlth science Jn the unification of the universe, ARE THUS LRLALING, This

is the foundation of Teilhard's pantheism,

Weé are now in a Better position to appreciate the vital concern
{ CE—— C
expressed by so many Popes, about a DILUTION of Thomism, to say nothing
of ifs ABOLITION: the resplt is sheer nonsense.

+



SECTTON D. " THE I'r-.ipplcgrxoms OF THIS DISCOVERY,

?eﬁpxe we deal in the next chapter with the wvital questlon pid any of
this ever get; a foothold in any of the Philosophy coursea, or even xn the
Theology,.of any Catholic Teaching Institution anywhere in the world?

(to which, xegrettably, the. answer is YES), I wonld like, in this fourth
section, pause for a moment anﬁ let the enormity of what we have dlb—
covered sink in, |

4 v .
Ty IHE WORID=WIDE SPREAD,

It seens vaicﬁs that throughout the world millions of catholics and
prutestants have been caught up in this gystem and have been affected by
its pﬂlSDn, yvet they never cot it from readlng Teilhard, In fact maﬂy ;
would not even notice that their whole thinking has been put in a different
direction or alignment: . X LS =

JTellhard taught the world at large how to live from a contradiction,
and the world in turn taught its children. How to direct one's thinking
from a cﬂntradlctlan how to call at last the Supernatu1al, naturalj.
how to call 51n 'a statistical mistake! or 'an inevitable by=product of

creation?; how to call impurity 'a new form of love'; how to see the dif-

ference between protestanis and catholics as a tunity in oppositiont
witﬁ very little opposition and a lot of fundamental 'sameness': the
basis of a false ecumenism. Or: how to ecall 'following your own conscience!
a new and higher form of cbedience to the Church or to one's Superiors;
And finally:’ how tE call love for the warld the NEW and HIGHER form of
love for God.... 5

No wonder his message spread like wildfire through the length and
breadth of a mesmerized world, which deliriously drank in his 'gospel: of
liberation roﬂlthe yoke of the old christianity-gone-wrong! THINKING
ITHEY WERE DOING H_FﬂvOUE AND SERVICE TO GOD.... Who still cares about all
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the rest of his absurd System: the creabile, the multiple, the noﬂsphere;
What matters is, that contradictions no longer count, that sig is no lon=-
ger sin, and that the more we plough into THIS world and embrace it in
evélutian to help it along a bit with scicnce and social woxks, the more
we apparently please God and discover Him, If this evolution is this new:
ch:istianity, then surely this evolution MUST RE GO0D,

And $0 each one can now build his own Popular philosophy on his own
popular contradiction, (cons science, the pill, free love, making monev,..)
oni the authority of this new pruphet,.call it the 'new! Philescphy, the
'new! theology, the 'new! MORALITY, the 'new! christianity: and lo behold:
you are part of this fnew'! faith in the World and Evolution, "UNTIL THE
DAWN OF NOTHINGNESS .. ."

To make matters 1nf1n1te1y worse ITor catholics: Walter H,&BBDTT Siday
in his: "THE DOCUMENTS OF VATICAN II", pp, 269-270, footnote,declares
catey orically that we have no hope af understanding 'this document of
VATIGAN II' ('The Church Todsay's GAUDIUN BT SPES), unless we read.Teile
hard's "LE MILIEU DIVIN", and understand his 'Nouvelle Theologie', 3o,
what the Holy Ghost gave us in Vatican IT must be seen and understood
through the writings of a2 man with more than 14 cengures and condemnatlcns
{1nc1ud1ng one EnPyﬂllLal} against his woxks FROM THE SAME HOLY GHDST,
If-that is not *directing onels thinking from a contradiction! then I
don't know what is. TLe Milieu Divin! has been steadfastedly refused an
IMPRIMATUR from the Holy See ever since it was gonceived in 1926, note
withstanding gelentless pressure from all sides, And that was not the
first time that-Fr;ABBOTT tried to interest his readers in Tellhards
another footnote with his name in it appeared earlier, on p¢_2D4;



‘What proved impossible durinc the Sessiens of ‘Vatican Il: that the
Council would be wrenched away from the direct Protection by the Holy
Ghost against heresy, was to a larzoe extend accomplished AFTERWARDS, when
the thousands of sympathisers and admirers of Teilhard got hold of the
interpretations of Vatican IT (IDOCI) and made us loak at Vatican II
FROM HIS FUNDAMENTAL CONTRADICTION AND EVDLUTIUN. FrJABEOIT is a classic,
case in pointy

Sdnce no one gan live for too long from (or even with) a cﬂntxaﬂictlon
as already stated, all the popular 'identities in opposition' or funity.
in opposition philasophiest!, sprung up after the Council under the ‘
direct inspiration of Teilhard, soon drop their 'in opposition' part
with TWO GRAVE CONSEQUENCES:

Lla The unlty, identity, without the opposition, and no longer p:ntecq
ted by the Teal distinction, are in gpave dangeyr of giving to the.

wn;ld its false ecumenismn as_a d;ILCt ;esult fxam Te1lhaxdism, BUT HESUFLD
TO COME FROM VATICAN 11 because of Lhe switch in interpretationg and
24 If the Tejlhard doctrine: !'Love for the World (the World seen in

: evolution, no longer really distinct from God, with God incarcera-
ted in it as dts SOUL) Zs identical in opposition to love of God', bedomos
(aftey dropping the 'ir spposiiiont bit): "Love of thc World is identical
to love of God" -(which ic guite scorptable nowadays), =hon all who follow
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Teilbard in adherina to this contradiction, are now IRECT OPPCSITION
TO THE CATHOLIC CHURCH OF 2000 YEARS, which has always taught us THAT GOD
SO MUCH LOVED THE WORLD THAT HE SEﬁI HIS ONLY 501 TO DIE FOR ITS REDEMP-
TION. The Modernists like the firs+ bit, but reject the last part (which
then changes the meaning of the first part completely) and they are NOT
prepared to follow Christ and the Church in Their Self-sacrifice for the
sake of souls.... And so anyone who looks at the Catholic Church through
the eyes and works of Teilhard, openly recommended even in footnotes,
will only see HIS OWN CHUKCH TAKE SHAPE: the church of evolution, the
church of no sin, no dogma, THE CHURCH OF CONTRADICTION: the church of
anti-christ,

Ll WHAT IS AT THE BOTTOM OF ALL THIS?

"I shall put enmity between thee and the Woman and between
thy seed and Hers",

"With these words God, "before Whom a thousand years are but one day",
indicated that the fundamental contradiction between Good and Evil would.
remain Ahsulute, so that never evil could BRE good, nor good ever BE evil,
1no @atte: what future generations would CALL it, or would make. it APPEAR
to Ee; He also pointed out that there is a high (although only created)
intelligence behind evil and that it is <o be expected, that over the
history of the world, this intelligence behind evil would finally be capa-
ble of mounting a highly ORGANIZED érive, :



Organized global evil CANNOT TOLERATE next to itself, and not under its
control, the existence of IWO things: a Supernatural, Catholic Faith, and
an Infalllble FPope. According to VATICAN I, the first one is the RADIX
(root) and FUNDAMENTUM (foundation) of Supernatural Life and Sanctificatiop,
the latter is the rvoot and foundation of Absolute Truth, The more cathulias
will be imbued with the spirit of evolution, the more they will be weaned -
a way from these two fundamental bulwarks against a global victory of evil,

How does Teilhard and his system £it into this?

The'thwarting of these plans for world domination is obviously a GRACE of
truly global dimensions in its effects, Like all graces, this ocnhe too is

not forced upon us, but is to be prayed for and to be Preparxed for. For

Cathﬂllcs, the external temptation, as a test for their sincerity towards
the preparation and reception of this singular grace, was Teilhard and his
*sysiem'. God would make it clear right at the start of these absurd ideas
and theories (1922) and at every major stage of their development (more
than 14 times) THAT THESE THEORTES COULD WOT BE LISTENED TO, ACCEPTED AND
EPI?E@ ABOUT UNLESS IN DISCOBEDIENCE 10 THE LAWFUL TEACHING AUTHORITY
within the Catholie Church. But like all great temptations (with their

corresponding repercussions either way): these theories and ideas consti-~
tuted a REAL DELIGHT for the Proud Hodern NMind,,.,

The penalty for yielding to the temptation became, inevitably, in the
natural order a n abject mental blindness of ng longer recoonizing as
DEGRADING the accepta_me of a CONTRADICTION for the direction of opals Lifc
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And in the Sﬁpernatural Crder it became a spiritual blindness resulting
from the loss of onel!s Catholic Fa ith.-Cn both scores,.they, to whom

'the continuation of the work of Salvation was entrusted, became ihemelves
easy prey foxr the global enslavers,

Make no mistake: God is not mocked, After the Original Sin of our
first parents, God revealed the most fundamental real distinetion of then
all: the contradiction betwecn good and evil,; I+t immediately follows that
all who follow,Teilhard in his second Original Sin: teaching. the rejection
of a real Adam, a real Eve and a real Sin, committed by them, in oxder to
accept his unscientific evolution: that all those are not only punished
by God, they are also passing on the fruits of THEIR original sin to our
children in the form r::f SPURIOUS CATECHETICS s s ¢ i

The RULE is very simple:anyone who no longer lives by, nor fully accepts
the teachings of Pope Pius XII, right down the line to, say, the Council’
of Trent, including ALL THAT THE POPES TAUGHT US ON THOMISM: such a per=
son sees Vatican 1I through the eyves of Teilhard and was almost certainly
TAUGHT to do thats INVARIABLY, YOU WILL FIND SUCH A PERSON BELIEVE IN A .

- CUNTRADICTIDH._HE may not even be aware of it; They usually explain and
exaggerate the UNITY of all things to such an extend, that there is no
lenger any :écm for a real distinction (mainly in the axea of 'Catholic
Faith' and 'Christian faith') which then leads to contradictions,

 Un the other hand: if you can find a person who still prayerfully
accepts ﬂLL the Catholic Church's teachings, INCLUDING VATICAN 11,
d nd 1ncludlng Her condemnations of Teilhard de Chardin, you will find
that such a person will loock at Vatican II with the eyes of Catholic
Faith, and that he will see and explain Vatican II IN THE LIGHT OF ALL
lH.E'. PREUIDUS TEACHINGS, as requested by the Holy Spirit.

S
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CHAPTER TWO, i THE SPREAD} OF TEILHAKRD'S SYSTEM OVER
CATHOLIC INSTITUTES OF HIGHER LEARNING.,

PRELIMINARY NOTE;

It is of the utmost importance to study the spread of Teilhard's
ideas from the very begimning: The acceptance of his ideas, theorics
and principles is as world-wide as the global conguest of organized
evil, The conclusion has become inescapable that it is now part of
that evil, Teilhaxdism proved to be the only weapon in the arsenal
of the plotters capable of penetrating to any great extend the ,
Catholic Church thrcugh the least likely bastions: THE SEMINARIES,

However, the study of this chapter two is NOT NECESSARY for +the
reading and understanding of thg final chapter: the influence of
Teilhard on the DUTCH CATECHISM, I inserted the contents of this
chapter here for the sake of continuity and chronolagys If the rea=
der finds the going a bit tough, he can let the matter rest for a
while without endangering the understanding of the next and final
chapter: He can come back to it later and take his time)

+

It is the task of this 2nd chapter to see in detail how the priﬁiples
of Teilhard have penetrated the philosophy courses of the Jesuit College
'BERCHMANIANUM! , ir Nijmegen, HOLLAND, No doubt the capture of LOUVAIN, in
Belgium, came first, as Teilhard had there two of his very few trusted
friends within the Society of Jesus: Pére CHARLES and Pere MARDCHAL, But
the rapport between Nijmegen and Louvain had always been coxrdialj

T will be quoting from the official notes and theses as handed down by
the Jesuit Professors of LOGICA MAJOR (the study of Truth and its prine
ciples), of PSYCHOLOGIA RATYICIALIS {theoretical psychology or anthropoe
logy: the study of man), and of ETHICA (or Ethlcs: the study of the prine
ciples undexnlying the actions of man in hig.striving after his final
cestinyj the principles of the moral order); between the vears 1943
1947,



(To see this in context: it was in 1946 alyeady that the Jesuits of
Louvain, after having studied and debated for vears the privately
circulated documents of Teilhard, set up the 'LUMEN VITAE' course
in modern catechetics entirely on his principlesy It -.was Fy,
Charles who, according to Teilhard himself in his letters, did
evegything possible to have his fle Milieu Divin? published with
Ecclesiastical approval. Since 1948 LOUVAIN was quite openly teachey
ing 'polygenism' or !'polygenesis? (the theoxry that the human yace !
originated in severzl places at once over the globe), thereby
showing ready acceptance of Teilhard®s synthesis),

With the insextion of this chapter I hope to highlight 3 impoxtant

aspectsie
1; If the philogophy taught thexe in Nijmegen and Louvain during all those

: yéars. had become contaminated, then it could anly support later on
an éxrmnecus theology with grave danger to Catholic Faith, ag warped bf

he ‘encyclicals and letters of many Popes;
Eﬁ Apd Jf it was this new, erroneous theology which gave bhirth to the

- Dutch catechism (D.C.) with its worldewide yepercussions, then this
DEC' too will contain the basic flaws and gontradictions of Teilhard®s
syszemﬁ.

35; f?his. finally, shows up the fallacy in the following 'line of defence!
sometimes adopted: "This whole Teilhard business is of no concern to
anyone who never read hLis Hocks' | Unfortunately, this is not so; Teilhardts
~aberrations have becn_sp:u;d about s insidiously anc so thoroughly in a1l
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sorts of publications - in defiance of the Church's clear directives, =
that his systeém is almost brezthsad in, scaked up, wheré ever we go. We
need a continuous CONSCICUS effort NOT TO ACHUIESCE with some CONTRADIC-
TION .
SECTION A. TEILIARD DE CHARDIN'S INFLUENCE ON

: THE PHILOSOPHY OF TRUTH (LOGICS).

(A 1st yvear subject)

The. Course 111 LOGIC, 'METAPHYSICA VERITATIS', or the PHILOSOPHY OF TRUTH
was divided into two main parts: 'Dees Truth exist?' (An sit wveritas) and
*What is Truth?' (DQuid sit wveritas), Since the two questions are intimately
related, oﬁe,has to etart with a working definition, which, according to
Sty Thomas is: 'Veritas est adaecuatio rei et intellegtus) or: Truth is

an adaptation of a thing and an intellect, a matching, Two things are
brought out here: (a): $tiThomas knows that there is a real distinctien
between an object known, and the mind knowing it, (b). St.Thomas also
knows the word Tidentitas', sameness in every respect, and does not hesie-
tate to use that worc, if necessary. lere he uses another word: ADAEQUATIO,
matching, aﬂaptaﬁion, some sort of egquality. If, according to St. Thomas
my knowledge of an object matches the object itself, then I call that
rblatlon Truih and the knowledge truthful,

- At-the end of the first part of this course, consisting of 3 theses
cancerning the existence of Truth, the next TEN PAGES are entirely devoted
to the study of THE FIRST FRINCIPLE, a 'theory' so new, that, although it
ought to have been a complete thesis, with its formal proofs, it was not
quite ready yet to be presented as a thesis, However, it was treated and
Presented as ANYTHING BUT A THEOEY.... For the benefit of interested: ex=-
pertb who may read these pages, I will quote the original text verbatim in
the Laiiu in which it was ptesented t0 the students, next tg_my Imglish
translamlon:- i :



(Thesis) 4a. Primum principium meta-
.physicum est principium IDENTITATIS
que, identitas idealitatis cum reali-
tate exprimityr; dustificatur ex hoc
quod est expressio ipsius nattirae dn-
tellectus; eo ipso etiam patet cur
sit principium immediate evidens.

1, Vidimus affirmationem veritatis
quae est expressio realitatis, esse
necessariam. Vivit enim illa affir-
matio in omni actu cognitionis, "qua-
tenus. in omni- affirmatione, negatio=
ne, dubitatione, cet., affirmatur
absoluta relatio intelléctus ad o=
dinem cbhjectivam realem;

uestioni fan sit veritas! affir-
mative respondemus. Haec nécessaria
relatio exprimitur per principium
quod vocatur PRINCIPIUM IDENTITATIS:
esse est gognoscibile, veritas est,
verum est ens, ens est verum, vel uti
generaliter ponitur: essc Ens

aet,
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4th thesis.The First Principle in
Philosophy is the prineiple of IDEN®
TITY by which the identity between
ideas (in’ the mind) and reality is
expressed; its justification lies in
the fact that it expressecs the very
nature of the (human) intellect it~
self; it is for that very samé-xreaw
son clear why it is an immediately:
evident (self~evident) principle;
1. We saw that affirming the existen-
ce of truth, which gives expressicn
to reality, cannot be withheld; For
the simple reason that this affirma-
tion is found in every aét ‘of knowing
as in every affirmation, denial,
doubt etc., the absolute relation
between the intellect and the real,
objective arder is acknowledged
To the guestion:'Does truth exist??
we replied in the affirmative; This
necessary relation is mixrozed by
the principle which carries the name
ITHE PRINCIPLE COF IDENTITY: being is
knowable, truth exists, what is true
must ewist, what is must be truc,




ens; quod esty, est, OX'a s expressed more generally to
: ' be, 15, a being (in reality) is a
being {(in the m:.r‘c., known), or simply
T that what exlsts, is,
Tllud principium est non tantum . This prineiple is not only the funda=-
lex: fundamentalis idealitatis [lnrﬂ mental law of what exists in the mind
c&ej sed etiam realitatis (ocntolosi- (law of logics) but alsc of the :eal

caej quae in- hoi:pllnLlplo communi (of ontologics) which, through this
ita. unluntux ut omnis scepticismus principle they have in common, are
radicitus :efutetu:. united in such a way, that all scep=

] ticism is radically refuted,

fhe remainder 7 subdivisions of +this thesis are devoted to the develop-
ment of these ideas, Explanations are sustained with numerocus guotes from
contenporaxy authors: Fr, MARFCHAL (Louvain, intimate of Teilhard, and ;
quoted from his strange 'ecahiexr'!': 'Le Point de Depart de la Metaphysiquet)
BLONDEL, Fry RAHNER S.J., Fr, GENY 5.J., Prof, DONDEYNE {Louvain), etcy
The mﬁst striking aspect of this whole 'thegis?t is, that occasionally St,
THOMAS is mentioned, but never quoted in his own words, but thrﬂugh the
words of all these modern authors AS THEY UNDERSTAND HIS WORDS, Only re=
ference numbers of places are quoted from StiThomas where, if you are ine
terested you can lock up what St_THmJﬂg has to say, That this is not on Ly
mlsleadlng. but definitely open for misrepresentation and even Ixawi, we
will soon see an EKample ofy



The reason why StiTHOMAS is not quoted in his own words is obvious: he
canﬁﬁt be quoted to sustain what is keing developed here; St,THOMAS sEpeaks
about an EE%EHE&IEE’ which is a synthesis over an underlying real distince
tion; HE NEVER SPEAKEOF AN ONTOLOGICAL IDENTITY on the human level s NOX
between the natural and the Supernatural, His ideas are totally unaccepta=
ble to the framexs of this thesis fuarta, which does not teach thomism as
regugsted by the Popes,; A quick run~through will show this),

Hﬂiﬂé Explanation of the notion of this 1st Principle, NO quotes from
Sty THOMAS, ' :
NDEBi This is the most important sub-~section: it deals with the ontolos
gical identity (a complete samcness in Leing) between the principle
of knowing and the principle of being. It starts with the remark that many
authors admit various first principles as NO.ONE PRINCIFLE can adequately
express the enormous complexity of existence,; beingy But then the author
states immediately that underncath this variety of principles, there is
nevertheless only ONE first principle: this principle of IDENTITY, othere
wise'the underlying UNITY cannot be explainedy By now hLe is forced to call
it an ABSOLUTE IDENTIIY between what is in the mind [idealitas) and what
is oﬁtside the mind (xealitas):-

Theses precedentes iam in lucem po=- The previous theses have already

suerunt absolutam relaticnem inter vrought to light that theze exists
cognoscere et esse, inter idealitatem an ABSOLUTE relation between knowing
et realitatemy and being, between what is in the

_ mind and in reality.
A quote in German from Fr, DAMIEER's hooky '"Spirit in the World' then
follaws . to substantiate this dectrine. We have now roached the climax: it

is 50 important that I will sucte verbatim what is printed:-

|_

Ad hoc autem requiritur ut acsi+ For this, however, it is required
quaedan originaria unio inter egoe that there exists sunc orxiginal unics

et cognoscere ita wt, ubi s es55&, Letween 'Geing! ondtinowing® so that,

e
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ibi sit cognitio et vice versa;Haec where there is being, there is knows
unio non potest esse QUAEDAM relatio ing and vice versa., This union cannot
quae tum'esse tum cognoscere subse- be any relation to which both being
queretur, quia tunc factum unitatis and knowing would comply, as then the
inter esse et.cognoscere IN OMNI AC- fact of the unity between to be and
TU COGNITIONIS intelligi non posset. to know IIN EVERY ACT OF KNOWING could
not be understood,
HARC ETIAM EST DOCTRINA CONSTANS TEIS IS ALSO THE CONSISTENT DOCTIRINE
5T, THOMAE., CF ST.THOMAS, )
(And now, at last, we might get some guotation from the fngelic Doctor
himself, as he is called by the Church, But no, we get immediately a guo-
tation in Gerxman from the same book of Fr. RAHNER ; telling us what Fry
RAHNER thinks is the meaning of St: Thomas: I will quote him in Englishi=
"Being and knowing are in a original unity, Knowing is rnot an
approximate 'hitting on' its object: ST. THOMAS expressedly
rejects the vulgar notion of knowing as 'just coming across?!
something. Knowing does not happen !per contactum intellectus
ad rem intelligibilem' (by contact of the intellect with an
object that can be known), on the contrary: according to ST,
THOMAS 'to be {or being) and to know (or knowing) ARE THE SAME!;
TIDEM INTELLECTUS ET INTELLECTUM ET INTELLIGERE! {the in'tellect,
that what is understood, and understanding itse) ARE IDENTICAL )"

Strﬁng language. The mind of the Professor and the mind of FrlRaﬁner

could not be expressed more clearly: BUT THE WORLD=-FAMOUS PLACE IN ST.
THOMAS, WHERE E£T, THOMAS TEACHES THAT THE MIND, THE OSJECT IN THE MIND

AND THE ACT OF UNDERSTANDING ARE ALL THE SAME, IDENTICAL, IS NOT INDICATED,
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The Professor in his notes then goes on -

"In amongst many places of 5T . THOMAS, you can, if vou wishj
look up: SUMMA THEOLOGICA I, qusld, artiz, ©aj gs 27, ai 1, ad 2;
SRl 952, Ay T ad B3 o3 555 & L. ad 23 4+ B85, ai 2, -ad 1; q4 87,
T

as L, ad 3,
After these it was then stated, rather nonchalantly -

"There are also several texts in 'DR VERITATE! (another work by
SteThomas), TSUMUA CONTRA GENTTILS! (another work again), etc.!

That's all, Nao specifications wherc, in these works, these supremtely impor-
tant statements can be found: So T Yooked up the texts in ST,THOMAS as -
quoted above, and I found FR. RAHNER'S famous text of St:THOMAS: tidem
ihtéllechls and intellectumi (the mind and what is in the mind ARE IDEN=-
TICAL) in Summa Theologica I, question 34, article 1, ad 3 (as quoted
above), where ST.THOMAS SAVS:

"In DEO autem importat omnimodam identitatem, quia IN DED est
omnino IDEM INTELLECTUS a7 INTELLECTUM, ut supra ostensum est
(gus 14, axrt, 2 and 4 )

which translated gives . the true mind and doctrine of ST,THOMAS:

"IN GOD, however, (knowing, understanding) brings out an identity
in every respect (cTaimoda), because IN GOD the Intellect and
what is in the inte lect (what is known) are completely identical,
as we have shown earlier in qué 14, arts 2 and 4"

And that makes all the difference: ONLY IN GOD, according to ST. THOMAS,
CAN WE SPEAK OF & IDENTITY BETWEEN IDEALTT, S AND REALITAS. E:.xactl},r the
same doctrine of St, Thomas is‘set forth in the other places mentioned;
No wonder the Professor =nd Fx, HAHNER  did not quote the WORDS of S+,
Thomas: these two wanted us to believe, by misquoting St}Thomas; that the
Angelic Doctor teaches that ALJAYS , EVERYWHERE, the intellect and what is
in the iﬁtellect are id&ntical; With Teilhaxd. they want IDENTITY to be

the foundation of EVERY UNEON, and alzo they want to show themselves to
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be thomistic. But St. Thomas will NDVER ADMIT to an IDENTITAS between
creation and GOD nor between the acts of the creatures and their facul=
ties. ~ This 4th thesis is no longear the teachings of St.Thomas, but of
Teilhard; To make this quite clear, this subwsection 3 of this 4th thesis
concludes precisely on this notez-

Si'autem inter idealitatem et reali- IFf however between idealitas and rea-

tatem, inter cognitionem et essc, litas {what is in the mind and what is
adest IDENTITAS, omne ens est ideale outside the mind) there exists an
quid, et omne ideale est aliguid IDENTITY, as in between!the known'and
reales 'the existing', all existing is some-

how ideal, and all that is in the
mind, existsy

Next, in Nos: 4 and 3y Tthe sericus charges of contradiction and Tpan-
DPsychism! are touched upon and simply denied.

No. 6 deals with the obvious problem that, although we are an identity
between idealitas and realitas (but NOT according to ST. THOMAS, as we saw)
W e do not know everything, As can be expected from the folowers of Teilw;
hard, this brings out the OPPOSITION aspect in the identity, based on an
imﬁerfect intuition. But the Professor hastens to undo the meaning of +this
oppesition, in case the truc meaning of real distinction had to come out:
by stressing the undexrlying unity, exactly as Teilhard did, Otherwise, if
the opposition was REAL, the underlying UNITY could NOT BE UNDERSTOOD ¢ '

Ut autem Intellectus illam synthesim In order that the intellect can cxe

exprimere possit, requiritur ut ipse press the synthesis, it is required

intellectus NATURA SUA SIT SYNTHESIS that, by its very nature, the intecle

idealitatis et realitatis, lect itself IS the synthesis between
' : idealitas and realitas.



And in No, 73

Ita lumen QUOD NOSMETIPST SUMUS, And so the light THAT WE ARE OURSELw
fundamentum est omnis cognitionis VES, is the foundation of all our %
nostrae, non autem ADHUC ultimum fune knowledge but not yet our final foun-
damentum, Detegimus (his stress) dation, We discover ourselyes as an’
enim nosmetipsos ut identitatem inter identity né¥ by intuition but by
idealitaten et realitaten, hoc est Judgement, ;.

not! Intuitive sed iudicative (in
some w eak opposition that does not
affect the fundamental IDENZIITY).
fhi'—_‘ FProud Modern Mind: we ARE ocur own IDENTITY, We ARE OUR OwWN LIGHT;
Is this only an unfortunate choice of words to explain in modern ways the.
fm&amen‘tal-do::'trine of ST. THOMAS? Inadmissable, as the fundamental doge
triﬂe of St;Thomas iz no longer coming out, but is rather made to look
incﬁngxuuus. because of the complete switch in fundamental Positionings
what StsThomas only applies to God, we saw the modern FriRahner apply
.igdisﬁiminately to all knowledge, The result is obvious: to cbviate the
fundamental contradiction awaiting anybody who turns his back on Thomism:
.~ that the NON-GOD {cxea.'tua:e] & GOD
i, the absence of the distinctio realis, the fundamental wnity must be
stiressed, in which it is denied that creature is non~God, 5o then we end
up u}ith an equation like this: creature = GOD, which is Teilhaxd's pan=
theism, And just as much a contradiction, COn this philosophy there is no
real Supernatural (Le Milieu Divin is +hen the milieu among the godecreas
tures}, no Fall, no $in, no nesd for the Cross, Expiation, Redemption, or
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even personal salvation (that PERVERSION, as we heard Teilhard .call ity
no Dogma (we are our own licht), no Catholic Church,..: The Philosophy
of the 4th thésis is Teilhard de Chardin, And it became the philosophy .
in preparati'on of the DUTCH CATECHISMA 4. .

SECTION B, TEILHARD DE CHARDIN'S INFLUENCE ON
s THE THECRETICAL PSYCHOLOGY COURSE.

(& 2nd year subject.)

ﬁfter.cux rather extensive treatment of Teilhard's influence on thel
Philosophy of Truth, we can now be satisfied that nothing Tundamentally
different will be taught in the other disciplines which make.up the com-
plete PHilcsﬁphy Course of Nijmegen and Louvain, The philosophy of fundaw
mental IDENTITY. So, in the treétment of the next two examples, I would
like to draw attention to aspecfs, Peculiar to each, which sheds abundant
ADDITIONAL LIGHT on Teilhard's influence,

In his already menticned APPENDIX, Dietrich von HILDEBRAND, !as yau
might know, a Professor of Philosophy himself for many years) draws
attéﬁtion to a characteristic of Teilhard's system where it sharply
difféxs‘frﬂm Thomism; ~ i

"Yeilhard seces fselfucmnsciousness‘was the only difference between
=-Ban and a highly developed animal. But the comparison of the 1i-
mited type: of+conscicusness that can be observed in animals with
= the manifold aspects of a PERSONIS consciousness shows instantly
» how wrong it is +o regard the latter a s merely an addition of
self-consciousness., ,.But the marvel of the human mind....is al-
together lost on Teilhard because he insists on viewing human
consciousness as mevely an Awarecness of self that has gradually
- developed cut of animal consciounencas. The Scholastics, on the .
other hand, accuratecls drasped the dimensions of personal consci-
ocusness by calling the Person a being that possesses itselfyt




From this misconcertion of human

gical = but

Pexrson,
nevertheless equally erroneous

Teilhard draws the only lo= o
- conclusion: that a collec-

tive consciousness would constitute 2 HIGHER state of evolution, as

'explained' clearly in

contradiction;

Why I quote all this becomes immediately clear,

first thesis in this second course,
fundamental concept of MAN:

THESIS T+, Homo, qui in vita sesec
experitur tamquam totalitatem SUT
CQNSCIHM, ope reflectionis sese des
tegit tamguam aliquid substantiale,

1, ﬂéitur in hac thesi de
fundamentd

astruendo
“totius psychlogiae.

These las+t ﬁnfds make it clear that

foundation of the whole
on MAN, on éélf—awarenesg‘ This man
that, in doing this. he i=s NOT foll

*The Phenomenon of Man?®,
A NON-INDTIVIDUAL CONSCIOUSNESS is one

Psvchology course,

where the acceptance of
more example of his fundamenta;

if one reads the very

‘which purports to deal with the most

(again: WHOSE fundamental concept??)

l$t IHEEIS:- P':a.n’ who il‘l hia lif'E, (357
pPeriences himself as a totality | =
AWARE OF HIMSELF, with the aid of re-
flection discovers himself to be
"self-svidstent, ; ;
With this thesis it is meant to lay
the foundation of the WHOLE PSYCHO=
LOGY COURSE. e

this Professor.wants to base the
which is a fundamental course
at least is honest enough ta admit
wing ST.THOMAS, when he confesses at



the end of his Tormal proofis-

54 Quoad textus S,Thomae dicendumn As for texts of StlThcmas, it must be

v est argumenium in forma quam de- stated that, in the form in which we
dimus NON INVENIRI, Put it,; THEY CANNOT BE FOUND. ...

50 Professor HILDEBRAND was right: thomism does not put the human per=-

son, in his distinction from animals, merely on a basis of self=awareness.

= # =
It is by now equally obvicus that the contruor of this thesis was familiar

with the more fundamental principles of Teilhard'!s system, where these

ideas are found: I will now very briefly touch on his 2nd thesis, where
the fundamental doctrine on IDENTITAS is faithfully adhered to, Fra-]

In the 2nd thesis it will be admitted that

",..sin homine adest quaedam dupli= ,,,in man there exists some duality,
citas guae tamen unitatem non sube which does not upset the unityls
vertit'y

The explanation of this starts by pointing out "that the human sub=
stance (substantia humana) has revealed itself to us IN THE FIRST THESIS
A5 AN IDENTITY BETWEEN SUBJECT AND OBJECT, OR BETWEEN IDEALITAS AND
REALITAS " However, in man THIS IDENTITY IS IN OPPOSITION, The hasis of
this opposition is.again blamed on the imperfect way in which intuition
is realized in man And then follows the CLASSIC WAY in which the

distinctio realis is done away with:

"Inde In substantia concreta partes And S0, in the congrete existence aof
hae tum realiter a se distinguuntur +the human subsistenee; the composing
TUM ETIAM REALITER IDEM SUNT! parts are not only really disfinct:

1 they are also .REALLY THE SAME| i

with a splendid CONTRADICIION as is to be expected. And all the TALK

about distinctio realis is nullified by the deliberate teaching of the

"MUTUAL PRIORITY' principle between the composing parts which make out MAN,
"Finally, ST.THOMAS gets the same short shift as in the LOGICS course:

nexely a mention where somethingythat is being taught hereycan be found,

Anﬁ so it goes oniie.



SECTION C TETILHARD DE CHARDIN'S INFLUENCE
W SR ON THE ETiICS COURSE,

(2 3rd year subject)

This c¢ourse too had its own particular modernistic aspect, apart from
the general debility, so manifest in the other two disciplines already
mentioned; To put it in perspective, I will first quote from Pope Pius,
K1lth Encyclical "HUMANI GENERIS" (on Modern Eyxors) of ﬂugi, 1z, 1950,
xeﬁﬁmhezing that this Ethics course was studied in 1946, (I do not know
if it was subsequently re—written in the light of this Encyeclical).

"No wonder if this spirit of innovation has already borne poisonous
Truits in amongst cvery spherc of theclogy,...0thers destroy the
gratuiltous character of the Supernatural Order, by suggesting that
it would be impossible for God to create rational beings without
equipping them for the Beatific Vision and calling them to ithy

But that is PRECISHLY the doctrine of this BTHICS course, It is a bit

beyond the scope of this trecatise to go inte detail of how the desideriun
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naturale versus supernaturalitatem was proved to be COMNATURAL TO MAN,
from which. it follows that human nature could not be conceived as to exist
wmthout 1t ﬂlthcugh the thesis on this, - the 3rd thesis = expressedly
declared fthat the beatific wvision exceeds the natural ‘pPowers and demands
of man', according to the Fope fthe gratuitous character of the Supernatu-
ral order' is already destroved by the first rart cf the thesis whlch taugh
that it-is essential to human nature to strive for the beatlfic vision
With.the first 3 theses the evolutionary trend of the course was esta=
blished, showing Teilhard?®s influencc in the Llurring of the edges between
the natural and the Supernmatural, as right from the start the real distinc-
tion between the NATURAL ultimate goal of man and hie SUPERNATURAL goal
was denied. Since the author of the iheseigoldl}r declares THAT ST,THOMAS
IS5 OM HIS SIDE, and since - again =~ he too refuses to print the very words
of ST.THOMAS, and only indicates where they can be Imund, I will print the
beg:l.rming mf the 3xrd thesis in full, and only in LATING
"Thesis 3a; Beatitudo simpliciter perfecta hominis specificativa
sumpta consistit in cognitione INTUITIVA (my stress)

Divinae Essentize; haec tamen beatitudo superat omnes, vires et
Exlgentlas naturales hominis et omnis naturae creatae. ;.

Acriter .scholastici de hac parte theseos inter se dlsputnnfl
Nobiscun cansentlunt. (a) SiThomas: I, 12, Ly T=all, 2, 6

i IIT c-G,, 50....
Nobis adversantur:- (b) RaiGarrigou-Lagrangcaaa.s



If one looks up the two placej}efefbd to here in St. Thomas, all we :ead
thexe is that SteThomas teaches that man.has a natural desire to know God
NEEURﬂLLT that is, on his natural level, He wants 1o come to a knowledge
of God here on earth, because of the Anqu151glve nature of his 1ntellect.,
(This is nothing but the doctrine of St,PAUL in his letter %o the Hamans].
NOWHERE does StiThomas.say that man wants an INTUITIVE VISION of God im .
the. Eupexnatuxal Order, All he says about that is: if somebody . DENIES that

the Salnts in Heaven can . - see God, then that is not true.:: :

'And so it is clear that Pope Pius XII, in refuting the claim made by

this modernistic author, is certainly not contradicting StﬂThnmasﬁ The
real distinction between the natural order and the fully cratultous Super-
natural Order (which begins with the supernatural Act of Divine Catholie
Féifh} is COMPLETE, ABSOLUTE and WHOLLY MAINTAINED BY ST. THOM

50 there was a second example of deliberate mlsquotailun of 5;4IHDMAS
to 'prove' hlm on side of Tellhard ¢e Chardin errorsy

...Eu

ThlS concludes the Znd chapter of this essay. It shows from internal
evldence and criticism that the philosophy course studied in those days,
was ueflnltely nodernistic; 1ncﬁrpmrated the fallacies and pltfalls of
Teilhard; was guilty of misquotations of the authentic tea&hlngs of ST.
THOMAS, and contained patent elements in need of rebulte and correcflon by
a Pope. et p:uved to be A MOST UNSUITABLE FOUNDATION .FOR THE SUBSEQUENT
THEOLOGY which gave to the world the DUTCH CATECIISH,
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CIL\PTER THREE THE ITFLULNCE OF TEILIL.RD DE
: : CHARDIFE 0N THI DUTCH C.LTECHISH
If the Duteh Catechism (D.¢. ) im bpuilt on the Teilhard de Chardin phi-

losaphy and 'theolozy', then asccording to Card. JOURNET, it will form

the same synthesis, it will be built oo the same contradiction and will
prove to be just as uncowpromising as tellhardism itself. The ﬁifficulty
the good Cardioals experiepbced when trying to fit some Thomism ivto it
is ' a pointer in that direction. Luybe they could have saved themaelves
the ﬁrouhle: it ecertainly appears that the ‘catechiom' must be occepted
or rejected as it stends. Bui slrong poivters as all thece things are,
they only amount to eircumatancial evidevce, as dows the long list of
its shortcomings. The D.d. stands acecused by all this: ORALVELY ACCUSED,
But in order to be rejected io toto, it must stand condemned. It must be
proven guilty. If the D.C. is Teilhard in catecheticsl garb, then it must
be forced to yield its secret AND RUVE.L THD SAME GDHTRADIGTIDH a8 was
discovered to lis at the root of the "master-vision', and found at the
_bﬂtthm of everything inﬂpireﬁ.by it. In order to make 1%.,do this, we
will turn our attention first to the D.0, '8 moat vulnerable aspect:

1TS PHILOSOPHY OF MAN, ' o '



SECTION A. .. S THE DUTOH O TLLll 2t 3 CUHG“zT o HAE.I
“TH& life in my body comes from the beasts". - 5 '{p;t1ﬂ]..l

The author, Fr.P.Schoonsuberg, S.J., bases himgelf here on EVOLUTION,
We also gsec.him-use words whieh we know hove o special meanipg. in the
philosophy, theology and dogma of the Catholic Chureh. We may call this:.
system 'Hallewed Thomiam', Thomism as u philosophy oply, remsins a phi=-
losophical system; but if the Catholic Church takes up the meaning:of
aftpfm or a-doctrine in Thomism for the formulations of Her Dogmas 4
than we can truly =sveak of 'Hallowed Thomism', Iﬁ'thc previonas twg chap-
ters of this easay I compared the philosophical system called ' thomism!
With a philgsophical gyétﬁm cﬁlleﬁ "teilhardiam', In the discussisn here
on the D.C, we must sce thomiem iv its wider Bense ond compare tha DDC=
TRINE of Lhu D.C, with what is called here 'hellowed thomism', :
'_ Now one hhing is clear:; evelutioniem and thomism are ahsalutely 1neom~
Dutlhlﬁ. Tna; are both systems, using their own principles ahd 1anguage
(Jargon), One deatroys the othar because, as we savw, they are-cgntradic-
tory systems. low right throughont this book, the D.C., the authors try
to Explﬂin AN FVGLUTIGWIST RLLICTION TSIMG TERMS [LILLOWED BY THEIR USE 1IN
THE GnTHGLIG GHURGU such as LIFPE, BODY, GOD, CRELTION, MAN, CHRIST, RE-
SURRECTION, SPIRIT, 80UL. They use many thomistic terms trying to give
meaning to a contrapy system. But "CONTRARY 'TRUTHS' CANHOT EXIST" (Pope
JDHN XXLIL) : evelution ard thomism cannot be both true. &nd sg the rasult
ap was to be,expected 1=z an abysmaol fallurce to explain cither = B8yStom.
The_lipsgryﬁge paid to Catheliec Dogms fails dismally to save tﬁH.ESSEﬂGEH
of the Eaith and feile egually to make the nontra?y_édctriﬁa of_e?olutign
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come to life, Modernists never allow us to show how their theories contra-
dict Dogma and Revelation, because to them neither Dogma noxr Revelation
CQUGHT TO BE EXPRESSED TN THOMISTIC TERIS, no matter what the FPopes have
éaid about that, lMeanwhile they meke full use of the liberty of EXPICSSing
their ideas in thomistic texrms, which by the-use in the Church have recei-
ved: definite, all~time nmeanings PERTAINING TO THE SALVATION OF SOULS.
Sinte they select to fight this battle on thomistic USE of words but with -
evdlutinnistic PEANTINGS, we accept the challenge and show their contram
dictions using the same words with their normal and hallowed meaning.

Eut make no mistake: there is hardly = single word in the whole English
language which has the saue meaning in EVOLUTIONISM as in THOMISM. They
intend to write a catechisn of the future, where the whole of dogma (sc
they claim) will be retranslated in the words and meanings of evolutionary

theory, as postulated by TEILHARD himself, as we saw, when he said:

"1 have come to the conclusion that, in order to pay for a drastic
valorisation and amorisation of the substance of things, a whole
seriles of re-shaping of certain representations or attitudes, which-
seem to us definitely fixed by catholic Dogma, has becone necessary,
if we sincerely wish to Christify Evolution,;"

Ihe present.D.C. is a first attempt to break the barriers 'and to get us
used to itf, They fervently hope that, once Thomism is destroyed with its
real distinction principle, THE FORMIDABLE, UGLY CONTRADICTICON on which |
evolution is built, will cease to exist and disappear foxever: THEY FOH=

GET {THAT DOGCMA IS 'WVERBUNM DEIf!, ANO NO LONGER THOMISM,... :



4nd now back to our first quotation, above, It is a case in point:
evolutionists mean by 'life! and 'body! scmething completely different
“rom ¢rdinary christian use, %o the authors will try to explain and ex-
plain, going round and round in circles, endlessly, writing a 500 page
bnnﬁ'with very little substance in it, (Sorry about that thomistic word) .
It11l start once more:-

"The life in my body comes Ffrom the beastsn; {p} 10),

This means two things: (2} life and body are not the same, so a.distinction
is made here by the authors; and (b} at least one of thems: life, comes
frﬂﬂ.tﬁﬁ heasﬁ;@.(ﬁemembex that, even if TRIILHARDISTS make a distinction,
theﬁ totally reject a real éistinction. WILL IT BE THE saM: HERE??T)

"And richer and richer finds showed still more clearly the great
drama of the spine slowly straightened up, and the skull that tock
on a greater volume as the beast developed into man'': (pe 10).

We.are told here quite clearly by the use of words such as spine and
skull, that the body of man also came from the beasts: Since SOUL ie NOT
to be admitted qﬁifc explicitly in this catechism as we will see, they tell
us here ‘that the WHOLE MAN comes from +the beasts, (Remezber also that we
are NOT ALLIRED ;ff{'} SHOW THAT THEY CCONTRADICT CATHOLIC DOGIA: that is mea-
ningiesé to thems So we will do something far more 'deadlv' to themlj

To reinfoxce their evoluticnazyy dectring, we are told on o 4703=
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"Death is the end of the whole man as we know himﬁﬁ

&

Wé know him as having life and body: all that comes from the beasts, so
accordlng to this catechism, gquite logically: he ends up as the beasts,
All this must of course be 'squared off! with *thomism and dogmat, hence
the pages and pages of writing to explain away their contradiction that
.LHEIE is such a thing as JResurrecticn', Resurrection is NO difficulty
in thomism and the Catholic Church: it becomes a grave contradiction in
evolutionism, Before T go on to a discussion on S0UL, I would like to

select a few morc quotations on flifet:=
"On the contrary: it gives us 1ife,.s.! (pe 500).

Nowhere does the author talk about 'divine life': there is no room for it
since we have no soul, so life is identical with Life; There is no real
diétincticn between the natural and the Supernatural. But that 'it! here
Wthh is supposed ia be giving life, is not referring to tha beasts, so

bcasts and non~beasts are giving us life,

"y sas they give new life to the chilg" {pﬁ 382)%

The 'they! here are the parents. So, apparently, my parents are beasts,

, Since pﬁ 10 told me: The life din MY BODY comes from the beasts, And if

my parents are not beasts, then the life in ry body comes from beasts and
non-beasts at the same Lime: a classical contradiction. anything at all
except the TRUTH: GOD CREATED ME,



'As can be seen from what we have uncovered sofar: just, as Cardinal

- JOURNET ‘assured us, one cannot pick and choose Trom Teilhardism; neithex
Hcaﬁ that be dope from Catholic Dogma, ox Thomism. ONE FUNDAMENTAL CONTRA-
DICTION is enough to eveke a whole army of themn, E.gs how do they see the
Conception of Our Lord? Does the life in his Body come 'from the beasts??
Did His Mother 'give Him 1ife!? Has He got a Soul? Of Christ, the DiCi |
says on pi 279: 'CGod created a human life which in the full simblicity af
service fulfilled the cnd of creations It was the life of his Son,  his
Im@ge'l And that is all, so help me God; NOTHING about Ineaxﬁafiun, since
that involves the creation of His Scul; NOTHING about the role Hierbfher
pl@yed in that; NOTIING about his Soul; NOTHING about the Immaculate Conw
ception of His Mother: is any more needed to show how deépseated the :
Ieiectien of the human soul is lodged in these evolutionists? Since there
is such a lot they DON!T say, and since they absolutely ieject anﬁ critin
cism about what they dont't say, we lurn our attention on what they DO

say about soul:i-

"It was once usual to say that God creates each soul directly each
time, But this manner of speaking fails to do Jjustice to two things:
one, that creation itself is a reality which strives upwards, ana
Two,. that body and soul are not to be dividedt?) (pe 382),; :

"Up -to quite recent times, a solution (to the 'problem! of aftcr=-
life) was often sought in the simple distincticn between tbody ' and
Tsoul?. After death, it was thought, the soul continues to’exis+t

.sa’ oSeparately, while the body perishes: 4t the Last Judgement, the
body is gathered from the clay. This clear picture was an effort



- 26 =

to render faithfully the data of the Bible. But an effort must be
made to express them otherwise''. (p. 473).

1 -

"Sometimes Jesus uses the word 'soul'!. "Do not fear those who kill
the body but cannot kill the soul"., (Mt.10:28), But He does not
mean to refer to a human spirit which floats free, as it wexre, of’
the body. As elsewhere in the EBible, the meaning is rathexr tlifet,
Tthe living kernel of man as a whole, body and soul!, Our Loxrd
means that there is something of man, that which is most properly
himself, which can be saved after death. This 'something! is not
the body which is left behind. But Our Lord does not say that this
which is truly man is entirely disassociated from a new body. It
is not biblical usage to speak of a purely disembodied soul of a
man. How then are we to understand the texts (referring to resur-
rection: 1 Coxr, 15:22; ibid. vi 63 Today you will bhe with Me in
Paradise; 2 Coxr. 5:8,)7 They speal of a today with reference to
something which is not entirely without a body, And at the same
time they spealk of those who shall live after death: What message
is to be read here? It seems to be that we are to think of the
'today! as something that has already begun, and that it is not
without the body. In other words, existence after death is already
something like the resurrection of the new body. This hody of the'
resurrection is not molecules which are Buried and scéattered in the
earth, Man begins to awake to a new man, (pa 473).

I have quoted these passages.at length, so that the many contraditions
can be clearly brought toc light. T am mainly concerned with the last one,
1, This passage contradicts Christ's teaching. Christ knew the diffeienué

between flife'! and 'soul! and told us so; This passage is private ine
texpretation of Scripture; No evidence is broudght out;
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200 Thls pPassage also contradicts what was stated on p 470 where the
authors stated:-

"({In death) Man réturns to earth like an autumn leaf or an animal,
Death is radical. Here the deniers of immortality are right. Death
is the end of the whole man as we have known him'',

In this passage.nothing but a memory remains, in.the one on pl 473 a

kernellﬁuxvives; At least the authors of the DyCs 'know man to have a

kernel?!, so how can they say on p, 470: Death is the end of the whole man

as we know.him; stating on Pe 473: as far as THEY KNOW MAN sNOT THE WHOLE

I*_P.i.N DIEE. ole

2+ P.o 470, just quoted, contradicts ps 472: 'man is not made to vanish
like the beasts!',

4y If tsoul! means 'lifet! as its true biblical meaning, then we may read

the,statemanﬁ 011 p} 10: 'the soul of my body comes from the beastseed!
5, If, however, soul means;: 'surviving kernel! as is also stated hexe,

then the authors simply shifted the problem: what is the difference
betwecn a surviving kernel and a surviving, soul?

If, accoxding to the long passage above, Christ means by tsoulf: "life!

or 'surviving kernel!, and this is biblical, then according to the Bible
Tlife in man'! and 'surviving kernel'! are the same. Since the whole ma ,
according to the DuCa consgsts of 'life' and 'body!', and singe tthe whole
man! dies in death, then life and body die, but life as synonumous with
kernel, survives. So lifec dies tné life remainsi... And this most gonrfu-
sing and contradictory concoction is the 1hiblical Jdoctriae on soull'.,

Accoxding to the DIC) hoth the Ziblc and Christ arc cenfused about soul.
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If it ig n?t-E"allcaJ to gspeak of a soul which survives after death, and
if Christ teachez us about a soul which cannot be killed after the body is
kEilled, théh eather Christ and his teaching are no longer in the Bible,
or if Christ's teaching is biblical, then it is 'biblical usage!  tao talk
about a surviving soul: Or else Christ did not know His Biblessss
7o If this dnne; t kKernel which is 'man most properly himself, even with-
out body ar:_??l and lifel' CAINNOT Bl WITHOUT A BCDY AND IMMEDIATELY.
ON DEATH TE‘}%‘JM\ID‘PEQ BODY NOT OF MOLECULES, so that now a NEW man
(ZI0T as we kna'yﬁim} exists ALREADY RISEN TODAY, then all this is nothing
but a pure CONTHADICTION of the Gospel which EXPLICITLY states lthat
Christ rose ON fﬂu THIRD DAY, It is even in the CREDO, All of a sudden it

has becume_of the utmost significance that the D.IC. never states that the
Risen Chr¥gfho) stmited with His Body that lie in the araves Now we
know why they needy more than NINE PAGES to explain away the TRUL ResurJ:QCr
tion Christ; according to 1}Ls teaching here, HAD ALREADY IMMEDIATELY
RESUMED ANOTHER , LFFEJ‘&RL‘...{ BODY, MOT OF MOLECULES. But then what happened
to His bacxéd gdy in the grave? In testifying briefly to the empty tomb.
the authors then must believe the LIE that some one else took His Bodysas
It is now.also of :"thf: utmost significance that the D-,;C';_ is completely
silent Gn'tpa'f{:é"ﬂmﬁ:CHRTST SHOWED HIS WOUNDS. That He aﬁked His dis-
ciples TO T?Urc:ri .I'_g;iil':»i'.- TO .FEEL HIS BONES, And finally, to show that he was
still made up of molecules; He asked for something to eat, AND HE ATE BE-
FORE THEIR LYLES: Sty PAUL clearly teaches ‘that THIS corruptiblec must

take on incorruptibilitwv..at

-E:‘J.'I..‘Le to :T.W Ia’ﬁﬁv philoscophy of Man the D.Cs has got itself completely
tangled up igpagpinefisld of cont1u5¢cthnq, by which Reason and Faith

havé guarded . the

Bélves for over 2000 vears, ixactly as the Popes warned

A : i : 5
us wiould happen‘x.i@iﬂs far as 1 am concerned i1 can stay there until it blows
itself up. 3



SECTION B rﬂ: DUICH CAT f“‘ﬁiE[gi’S___L‘_ii}_T'ICEFT OF 'FATTH!,
@
Lastly, I must graw attention to a passage in the D.C, where everything
I have stated in the previous 27 pages of this-éssay is wound up in an easy
to remember exampléi Here is the passage, on pl 12551
. "There is a level of our being which is deeper than the intellect,
Toxe pﬁraonal than fezlings, more human than the subconscious. 1t
is the 1evel on which the vhity of the two great aspects of our
beinq,- W edge and love, exists, There manfs offort to “lay hold
of . t is Inseparable from his striving after gaﬁdn0554 In this

PILM&L unlty, kncwledgc is not a cold light and love 'is net = bling
urgeqy nowledge is full of love and love itsellf has wvision",

Of this tlevel of our being' it is stated here: (a} that it is decper

than our intellect, so intellect is absent there; (k) It is the level

where knowledge and love exist in unity, so intellect is present there:

(e) It is the 1@ el where love has vision, s0 intelleect extends Ffurther

than this _FUEluﬂlt extends over, love, ILf love has vision at that level

and therc KNOWS WﬁAP =T IR J-TNE, and this level is more human than the

subconscious, then beiow the subconscious love knows what ot is doing..:
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This makes.this mystexrious 'level! totally contradictory and totally unine-
telligible, The catechism then goes oni=

"IT 18 THE LEVEL OF OUR BEING ON WHICH WE LOVE, where conscience re=
sides" : - :

Here the authors seen to stick to their original assertion that this level
is tdeeper than the intellect?, because it is Primarily the level where we
loves But conscience has a 1ot to do with the intellectual act of judgemant,
Why this unintelligible level is 'invented'there, cones finally out in the
niext sentence:=

"To this core of our being Jesus addresses himself WHEN DEMANDING
FAITH. ... sThis does not =ean that thke intellect is excluded ox
ignored..s.And so we come back to describe THIS CENTRAL UNITY
with the biblical term belief, that is faith, Thqew_xﬂqgglinf is
etymologically connected with 'lover?,; ' i% N

ALl this is necessary to texplain away! the Supernaturality 6f5the act
of DIVINE Faith, Tt has now become = human act on the human level; And
what is more, faith is no longer an act of the intelleqi. but the nane

given to this unity, which is a unity on the level where we love, deeper
than the intellect, but it does not mean that the intellect is excluded

or ignoredi In other words, it ic the most erude attempt to introduce into
this catechism TETLIARD'S pos+t Tundazental contradiction: the IDENTITY
[begit in some weak oppositicn) betwszen the natural and the Supernatural
in order to have only cne level: this mysterious unity; to which now

is given the name faith, Tre WOrc -Supernatural does not even rate a MEn-
tion in the TOPICS INDEX of the D.C.



i1t is this passage where, mor- ihan anywhere else, the naked Teilhard

dectrine comes to the fore, Thie cescription destroys man as he was Creas
ted by Godi as he came from God, Telliard wanted absolute identity be=-
tween the natural =snd +the supernscural, or better still: he wanted neither
natural nor supernmatural: Sust [0 LEVEL, ONE PLANE, EVOLUTION; Here he
got that taught in & catechism, Lu+ the penalty for getting it is, that.the
level xesults in a contradictory ontity and so proves its HUN:EXISTENCEE
And so his unity between intellcet and will in the absence of the . real _
distinction; and his IDENTITY of tiae natural and the Supernatural, again in
the ‘absence of the real die binetion, BUCOME FIGMENTS OF THE IMAGINATION,
ﬂnd:?he-deaxestj most precicus casualiy, the one we can least afford to
lasefsthe most treasured GHift of Allvighty God to man here on earths . the
gift of Supernatural, Divine, Infused FAITH, Because this nongexisting
sameness of the natural arder and *he supernatural order to the cne human
order, makes every act of faith = ratural act of the natural intellect,
'resﬁlting in a NATURAL FATTH 0N THER HUmAN LEVEL, which completely contradicts
catholic teaching in the gravest of ail matters: fthat of the RADIX (xoot)
and FUNDAMENTULM (foundation) of Supernotural Life, Sanctification and
Sénﬂtifying Grace, Justification and Caodts dnhabitation in the human Soul.

The Popes were right: t{orpor wigl “acndsm, then tamper with dogma thinking

't

it is thomism, and you éne ug with LOSS OF CATHOLIC FATTH, l W





