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The book of Prof, Ir. J, LEVER, entitled
“Creation and Evolution" (1956), which appeared in
an excellent English translation from the hand of Dr,
P, G. Berkhout in June last year, is at present among
the most discussed works in Reformed theological
circles, both here and sbroad, in the sphere of the
relation between faith and science, This fact alone
already proves its importance, insofar as it pene-
trates deeply into theological problematics. Yet it
was certainly nol written from a theological point of
view., The writer is professor of zoology, special=-
ising in morphology, at the Free University of
fmsterdam, In his preface he accounts as follows for
the purpose of his work:

"The problem of how the Christian should approach
the origin of organisms in connection with the present
state of investigation in the field of natural science
has already set many a pen in motion, The opiniocns
which have been launched from orthodox quarters on
this subject during the last fifty years were, almost
without exception, variations on fundamentalistic and
supra-naturalistic themes. This meant that everyone
who could not agree with these views in every respect,
was often warned that he was on the wrong road and
pernitted himself to be influenced too much by the
quasi-certainties of natural science. On studying the
history of the Christian attitude towards the problem
of origin, however, one comes to the swprising dis-
covery that both the findamentalistic and the supra=-
natwralistic approaches themselves originated from
too strong an orientation towards the gquasi-certain-
ties of natural science {(of some centuries ago), SO
that they can certainly not be regarded as fundamen-
tally Christian. The biologist who has become con-~
scious of this, and who is nevertheless convinced that
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‘he must also live and think as a Christian when it
comes to the important questions on origin, meaning
and purpose of life, comes to the conclusion that
there must be another way,

This book originated from the tension of this
sitvuation and is an attempt to find this new way."

This is not said by a theologian, but by a
Christian biologist who wishes to be serious about
the biblical starting-point of his scientific think-
ing., Precisely for this reason he takes a critical
attitude towards theological interpretatiocns of the
divine revelation concerning creation in which, ac=-
cording to his oplnlon, the central religious meanlng
of this revelagtion is obgscured because of the admix-
twre of (outdated) natural-scientific coneceptions, I
shall not enter into the question whether he is being
altogether fair towards the theological interpreta-
tions which he disputes by entitling them either fun-
damentalistic or supra-naturalistic, But it is a
great step forward, in any case, that the author has
broken in prineiple with the traditional theological
confusion of creation with the process of genesis
within the order of time, a confusion which has been
increased undoubtedly under the influence of (reek
rhilosorhy and is largely responsible for the lack of
insight into the true relation between the Word-reve=-
lation and scientifie research, The Word-revelation
concerning creaticn is not situated in the plane of
scientifically ascertainable facts and scientific con=-
ceptions. It has an absolutely CENTRAL, religious
meaning and stands, for that very reason, in relation
to the WHCLE of empirical reality in the temporal or-
der, so that, without it, we can never see that real-
Lty in its proper light.

This is, in brief, the trend of the first chapter
wnder the tiftle "The Bible and reglity”, This chapter
can only be understood against the background of the
Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea, of which the author
is a convinced adherent, which does not mean, of
course, that he accepts its philosophical ideas as
wnassailable, No one who has truly understood this
philosophy would do this, for that matter. One should
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not hold it against tne author that, in this connee-
tion, he has not expressly dealt with the cardinal
point of the embodiment of the Word-revelation in
historical facts within the order of time, through
which these facts tnemselves form an integral part
of this revelation under the aspect of faith. This
is understood, by virtue of his Reformed biblical
standpoint,

When he writes: "Consequently we can never de-
rive from the Bible exact physical, astronomical and
biological knowledge, and therefore no exact histori-
cal knowledge either, as this is simply not the pur-
pose of the Bible'", we should certainly not interpret
this as if he e,g. holds that the facts of the salva-
tion story as recorded in Holy Scripture are open to
argument, His intention is merely to emphasise the
fundamental difference between the theoretical scien=-
tific point of view and the concrete way in which loly
Seripture imparts such facts to us in the language of
naive experience, The author justifiably takes for
granted knowledge of the relevant elaborate exposi~
tions in the transcendental critiguve of scientific
thought, as develored by the Fhilosorhy of the
Cosmonomic Idea., That the creastion as Cod's work can-
not be a scientifically ascertainable "historical
fact" within the teuwporal order, however,6 must be
clear to anyone who has arrived at the Biblical in=-
sight that the temporal order with its historical as-
pect PRESUPPOCES creation. The M"in the beginning",
with which the bock of Genesis commences, can there-
fore, itself never fall within this temporal order.
The writer answers the question what should be under-
stood by the six "days of creation" in the vein of the
well-known "cadre theory", as it was developed 1in
Reformed circles-a.,0. by Prof, Dr. N, J. Ridderbos.

CREATION AND THE TEMPORAL ORDER,

I do not regard this theory as completely satis-
factory, and I pointed out recently in my treatise
"The relation between Fhilosophy and Theology" which
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appeared ia-the previous,volume of thls-Jouraal that
the religious relation, established in the Qecalogue
between the six days of work and the "days of crea-
tion", is of essential significance, and that this
31gnif1cance can only be understood in the faith-as=-
pect of time,

But the cadre concept, already defended by
AUGUSTINE, may in any case be accepted in as far as it
recognises, in its modern development, that God's acts
of creation can never be set within an astronomical or
geological concert of time and in essence transcend
the entire temporal order.

CREATION ARD THE TEMPORAL GENETICAL PROCE SS

Of the creation alone may it be said, according
to Gen, 2:1, that it is COMPLETEL, This can never be
said of the gunetlcal process in the temporal order.
For this process is still going on; individual men,
animals, plants, etc. are formed, and thuis is not a
temporal CONTINUATION of God's work of creation, but
only a CONSELUBNCE, X within the order of timey of the
conpleted creatlon.

4 tremendous perlod preceded the forming of the
individual created things and beings within a cosmos
already developed in its basic structures, a period
in which these basic structures have realized them-
selves in a, since then closed, process of successive
cosmic evolution, But this prlmcval process of cos-
mic evolution was merely the elaboration of God's come
pleted work of creation within the temporal order,
which only brings to successive exrression, in a rich
diversity of modal aspects and typical structures of
inciv1wuality, creation's order which God hzs esta=-
blished.

An example of the un~biblical views theology was
able to adopt as soon as it lost sight of this funda-
mental difference between creation and temporal genet-

% development: elaboration (uitwerking):
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ic process may be seen in the renowned psycho-
creationistic theory ‘which states that God still
creates the "rational immortal soul" in the human
body curing its temporal process of development and
that only this gives it its human essence. dere we
may ask the sensible question at which moment this
creation takes place. Gen. 2:7 does not deal with
man's GREATICN but speaks in an anthropomorphic way
about God's dealing with his BECOMING on earth;l but
it has been explained in this psycho=-creationistic
sense negating the clear statement at tae commence-
ment Of this chapter,

Under the influvence of the dvalistic form-matter
motive of Greek philosophy the centrally religious
meaning of the biblical creation-motive had been lost
sight of. For how could man BECOME a "living soul®
within the order of time if God IN THE BEGI#NING had
not spoken His creating word which called the whole
of mankind in its-totality represented in its progen-
itors into being_  a being which would only DEVELOP
itself in the temporal genetic process® Or does one
think that the completion of man's creation only re-
fers to two human individuals and that their descend=-
ants were not included in God's completed work of
creation? But the first people who appeared on earth
within the temporal world were also subject to the
procegs of physical formation of which Gen, 2:7
speaks, and in which they BECAME "living souls" be-
cause God "breathed the breath of life" into them,
However such formation is a consequence of God's word
of creation it is in itself not creation but the giv-
ing of form "to material which already existed in the
temporal order and in turn_  had come into existence
tirough the divine word of creation as had also the

1mand man became a living soul®, This statement
speaks clearly of man's becoming a temporally living
being, MAN'S becoming a living being supposes that
man had already been created. Man already stood
before God through the Word that called him into
being,



"preath of life,

In other words creation comprehends man in his
totality in his central dependence on God  bearing
the image of his divine Origin; formation and receiv-
ing the breath of life is the consequence of God's
creative work in the temporal genetic&l process, in
accordance with the dispositions ané structures which
God has laid down in the temporal order, Creation it=-
self surpasses all human vnderstanding and all human
imagination because it is not a temporal happening
but Cod's work "in the beglrning",2

This entire temporal order  together with the en-
tire genetic process which was to take place within
it, was Lndovbtedly*comyrlsed in creation_  but only as
CREATURELY RESULT of God's completed work of creation,
This work of creation is not  conversely comprised in
the creaturely order of the temparal genetlc proc=
ess, We may never use the fact that God's work of
creation is revealed to us in Holy Scripture in lan-
guage which is human and bound to the creaturely order
of time as an argument for the conclusion that the
work of creation itself took place in the creaturely
tenmporal order, The revelation CONCERNIHG creation

———

20ne should therefore guard against the specula-
tive conception of seeing the calling into being
through God's Word as a pre-existenée in-idea of the
created things in God's mind. This  too 1is an inva-
1id attempt of human thinking to penetrate into the
secrecy of God's work of creation, Our thinking is
tied to the temporal order and is therefore only able
to approach creation's order in the temporal struc-
tures which can only be DIRECTHED towards the Divine
Origin of all things in the religious concentration of
the believing heart, For this reason our transcenden=-
tal idea of creation is merely an IDEA OF TIME direc-
ted towards the Divine Origin by the central creation-
motive of God's Word. It has no METAPHYSICAL~ :
ONTOLOGICAL signiflcance as in "matwral theology“'
but its meaning is fulfilled only in the CEYIRAL-
RELIGIOUS MEA{ING of the REVELATION CREATIONIS,
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rmay not be identified with creation, This revelation
is primarily directec to the human heart, the reli-
glous centre of cwr existence, in which God has placed

"eternity",3 and in which, by the work of lis Spirit,

3The theological exegeses of this text (Ecec.
3:11)which translate "the times" or "history" or "the
world" instead of "eternity", deprive it of its cen-
tral4religious meaning; just as the well-known text in
Proverbs: "Out of the heart are the issues of LIFE"
in consequence of a certain theological exegesis, lost
its central-religicus meaning, when the heart came
to be wnderstood as "geat of feeling®, If it only
concerns "history", it does not matter if the expres-
sion "heart" in the first mentioned text is replaced
by "historic consciousness" or, according to an older
scholastic view, by "human reason' or "human thinking®
But there is definitely no sense in putting "the .
times" or "history" instead of Yeternity" if cne main-
tains, as SPIER does in his book Tijd en Zeuwigheid,
that the word "heart" is meant here in the sense of
RELIGIOUS CENTRE OF HUMAN EXISTENCE., For it is in
man's heart that "history" in its temporal sense must
gat its CONCENTRATION ON GOD'S ETERIAL PLALN OF SALVA-
TION, Without this concentration, history remains a
temporal process that is not in any way directed to-
wards that which transcends time, unless towards an
eternity-IDOL in the sense of the "ideag" which unfolds
itself dialectically. DBut how can the "heart" in the
above mentioned sense, function as RELICICUS CONCEHN-
TRATION-POINT OF HISTORY if it were entirely contained
"yithin time™? The introduction of a "religious time"
is of no avail here, because the religious concentra-
tion precisely implies a central relation between the
human I and eternal God, which can never merge into
time, It 1s moreover hard to see how such a religious
time could be anything else than what is called the
faith aspect of time in the Philosophy of the Cosmo-
nomic Idea, As regards its possible SENSE, the term
"religious time" remains highly problematical,
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all temporal happenings are seen in central relation
to Him, DBut this revelation also enters the temporal
horizon of owr experience and speaks within the temn-
poral order to man's faith, WITHIN the temporal order
the Word-revelation often speaks about Ged Himself in
temporal terms, but that does not mean that God and
His acts of creation are contained within that time,

I therefore belleve that J, M. SPIER is mistaken
when he, in his critical discussion of LEVER's book54
thinks that he does more justice to the Mcregtion
story" by assuming "three kinds of divine creative
activity", yiz. creative CALLING, creative ORDERING
and creative FROVIDING, The former was weant in Gen,
1:1 and had taken place before and sbove all time,

The creative calling into existence of heaven and
earth "did not take up any time. The result of the
calling is simultaneous with this divine calling.®
THEREAFTER = for now that the cosmos and time has been
created with it is it possible, according to him, to
speak in terms of time - followed, in God's dealing
with his creation, the creative ordering of the cos-
mos, which has been described anthropomorphically for
us from Gen., 1:2 onwards. Now, according to SPIER,
"God takes time to fill the primary cosmos, which at
first was still "empty", with concrete creatures and
to relate those creatures one to the other and to com-
bine them to a beautifvl whole", Although in the pri-
mary creation some aspects and structures had already
been given, now God creates periodically new aspects
and nev structures, not just as POSSIBILITIES which
would have to await their providential unfolding, but
realised in concrete creatures and structures of indi-
viduality. 4nd after the completion of this creative
ordering the last of God's creative activities was to
begin, viz. his creative providing, or providence,
wnich now extends over the totality of created things.

This threefold theological differentiation in
God'zs creative activity leads us =~ surely against

AOver het crestionisme van Dr, J, Lever (Bezin-
ning, 13® jrg.1958, No, 1, p. 44.)
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SPIER's intention - again into the centre of a way of
thinking in which the central meaning of “the revela=~
tion concerning creation is derogated and also a new
attempt is made to interpret the "days of creation" as
"periods" (the "periodical creative ordering" in
SPIER's sense). It comes in confliet with the text of
Genesis I, in which God's creative calling into exist-
ence is emphatically related to all six "days of crea=-
tion", With his differentiations the writer entangles
himself in contradictions which should have wazrned him
that he was on a wrong track. On the one hand, al-
lIwding to Genesis 1:1, he says that the result of
God's creative calling into existence is SIMULTANEOUS
with the calling; what he intended to argue, though,
was Lhat the creation of heaven and earth took place
OUTSIDE and ABOVE time "in the beginning", On the
other hand he declares that the six words of creation,
recorded from Gen. 1:2 on, do not imply creative 'cal-
ling", but "ordering", and that God "took time" for
that purpose, anc¢ created periodically in the time.
Does this mean then that Cod's 'ereative ordering" and
its results are not simultaneous? Or does he want us
to gssume simultaneity here as well? In both cases
God's woréd of creation is deemed to be subject to de=
finitions of time which are of a creaturely order,
and we come dangerously close to the un~-biblical no=-
ion that God, in specaking the six words of creation,
really acted merely as a Creek Demiurge, as
"0rganiser",

This, of course, is not SPIiR's intention at all,
and he wished to cut this conclusion off in advance by
speaking of CREATIVE ordering. Eut by opposing this
creative ordering to "creative calling ' and to 'crea-
tive providing" (contrary to thc clear wording of Gen,
I), the integral and central meaning of the revelation
concerning creation is lost, and we are back on the
track of a scholastic way of thinking which used to
try to accommodate the (reek view to the ecclesigs-
tical doctrine of creation. Cod's work of creation
and its creaturely resvlt are not of the same order,
consequently they cannot have a creatwely definition
of time in common, The confession of the essential

v
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difference between Creator and creatwre will, in my

~opinion, stand or fall with the distinction between

creation and temporal creaturely genesis, And SPIER,
after all, wishes to maintain this essential differ-
ence to the full,

THE CENTRAL RELIGIOUS MEANING OF THE REVELATIOK CON-
CERNING CREATION, AND SCIENTIFIC RISEARCH.

LEVER, in the first chapter of his book, has con=
tinved to build on this distinction, .and from it he
has drawn conclusions for the relation of the first
chapter of Genesls to natwral-scientific research.

Although the formulation of these conclusions
is not always unambiguous and clear, there is no doubt
that what LEVER MEANS to say gives evidence of a
biblical-critical insight that may be called "libera-
ting" indeed for blology and natural philosophy as
practised from the Reformed point of view, It also
means a call to renewed reflection for those theolo-
gians who cling to the traditional scholastic con-
ceptions of Genesis I and II, It is far from Lever to
treat these conceptions wita haumteur, On the con-
trary, he shows that he fully understands the deeper
intentions of the advocates of these conceptions,
viz, to uphold wnabridged what Hely Scripture re-
veals to us concerning creation. But the predominant
question is whether the traditional interpretations

of Genesis I and II have not just derogated the Grie saie

central and radical meaning of this revelstion.

THE ARNTINOAIES IN.4A COHCEPTION OF THE DAYS OF p
CREATION AS ASTRONOMICAL OR GIPOLOGICAL FERIODS, <

One should not forget that when God's work of
creation, either wholly or partly, is conceived of
as a successive series of TEMPORAL happenings, one
becomes entangled immediately in the modal diversity
of aspects which is inherent in the temporal order as
a creaturely orcer. One can then no longer refer to
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that time-order in its integral and universal meaning,
which also comprises the aspect of faith, but one is
forced to suppose that the modal aspects of time them~
selves were only CREATED in the successive order of
the six days of creation, snd the latter must then
have been of temporal duration, Before, witain the
temporal order, the first organic life came into being
in living organisms on earth, that temporal order
would therefore have had only the first fowr aspects,
But within which aspect of time then did the creation
of the succeeding aspects of time fall? By simply
asking this gquestion, the antinomies are already un-
covered in which one becomes entangled by fixing the
days of creatien in theoretically abstracted aspects
of time,

That any attempt to determine them according to
objective astronomical and geological measurements of
time, either as days of twenty-four hours or as geolog-
ical periodsy is irreconcilable with the story of
creation itself;;is already evident because "seasons,
days and years" are only established on the fourth
"day of creatlon", so that "day of creation" caanot
poszibly mean day or period in the sense of duration
of time., A4nd any such attempt finally runs aground
completely on the seventh day, the day of God's sab=
bath rest, every interpretation of which as,space of
twenty-four hours or geological period would lead to
blaspheny,

One can ask onegelf 1f perhaps SPIER has meant
the "time of creation® in the supra-modal sense of a
so-called "religiouvs time" 6 a central dimension of
cosmic time where, accorcing to him, the "human ego"
would be., But this conception of time, which he de-
veloped in his interesting beok Eeuwigheid en Tijd
(Eternity and Time) anc which was apparently strongly
influsnced by VOLKELT's views concerning the inner
time of the ego,” cannot possibly be taken into con-

When SPIER, in his above mentioned work, appeals
to various Scripture texts in order to show the
biblical foundation of his conception concerning re-

———ee
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sideration here, for SPIER expressly speaks of
primeval time which was created together with the
rrimary creaticn of heaven and earth and in which

some gspects and structures had already been given,
For that reason it was possible to speak about Cod's
"ereative ordering" in terms of time, Those terms of
time can therefore, in SPIER's line of thought, only
have a MCODAL and TYPICAL STRUCTURAL character, and
this emphasiges again that with such a conception the
revelation concerning creation loses its central re-
ligious meaning and is scattered entirely in the modal
and structural diversity of our temporal experiential
horizon., As it appeared moreover that this conception
is not in keeping with the text of Genesis I, even
though the latter uses terms of time (the meaning of
which canonly be understood in faith), it is hardly
possible to maintain that it does more justice to the
"story of creation” than does LEVIR's view,

In as far as these first two chapters of Genesis
also speak of the genesis of the world and of man
WITHIG THE TOMPORAL CRIFR, as a RESULT of creation,
they do not do this, as LEVIR rightly observes, in a
natwral~scientific sense, but purely to reveal to us
that it is God who takes care of the elaboration of
his words of creation in the temporal order with the
structiwral laws which He has enclosed therein, This
implies that in no way any scientific conclusions ean
be drawn from the communications of Genesis in ques=
tion, and that therefore the traditional confronta-
tion of these communications with the SCIEKTIFICALLY
ASCERTAINZD facts is on the wroeng track., The facts
wnich are revealed to us in the first two chapters of
Genesis are of a different order than those which
natwral scientific research is able to bring to light.

(5 contd.) ligious time, it is no more convincing
than his appeal t¢ the words of Cen., L to show that,
according to Holy Seripture, Cod's "creative ordering"
is subject to definitions of time. Iy remarks regard-
ing the latter argument also apply to the former.




13

Precisely for that reason they are of central FUNDA-
HYENTAL significance for this research.

THE TERMS MCREATIONISH"™ CAUSES CONFUSION,

Although I can generall; agree with the point of
view about the rclation of cication and temporal
rrocess of development as LEVER has developed it in
the first chapter of his book, I regard as less felici-
tous the term “creationism" with which he character-
ises this point of view as opposed to M"evolutionism",

By "creationism" he means "every biological ap-
proach to the problem of origin which, starting from
the central credo of the Christian Church, is pre-
rared to confess also in science that Goé created this
reality and daily guides all processes" (p. 26).

Although the words "starting from the central
credo of the Christian Church" are obviously meant
to prevent the isclation of the creation-motive in the
author's starting-point, the term "creationism'remains
in my opinion doubtful because it rather suggests this
isolation and cannot express in any way the Reformed
Christian starting-point of the author. A4ny such
terms as "creationism", "theism" etc, are strongly
tainted by a scholastic tradition of "natwral theolo=-
gy" and can only create misunderstanding and confusion
when used in a framework of thought which takes its
bearings on the Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea.

In the second chapter of his book the writer
gives a very interesting and absorbing critical-histo=-
rical swrvey of the thecries about "the origin of
life", He dwells at some length on the conception of
the so-called generatio spontanea, which holds that
living organisms may originate spontaneously from
lifeless matter. This theory, which was accepted from
ARRISTOTIE's time until well into the nineteenth cen-
tury on the strength of apparently convincing experi-
mental data, was finally refvted in 1862 by the in-
vestigations of PASTEIR into the origin of Infusoria,
We see its revival, nevertheless, in classical evolu-
tionism, when HAZCKEL posits the theorem that all

[ R

s
2T




14

higher organisms have developed from so-called
"monera", formless bits of living protoplasm which
have originsted through spontaneous generation.

EVOLUTIONLSHM, TAE IPEA OF GENERATIO SPONTANE4, AND
THE VIRUS-PROBLEH, )

The would~be experimental confirmation of this
hypothesis appeared tc be based on an error and the
"monera" were ruled out from scientific discussion,
but in the twentieth century the generatio spontanea
idea came up once again in a slightly different form
in connection with the discovery of viruses, LEVER's
opinion is, that the viruses cannot be considered in
order to support the thesis that vegetable and animal
crganisms could have originated spontaneously from a
kind of link Dbetween lifeless matter and living or-
ganisms, and the viruses themselves, in their turn,
from absolutely lifeless matter, He bases this
opinion on the three explanations for the origin of
viruses which are most cwrent and present and which
all take as their starting-point that viruses owe
their existence to the fact that living organisms have
been present before then, This does not appear to be
a strong argument to me, because these atlenpts at
explanation are only hypotheses themselves,

Bince we are unable to say anything with certain-
ty about the origin of viruues, it would have been
better, in my opinion, simply to state the fact that
all processes of wultlpllcation assimilation, etc.
of these causes of disease, whlch appear to have a
certain similarity to processes of life, depend on a
parasitic relation to living organisms ané have never
been shown incdependent of them, For this is suffi-
cient to remove the factual basis from the evolution=
ist interpretation of these processes, as far as owr
present knowledge of the factual material goes,

THE EVOLUIIONISTS!' POSITION OF Tk PROBLEﬂ REGARDING
THE ORIGIN OF "LIFE" IS UHACCEPTAPLIE

g
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I wish to draw particular attention now to the
conclusion at which LEVER arrives on the basis of his
historic survey about the development of the generatio
goontanea idea; he writes:

" The origin of organisms remained hidden from
cbeervation and research. This had twe conse-
quences: flrstly, there was from now on no further
talk about the origin of distinct organisms (frogs,
Infusoria, monera), but about the origin of "life",
a concept even Jore difficult to define than the
monera ! Secondly, the absence of data enabled
worldsviews to influence scientific hypotheses with
maximum boldness. (p. 42.)

It is regrettable that the writer did not immedi=-
ately subject the positing of the problem concerning
the origin of "life" to fundamental criticism, but for
all practical purposes accepts it with only the re-
serve that "life is a concept which iz even more dif-
ficult to define than the monera,

In the introduction to the third chapter he
writes: "Life on earth, however, does not exist as
such, AT LEAST NOT NOWADAYS, but "is only found in
LIVING ORGANISISY (p. 59).

But what meaning can the question about the ori=-
gin of "LIFEM" have then? Not only HOWADAYS, but as
far in the past as the palaeontological material of
fossils reaches, organic life-functions were only pre=-
sent in living organisms. The oldest known fossils
are these of algae, The debut of life on earth means
therefore, if we stick to the data of experience, the
first appearance of these living organisms,

What ever does one mean by the noun "life"! as
distinct from living organisms? We may say that our

temporal experiential world has an CRGANIC LIFE-

SPECT, but this is not a concrete WHAT, but a fun-
damental experiential and empirical MODE of exist-
ence which cannot be identified with any living "some-
thing"., A "living organism" is a typical totality=-
structure, QUALIFIED by the organic life-aspect, but
in which this aspect is revealed on IN INFRANGIBLE
COHFRENCE WITH OTHERS, It is not possible that, with-
in owr time-horizon, any living being should exist or

r——pdn
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have existed that has MERCEDX in its biotic ASPECT,
This is impossible because of the modal structure of
this aspect, which refers back in its retrocivating
or retrospective analogous moments to all earlier
ranking aspects, and therefore PRESUPFOSES them,

In nmodern biology and philosorhy of organic na-
ture, however, the term "life" is never used in the
sense of a wmodal aspect of owr temporal horizon of
experience, but in the sense of a concrete pnenomenon,
a SOMETHING, It would depend entirely on the specu-
lative view of reality that was used as a starting-
point whether by this "something" a complex protein
structure was meant, or an invisible entelechy, an
immaterial substance which has a controlling influ-
ence upon a mechanical constellation of matter, or a
vital force, or a so-called bio-molecule, a "proto-
meries", etc, In the Neovitalist sphere of thought AL
(LRIESCH) one spoke of "life" in the phylogeneticad
sense as of a "supra=-individual substance' which has
no origin in time, and all visible indivicual organic ' )
forms are merely its materializeg products, And in Foo e g
modern sociology FR, OPPENHEIMER® joined in this con=- pd
ception and argved that human society is only a branch
of this one immortal substance "1ife",

THE TERMINOLOGICAL CONFUSION IN LIVER'S THREE HYPO-
THESES CONCERWING THE ORIGIN OF WLIFE™,

Because he adopts the term "life" 1p gts‘glurality
of meanlngs IEVER does not succeed in € 4e hi's
point of view clearly e& - dgadmst other conceptions
when he discusses the three possible answers which
present-day Christian thinking may give to the ques-
tion about the origin of "life" wiz,!

1. primary life was created out of nothing;
2, a vital element was introduced into a certain

k dissolved, evaporated (opgegaan).

- é%ystem der Soziologie, 2¢ Halbband (Jena, 1923)
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material construction, causing it to become

alive;
3. the essence of the LIFE#ASPECT in the organ- -
ism lies in its specific structwrality which was veen g

created "in the beginning"  and has been realised
under God's continuous guidance in a series of
processes which may seem improbable to us but were
natural just the same, since it was given in
creation as possibility (or necessity). (p. 57.)

The third conception, which he announces as his
own solution, clearly starts from the view, developed
in the Philosophy of the Eosmonomic{lhea’ that an or=
ganic lifexaspect has been given in owr temporal order
of experience and in the temporal order of empirical
reality, which is comprehended in the creationyorder
and which can only realize itself in living organisms.

But what 1s meant by "primary life" which, ac-
cording to the view mentioned under 1, "was created
out of nothing"?

Are not, according to the author's own recogni-
tion of the integral universal meaning of the reve-
lation concerning the creation, all living organisms-e
therefore also the ones which first appeared on
earth-— an integral preduct of God's creative calling
into being, and were they, not therefore in that sense
"ereated out of nothing"?/ Or does he mean by "pri-
mary life" something different than the "first living
organisms"? If so, what may that be? By rejecting
out of hand, I[N THIS WORDING, the coneception mentioned
under 1, a SONTRADISTINCTION between creation and tem-
poral genesis is suggested which is incorrect and,
viewed from the author's own starting-point, untenable.,
This is certainly not LEVER's INTENTION, and it CANNOT

JApart from that, the expression "creation out
of nothing" cannot be recommended, and it has cer-
tainly not been derived from the Eible, The only
explanation is the attempt to formulate metaphysi-
cally the findamental difference between creation in
the biblical gense and the Greek idea of a divine
action which gives form to un-created "matter",




18

be his intention, after having stated the true rela-
tion between creation and temporal genesis so clearly
in the first chapter. By the first conception, which
he rejects, he probably meant the so-called "funda-
mentalist® point of view, discussed by him earlier

and according to which it is clear from Genesis I that
God created the living organism in such a way that He
placed them ready-made, after their constant kind, on
the earth or in the water. This ig the theory of the
so-called special creation, which in tuwrn implies that
God's work of creation took place within the time-or=-
der, KUYPER, in his well-known address on the ques-
tion of cvolutlon already seriously doubted whether
this theory is écrirtural If it is thought out con-
sistently it must, according to LEVER, lead either to
the acceptance of tno generatio spontanca (following
on the words of Gen, I verse 11 and 12 and 24 and 25:
"let the earth bring forth"), or, since this idea
evidently does not fit in with what the fossil dis-
coveries tell us about the successive appearance of
many groups of organlsmk in flora and fauna, to the
hypothesis that CONCRETE GERMS of these groups were
created at first, which developed only much later. If
one does not accept the latter view, "one lapses into
the evolutionist idea that the newlj appearing forms
are descended from the existing ones, which would be
contrary to the constancy of kinds", (p. 55.)

I doubt that the present-day THEOLOGICAL pro-
tagonists of the concertion which is disputed here
will feel "touched" by these arguments. Probably they
will accept neither the generatio spontanea theory nor
the doctrine of created “"germs" of living beings,
which was advocated by AUCUSTINE and was merely an at=-
tempt to adapt the stoic and neo-platonic conceptions
on this matter to the church's doctrine of creation,
For I do not believe that they will attach any im-
portance to the results of palaeontological investi=
gations in the face of what they consider to be the
clear teaching of Holy Scriptire on this point,
Undoubtedly they would have a strong case if they had
kept in mind that the facts of creation, revealed in
Genesis I, are of a fundamentally different order than

—e
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the data which scientific investigations can bring
to light, But exactly because they bring these facts
into the plane of temporal creatwrely events, the dis-
cordance between their idea of Gen, I and the fossil
discoveriss of palaeontology cannot be a matter of in-
difference to any Christian biologist who takes the
radical biblical starting-point of his thinking seri=
cvsly. TFor this discordance does not concern a con-
flict between the Word-revelatiorn and an evolutlonist
theory which rejects creation, but scientifically as-
certained FACTS which cannot possibly be subjected to
rational doubt. 4And a conflict like this is always a
strong indication that the theological conception con-
cerned is con the wrong track.
In the conception mentioned under 2, LEVER takes

Hlife" in the sense of a "wital element” that causes
a certain constellutan of Jatter to becone alive, I
do not know which g £045Y Christian conception she ho_
wedber has in mind here, Does he perhaps mean a neo-
Thomist conception® But this would never spesk of
"vital element", only of a PSYCHE as substantial form
and entelechy of a material body. And it teaches only
with respect to the human "anima rationalis", along
rsycho-creationist lines, that the soul as principle
of life is etill being created into the material body.
On the other hand, ecclesiastical teaching does not
forbid heo-Thomibt biologilsts to accept the evolution~-

ist doctrine in respect of plants and animals, accord-
ing to which matter comes to life (and therefore, in
the neo-Thomist frame of thought 6 becores "anlm&ted"
matter) as a result of a natural process of develop=
ment,

LEVER'S TilIRD HYPOTHESIS CONCERWING THE ORIGIN
rJI‘ "LLF—'"

The third conCeptlon rref rred by—shewriter
himself ke eluvcidated and elaboratea in such a way
that we at least get a basis for comparison with
mechanistic evolutlonism and are enabled to determine
the apparent conformity as well as the fundamental
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difference between the two, Even at present the vast
majority of scientists whc occupy themselves with the
question concerning the origin of "life" adhere to
this evolutionism, which teaches that the organic
lifexfunction has developed of its own accord BY A
PURELY PHYSICO-CHEMICAL PROCESS OUT OF lifeless mat-
ter. It reduces all modal aspects, which in the
universal time-order follow that of encrgy, to mere
modalities of the latter. It eliminates all indivi-
duality-structures, basic to the temporal genetic
process of all transitory living belngs according to
the divine order of creation, It has its root in the
bagic rellgloLa motive of Humanism: NATURE AND FREEDOM,
which is irreconcilable with the creation-motive in
its biblical meaning.

LEVER naturally rejects this evolutionism as
sharply as possible., He nevertheless recognizes that
the hypothesis about the origin of life mentioned
under 3, which he himself prefers, "appears to be very
similar "to the materialistic approach to the problem",
Therefore he further explains its real purport as fol-
lows: "Suppose that this hypothesis afterwards ap-
pears to be correct and that 1life made its appearance
via aminokacid , proteins  aggregates, etc, The
Christian will then see it in this way: he believes
that God in the beginning created nature in a very
special manner with a certain number of very specific
elements which possess special propertics, and with
the task and the potential for the later development
of certain aspects (in other words, at the creation
these were placed in what was creatﬂd), and that He
then brought about such conditions of hunidity, pres-
sure, temperature, ete. that all conditions for the
realization of 1ife as He desired it were fulfilled,
Then came a succession of processes (perhaps statis-
tically improbable to us in their nature and in this
suveeession) accorcing to the laws which were placed in
nature at creation, so that the atoms and molecules
step by step and vsry purposively, were arranged anc
combined in such a way that a very special constructed
protoplasm was formed in which the created lifevrasiect
was revealed" (p. 58),

P e
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I regret that I cannot follow my friend LEVER
here any more, On the one hand because he, in my
opinion, breaks faith with his own starting-point
and includes certain natural-scientific hypotheses
in his belief in the divine creaticn, with the inten-
tion of adapting it to his natwal-philosophical hypo-
thesis concerning the origin of life, This means a
reversion to the scholastic line which he had rejected
so clearly in the first chapter of his book. For
there he declared that we do not know HOW CGod has
created the world. Apparently he does know it now,
with the proviso that his own natural-philosophical
hypothesis proves afterwards to be correct. On the
other hand he elaborates this hypothesis 6 to which I
do not object in its first wording, in such a way that
it comes very close, if 1 see it correctly, to the
conception of the evolutionary process as it is devel=-
oped in the so=-called "emergent evolutionism®
(C. LLOYD, IMORGAN, WOLTERFCK, RIRNARD Lgvzr.;gg.&:&.)

THE THNSR ANTINOMY IN THE SO-CALLED EFERGENT
jRY OLLT XON‘L ui {. WOLTERICK,
/\{ & dl . 4",'”}'”

~fhe 1atter conceptlon'cﬁaaUNSSéafﬁﬁ?%QPr*by~mc*iﬁ

M%starts on the one hand from a "Stufen-

" bau' of reality where every "Stufe" has its own ir-

reducible character and is determined by structural
constants (in dgdhrl stianised version: by divine
creational ideas). On the other hand it wishes to be
ag accommodating as possible to mechanistic evolution-
ism in the explanation of the evolutionary process.
For this purpose it assumes a continuity in this pro=-
cess of evolution as follows: out of a-biotic matter,
through an over-comzlication of its physico-chemical
structure, "organic life" 1s formed of its own accord
as an "emergence' of a certain material constellation;
in a similar continuous manner the higher sphere of

8&9_ 1t Sibstantiebegrip in de moderne Natuurphilo-
sophie (Fhil. Ref, 15€ jar,, 1959, p. 66-139).

e g e e e
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the "psyche" is formed out of "organic life" and
"mind" out of psychical life,

WOLTERICK has openly recognized the antinomy in
this conception between the LISCONTINUITY accepted
apriori, of the variocus levels of reality according te
their ideal structural constants, and the CONTINUITY
of their realization in the temporal process of evolu-
tion., 4nd he cannot find a solution for it, The
origin of this antinomy can be tracedé back to the in-
ner conflict in the humanistic basic motive of NATURE
AD FREZDOH, The evolutlonistic conception, after
all, is firmly in the hold of the classical, human-
istic sciencerideal, which is directed towards
avtonomous domination of nature and has an inner ten-
dency towards continuity which is irreconcilable with
the acceptance of the irreducible modal aspects and
structural types. Over against the idealistic theory
of a discontinuous "Stufenbau" of reality, ordered
according to the timeless idealistic structural laws,
WOLTERECK himself in his Ontologie des lebendiren re-
turns te the freedom motive: the non-cdetermined
cre=ztive freedom of the "Weet stbjekt" (see p. 9 and
the entire paragraph #176).9

Entirely isoclated from this evolutionism one
finds for example in the Kantian transcendental ideal-
ism the tyrical dualistic trends to abandon, on the
one hand, the genetic question with respect to the
genesis of the categories of thought to a natwral
causal psychological explanation or, on the other hand,
to root the idealistic universale&lidity in the tran-
scendental freedom of the autonomous law-giving mind,

THE TARFATENING ANTINOMY IN LEVER'S HYPOTHESIS,

In the ceveloping of LEVER's hypothesis with re=-
spect to the origin of "organic life" I seem to detect
a TREND which gives rise to a similar ANTINOMY (al-
tholigh with an entirely different background)., On the

95ee my 4 New Critigue of Theoretical Thought,
Vol, III, (1957), p. 762 ff.




<3

one hand he begins along with the philosophy of the
yzbqngu nic,iﬁeanxwith the structures as these have
been ordered by*God in His creation order. In this
line of thought he is careful to avoid agreeing with
materialistic evolutionism that "organic life" has
developed out of lifeless materis and he speaks only
of the appearance of organic life through a constantly
more complex protein structures, On the other hand

at the end of the above given quote where he develops
his hypothesis more fully, he allows for the origin of
living protoplasm THROUGH awlet it be a more purpose=
fules arrangement and combination of atoms and mole-
cules  "according to the laws given at creation to
naturet,

Does this last presentation of the matter at hand
rest upon a lapse in formulation® I do not think so.
For in this case his own observation that his hypothe=-
sis manifests an gpparently great similarity with
materialism would have no meaning, The "apparent
similarity” can only mean that in his thinking the
organisms which first appeared in the temporal genetic
process have originated from a collaboration of cli-
matic, atmospheric and other factors with physio=
chemical processes of increasingly more complex prote-
in compounde which do take place "very purposively"
under God's guidance but in which the organic life-
function itself can evidently not yet play a role
just because its appearance is seen as a RESULT of the
physico=chemical processes, A CONTINUITY in the con-
ception of the process of evolution is ccrtainly
achieved in this manner but it is difficult to re-
concile this continuity with the irreducibility of the
organic life-aspect tc the (physico-chemical) aspect
of energy which the writer has so emphatically recog-
nized., This caused the threat of an antinomy between
his GENETIC and COSHOLOGICAL views,

THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE COSMCNOMIC IDEA ARD THE
DYNAMIC FROCESS OF BECOMING,

I nmust dwell a little more here on this critical
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point in LEVER's conception because it is of the ut-

st importance for, the future development of the
Pfllcscphy of the @osmonomic Idea. In certain quar-
ters it has been 4ssertedlO that this philosophy could
only develop a (in itself very valuable) theory of the
static structure of temporal reality_ but is not able
to do justice to the DYWAMIC FROCESS CF BECOMING, If
this criticism were justified I could not but welcome
any attempt to fill in such a gap., But this is a mat-
ter of g fundamental misunderstanding. The Philosophy
of the Cosmonomic Idea itself has warned emphatically
against absolutizing the constant structural princi-
ples of created reslity, comprised in the temporal
order. It has pointed out that these structural prin-
ciples have only been realized successively in the
FA@IDAL FROCESS OF BrCOMIKG, and that this genetic
rrotess blends into the CONTINUITY of cosmic time which
guarantees an INTER-MODAL coherence between its modal
aspects.

Evolutionism in its pseuwdo-natural-scientific
forms , however endeavours to achieve the continuity
in iﬁé conception of "the origin of life" by giving
a geneticfcausal explanation of the organic life=-
funetion according to which the latter has come into
being mgfely through a co=-operation of physico-chemi=
cal factors.

: LEVER undoubtedly does not go as far as this, ke
CANHOT mean arcausaI¥genetic “explanation of the
origin of organic life &ut of an increasingly complex
combination of proteins for such an explanation would
imply that the orpanic Jife-aspect could be REDUCED to
the physico-chemical energy-natural-scientific evolu-
tionism insofar as he thinks of the INTERIAL PHYSI-
. CO-CUEMICAL STRUCTURE of the living organisms which
first appeared on earth as being already developed.
BEFORE their actual bilotic function was unfolded,
This energy-structwe_ which is typically directed at
the biotic functicn and therefore opened  is tnus con-

3

1OE g. 'r. J, Kalma in his book De Mensch Een
Evolutiebeeld,. (Tjeenk Willink 1938-1940).
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gsidered as the "condition for the realisation ofthe-or-
ganic life-aspect given by God in His creational
order" and a continuity in the conception of the
evolution of lifeless matter to living organisms
appears to nave been achieved without having reduced
the organic life-function itself to a mere product of
physico=-chemical material rrocesses. Now this appears
to me to be a THEORETICAL REVZRSAL OF THZ GENETIC
ORDER in the factual yrocess of development of a
living organism which has no scientific justifica-
tion whatsoever and which fails to recognize the
character of the actual process of disclosure in the
internal physico-chnemical aspect of the living organ-
ismc

THE REVERSAL OF T:if ONTO-CENZTIC ORDER IN
LEVER'S HYPOTHESIS.

For what is the case® The complex and highly
labile protein structures as they are found in the
internal sphere of a living organisms are not, as far
as our vresent and past experience goes being "met with
ANYWIIERE CUTSIDE OF THE LIVING ORGAUISM. Their build=~
ing=-up and breaking-down take place in so-called BIO-
chemical and BIO-physical processes in which the or-
ganic life-function itself has the leading and govern-
ing role, In other words, these processes take place
within the typical totalify=-structure of this orpanism
and can therefore never serve as an explanation for
the ORIGIN of the organic life-function in the great
process of evolution of our temporal world.

As long as the actual BIC-physical and BIO-
chemical processes are not considered to be open to a
PURELY physico=-chemical causal explanation nothing
has been achieved yet for the explanation of the ori=-
gin of "life" with the hypothesis that the rost com-

plex protein structures may have been brought about
along purely physico-chemical lines,ll For the
physico=chemically qualified mateirals of a cell-body
are not part of the actual living organism_ but only
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have an ENKAPTIC FUNCTION in the latter viz, in

the purpose assimilation - and dlssnnlatlon
processes, LEven the most complex protein molecule
lacks the typical hylocentric, kinocentric and
morphocentric structure of a living cell, It lacks
the typical totality-structure of a living cell-
body, that maintains itself in =11 metabolic pro-
cegses of its physico~chemically qualified materials,
The realisation of this totality-structure cannot
poesibly be explained from the writer's own philoso=-
phical point of view by a successive and 'very pur-
posive" arrangement and combination of atoms and
molecules. The concluding words of the amplifica-
tion of his hypothesis about "the origﬁn of lifet

in the above-mentioned passage of his book (p. 58):
"S0 THAT a very speclally constructed nrotoplasm
was formed in which the created life-aspect was re-
vealed," therefore, are entirely without a basis in
his line of thought.

As the writer recognized emphatically, ‘e know
HOTHING ocicntifically about the origin of the first
living organisms on earth, Any evolvtionistic
hypothesis which attempts to explain this origin along
physico-chemical lines oversteps the bcuinds of natural
science, and moves into the field of a philosophical
totality-view of the genetic process of our world
which obliterates the modal borders betwsen the energy
aspect and the organic life-aspect, In my opinion
any concession to such an evolutionistic hypothesis
should be avoided, even if it is adarted as well as
rossible to the doctrine, governed by the biblical
creation-motive, of the modal aspecte and individuali-
ty structures of ow experiential world,

. RTE

HAS IJV RS HYPCTHISIS A SCIENTIFIC CiHARACTER,
OrR I3 IT PURELY “PuCULATIVE?

When the writer remarks about his own hypothesis

11 I left this possibility open myself in Vol,
IIT of my A New Cr;tljue.

e
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"Suppose that this hyrothesis afterwards appears to
be correect" the question arises: How do you imagine
that such a confirmation of its correctness could be
obtained? Along the road of further physico-chemical
experiments?1? I can only think here of experiments
in the field of synthetic  production of so-called
"living protein". For, as I said previously, nothing
would have been achieved yet for the exiplanation of
the origin of living protoplasm, if complex protein
combinations were composed synthetically or brought
into existence with the aid of physico-chemically
qualified processes. But if man should manage to
form "living protein in a pwely physico-chemical
way, the writer's entire philosophical view concerning
the irreducibility of the organic life-aspect would
have been refuted by the facts, In that case I would
personally say: We nust surrender to the facts, be-
cause our philosophical theories evidently do not
agree with them, An¢ I cannot see how LEVER then
would manage to reconcile these "facts® to the
Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea's doctrine concern-
ing the irreducibility of the organic life-aspect and
of the individuality-structures of living organisms,
leanwhile, there is not the slightest indication in
the facts known to us that synthetic composition of

12 spparently something is also expected of a
further investigation of the recently discovered
traces of organic life on the planet iMars. Again,
such investigation cannot teach us anything about the
question how that life has originatec there, if the
hypothesis were confirmed that - in view of the
climatological conditions on this planet - only algae
would have a possibility of life there, For then
again it would be in living organisums that the or-
ganic life-finction would be revealed, And the point
was to obtain confirmation of the hypothesis that
"organic life! has developed via increasingly complex
formations of protein compounds which have come into
being even before the organic life-function appeared
as directing and leading factor,
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living protoplasm is possible. Leading biologists,
such as WOLTERECK, BERTALANFFY 6 and others, have
clearly set forth the reasons why such a synthesis
must be deemed impossible in principle, In Vol, III
of my A Hew Critigque of Theoreticsl Thought I have
endeavoured to explain in detail why the guestion how
"living protein" can originzte in a purely physico-
chemical way is an incorrectly posited problem, And
LEVER himself has also firmly rejected this positing
of the problem,

But what then is the explanation for the sugges-
tive influence, even on biclogists who from true con-
viction reject its philosophical basis, of the evo-
lutionistic hypothesis about the origin of organic
life out of increasingly complex protein combinations?
thy do they make certain concessions to this hypoth-
esis, which threaten to cause a conflict between
their ccesmological an¢ their genetical views? LEVER
gives the explanation of this fact himself on page 53
of his book. "The mechanistic hypothesis", he says,
"is certainly the most attractive for anyone who has
received his education as a blologist in the twentieth
century, For with the aid of an, admittedly, specu-
lative and yet scientific-like complex of hypothegis
the transition from life-less to living can be made
complete”, But he immediately acdds that such an ides
has fundamentally unacceptable conseguences, and that
throws a clear light on its real intention. The
hypothesis concerning the origin of organic life which
he develops should therefore certainly not be inter-
preted without further ado in this evolutionistic vein,
But, because of the concessions to this pseudo-natural
seientific point of view, a fundamental obscurity
creeps into his argument, so that it becoies difficult
indeed to demarcate clearly his SCIENTIFIC point of
view concerning the genetic problem from the mecha-
nistic viewpoint. 4nd I really regret tais, because
it creates misunderstancdings which could be guite in-
correctly ascribed to the standpoint concerning the
relation of Gen, I and II to biological research,
which he argued in such an excellent manner in the
first chapter of his book,
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REVERSION TO THE SCHOL.STIC LINE?

I have already mentioned a certaln reversion to
the scholactic line in the explanation and amplifica=-
tion of his hypothesis about "the origin of life',

I believe that this had consequences also for the
further elaboration of his conception about the rela-
tion of his biblical starting-point to biological
science, These consequences already reveal themselves
at the end of Chapter 2, where we read concerning the
three aforementioned hypothesis:
From the fact alone that these possibilities are
put forward it is already evident that Christiani-
ty does not pretend to know doctrinally HOW pri-
mary life originated, but only THAT it finds its
origin in Cod's creation,....... The fact that
the Christian biolopist does not pronovnce on the
"how" is an incdicgtion that there is no need for
him to introduce a DEUS EX MACHINA into the natu-
ral-scientific problematics, as is arguved so of-

- ten, but that his attitude towards these problems
can be scientifically even more free than that of
e.g. the doctrinarian mechanicist who is forced
by his philosorhy to speculate, bscause his philos-
ophy stands or falls with a certain solvtion of
tnis problem, The Christian knows that all as-
pects of reality were created in the beginning.

By which course these aspects have come to be .
realised 1s a problem for science,

In connection with the first sentence of this
conclusion the following remark could be made: The
three possible answers, put forward by the author from
a Christian point of view, to the question how first
organie life originated, do not show at all that
"Christignity" does not pretend to know doctrinally
how this happened, but only that he himself denies
that the answer to this question can be found a priori
in Gen., I. But, more importantly, will not the ad-
herent of mechanistic evolutionism be able to object,
and rightly so, that the greater freedom towards the
"natural-scientific-problematics®, abcut "the origin
of life" which the writer claims to have, exists in
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the latter's imagination only and that  rather, he is
checked doctrinally by his own "philosophical a
priori" concerning the mutual irreducibility of the
modal aspects?

This consideration is bound to raise the ques-
tion: What actually does LEVER wnderstand by the
freedom of the scientific investigator with regard to
the question how first life originated® Is it his
opinion indeed that this problem can only be finally
solved by unbiased scientific investigation, and that
the religio-philosophical view of reality ought not
to have a DIRECT, leading role in it but should come
in only AFTER THE EVENT, in a philosophical inter-
pretation of the scientific theory of genesis? If so,
then his conclusion would only lead us back to a
scholastic conception about the relation of faith and
science which seeks to accommodate the results of a
suprposedly autonomous scientific investigation to the
Christian religious view, whereas in reality this so-
called autonomous investigation was determined by an
un-biblical starting-point,

But can this really be LEVER's intention,k after,
in the first chapter, having thrown such a clear light
on the central significance for biology of the bibli=-
cal creation-motive? No, but in my opinion the author
gets entangled here in his endeavours to meet pseudo-
scientific evolutionism as far as possible. Conse-
quently his answer t¢ the guestion whether natural
science will be able to explain the origin of "organic
life" by continued investigation, is not clear-cut
any more, He started off by recognizing that, scien-
tifically, we know nothing about it. Then came the
first concession to evolutionism, in the elaboration
of his own hypothesis, with the enigmatic supposition:
"Suppose that this hypothesis afterwards appears to be
correct”, With this supposition he was already on his
way to the last concession to this evolutionism, viz,
that the question aboit the origin of life is essen=.
tially a question of NATURAL SCIENCE, which the
Christian biologist should apyroach without doctri-
naire prejudices, But the evolutionist does not need
anytning more in order to be completely satisfied.
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For he can then ignore all of 1EVIR'S view abcut modal
‘aspects and individuality-structures, because it is
philosophical in character and has its roots in a
religious point of view that he cannot accept.

"grkenne nur das Recht der Mlssenschdft
Des Menschen allerhochste Kraft
So hab'ich dich schon unbedlngtﬁ.

(If you recognize only the right of science, man's
highest power ..... then I've got you completely).
With this radical variant of MEPHISTO's well=-
known words in GOETHZ's Faust he would be able to re-
pulse LEVER's attack on his mechanistic starting-point,
Therefore I am inclined to object to LEVER's conclu-
sion that the question HOW the organic life-aspect has
been realised in the process of becoming 1is a SCIEN=-
TIFIC problem,13 At least if he means that as such it
has no philosophical and religious implications. But
the trouble is that I do not know exactly whether he
means that, For there are plenty of statements in his
book which point in the opposite direction and are
evidence of the view that the question about the ori=-
gin of the first living organisms leads us of neceg-
sity outside the bounds of natural science to the
sPhiZe of the philosophical total-view of reali=-
ty. 30 that I can establish with certainty only

T3Comp, p. 96: "The Christian knows that God
brought organisms into existence at His command but
not HOW anc WHZRE and IN WHICH WAY this happened.
These questions belong in the sphere of science'

14Comp. e.g. p. 52, where the writer  after an

enumeration of the data about "the origin of life"
whiech according to our present knowledge are certain,
draws this conclusion:

If we want owr judgement to be PURELY HATURAL-

SCIENTIFIC therefore K we must leave it at this,

So that we may come to the conelusion that we FAC=-

TUALLY KiOW :OTHINC about the origin of life. If
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that the writer has become somewhat entangled in his
problems by making concessions (traditional in
biological circles) to the evolutionistic way of
thinking, although he cannot accept its consequences.

THE SUCCESSIVE REALIZATION OF TidE INDIVIDUALITY-
STRUCTURES AS TYPES OF ORDFRING OF THE VEGETABIE -
AND ANIMAL WORLDS.

In the third chapter, entitled: "The origin of
the types of organisms",6 the author raises the ques-
tion in what terms we should think of the gradual re=
alisation of the tremendously ramified structural- Vo
typical ordering of the vegetable - and animal king=- e
doms in the temporal genetic process, in the light of
the central creation-motive of the Word-revelation,
This is not LEVER's formulation of the question, but v
it expresses his intention undoubtedly better than the P
one he chose in the title of this chapter, which fol- POt
lows cuwrrent biological usage. ﬁ“ e
For the structural types of plants and animals
are as such not individual subjects, originating in
the temporal process of becoming, but rather types of
ordering which belong to the law-side, and not to the
factual side, of our empirical world, They can only
be realised in temporal individual living beings, but
as TYFES OF ORDERING they have necessarily a constant
and fundamental character in the temporal order be=-
cavse it is only through them that our experience of
the vegetable - and animal worlds becomes PCSSIBLE,
irrespective of one's THEORETICAL conception regarding

(14 contd.) we want to work on this problem in a
purely natural-sclentific way, we can e.g. perform
analyses of the oldest rocks. This may possibly
produce further data, A4ny line of thought that
goes beyond this and pretends to know more about ///
it, is not purely natuvral-scientific any more and
has its origin in a philosophy, a world-view or
in a religion." This statement contradicts the
one on p. 96 of LEVIR's book quoted above,
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the GENETIC PROCESS of living organisms.

Thls does not mean, of cowrse, that we may simply
identify this structural=-typical ordering with the
systematic categories of LINKAEUS' system of classi-
fication. This has already been pointed out by Dr. H,
DIEMER in several of his publications, In this re-
spect, too, LIVER takes, with DIEMFR, the point of
view of the Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea, as evi-
denced in his statement (p. 137) concerning the pos-
sibility of a new concept of species, which can give
a synthesis of the modern discoveries about the geno-
and phenotypical structural pecvliarities in the veg-
stable =~ and animal kinpgdoms. "Only a view of reali-
ty", he says here, "which recognizes every single as-
pect and every single indivicuality-structire as spe-
cifically laid down in creation and therefore as for
the present irreducible realities, and which has an
open eye for their mutual interlacements, will be
able to achieve this synthesis in accordance with the
real structurality of the organisms., On present evi=
dence, however, this is beyond reach for the time
being. " Just the same, this statement contains a cer-
tain reserve which is not immediately clear, Why does
he refer tc modal aspects and individuality-structires
laid down in the creational order as ®FCOR THE PRESENT
irreducible realities?" Does it not rather concern
here FUNDAMENTALLY mutuvally irreducible structural
laws, and is not therefore the reserve, express in the
words "for the present" 6 nmeaningless?

I can only find one answer to this question, If
LEVER CONSCICUSLY chose the term "reglities", he evi-
dently had in mind the structures as they have been
FACTUALLY REALIZED within the temporal order in plants
and animals which are subject to generation and decay.
In that case he would have wanted to keep the door
open for the hypothesis that in the great process of
evolution the entire flora and fauna as we now know
them in their tremendously differentiated and ramified
struetural-typical articulations have sprung up VIA
one and the same stem, which in twrn originated VIA
the formation of complex protein compounds., But now
it appears to be much more difficult to maintain the

R T
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fundamental difference between "VIAM and "OUT OF®
which, in the second chapter, could still be more
or less clearly discerned in LEVER's hypothesis
about the Morigin of life", And for that reason it
will also become more and more difficult to dis-
tinguish the writer's GENETICO-BIOLOGICAL point of
view from that of evolutionism, in as far as he
counts the hypothesis concerning the origin of all
living beings from one common stem as a scientific
attempt at explanation, which is acceptable from the
Christian point of view, even though it is not the
only one, Here again one gets the impression, strong=-
er this time, that the author has not sufficiently
considered.the critical prior question whether a
hypothesis concerning the origin of the present veg-
étable: - and animal worlds FROM THE PURELY SCIEN-
TIFIC BIOLOGICAL POINT OF VIEW IS POSSIBLE AT ALL,
or at least that he has not yet arrived at a CIEAR
unequivocal answer to that question,

LEVER's exposition of the problem concerning
"the origin of the types of organisms® follows the
same course as that of the question concerning "the
origin of life", First of all he establishes that,
in medieval scholastic-christian as well as in Greek
thought the doctrine, of generatio spontanea led to
the unquestioning acceptance of the transition of one
form of plant or animal into another or even of the

. formation of animals out of lifeless matter, although

at the same time the ultimate cause of the appearance
of the various types of organisms was seen in divine
creation, I wish to point out here that this cannot
be used as an argument from THE AUTHOR'S OWN REFORMED
STARTING POINT for the compatibility of such a con-
ception with the biblical creation-motive, This
scholastic-christian view of the genesis of plants and
animals, after all, was not dominated by the biblical
creation-motive in its radical and integral character,
but rather by the Greek form-matier motive which was
only ADAFTED to the ecclesiastical doctrine of crea-
tion,
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DID THE CHANGE IN SEVENTEENTH AND EIGHTEENTH CENTURY
EBIOLOGICAL THINKING TAKE PLACE UNDER THE INFLUENCE
OF CLASSICAL PHYSICS AND CHEMISTRY?

 But it is subject to serious doubt whether, as
the author thinks (p. 61), the change in seventeenth
and eighteenth century biological thinking which
led to the acceptance of a constant systematic
order in vegetable - and animal groups, took place
rrimarily under the influence of mathematical
physics and chemistry. Classical physics at least,
founded by GALILEO and NEWTON, was not at all directed
towards the search for the struetwal-typical ordering
of phenomena., On the contrary, it eliminated all
individuality-structires in order to be able to under=-
stand the physical phenomena in the entire universe
as a closed cause~functional coherence. The influ-
ence which this way of thinking exercised on biology
rather took place in a mechanistic direction, which
was further stimulated by H:RVEY's discovery of the
double circulation of the blood, so that DESCARTES
already had declared animals and plants to be inani-
mgte mechanisms., For the Aristotelian doctrine of
the substantlal forms, which deemed at least the ideal
entity-types of the natural svbstances to be not sub- “
ject to the genetic process, had been generally dis-
carded under the influvence of the basic motive of
modern Humanism,

LEIBNIZ AND THE CONSTARCY-IDEA IH SYSTEHATIC
BIOLOGICAL TYPOLOGY.

It should be admitted, though, that in LEIBNIZ!
philosophy a point of contact may be found for the
idea of a constant structural-typical ordering of the
vegetable-and animal worlds, LEVIR assumes with an
appeal to E, UHLILANN (Entwicklungsgedanke unt
Artbegriff Jena, 1923 p. 21), that this line of
thought in LEIBNIZ' philosophy of organic nature
leads to LINNAEUS and from there via CWIER to the so=-
called idealistic morphology (p. 64). But I must say




36

that UHLMANN's own expression is more cautious and
only speaks of "a certain dependency of LINHAEUS!
epistimology on the Platonic ideology via LEIBHIZ",
whereas LEVER writes: "LEIBNIZ' great significance
for the history of biology was that his monadology
really combines the old concept of creation-ideas,

as it is found both with the Greeks and the Church
fathers (e.g. AUGUSTINE) and which predominantly
influenced natwral-scientific thought for a long
time, with the lex continui element which opens the
gate to evolutionism" (p. 64).

This statement contains two misunderstandings

to which I call attention only for the sake of his=-
torical truth, and not to reproach LEVER who 1is,
after all, far from presenting his exposition as the
result of an independent investigation into the hig=-
torico~philosophical connection between LEIBNIZ'
thought and the constancy-idea in systematical . -~
typology. The first misunderstanding is that the
Greeks already would have known "creation-ideas",
That can definitely not be maintained, since the
CGreek form-matter motive excluded any thought of a
divine creation, I presume that this is a slip of
the pen, as for the rest he appears to be completely
aware of the fundamental contrast between the Greek-
and the biblical basic motives. The second misunder=-
standing is the LEIBNIZ' theory of the "verites
eternelles” would be the same as the doctrine of the
creation-ideas, which appeared already at the time of
the Church fathers and was based on an adaptation of
the Platonic e,g. Neo-platonic ideology to the eccle=-
siastical doctrine concerning creation, In this con-
nection I would like to refer to my detailed analysis
of LEIBNIZ' metaphysical theory of monads and eternal
truths in Vol, I (p. 240 f.) of my A NEW CRITIQUE

OF THEORETICAL THOUGHT., As I have endeavowred to show
there, this theory, notwithstanding its scholastic
terminology, is primarily oriented towards the modern
mathematical science-ideal which has got an entirely
new perspective through LEIBKIZ ' discovery of infini-
tesimal calculus and secondarily also towards the
autonomy-postulate of the Humanistic personality-ideal,

Ny
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LEIBNIZ' METAPHYSICAL THECRY OF THE "ETERNAL TRUTHS!
IS NOT COMWECTED WITH HIS HYPOTAHESIS CONCERNING THE
EXISTENCE OF CONSTANT SPECIES,

If in LEIBNIZ' views about the organisms a point
of contact may be found, as I admitted previously, for
LINNAEUS' idea about the constancy cf kinds, no direct
connection can be shown, as far as I can see, with the
metaphysical theory concerning the. "yeriteg eternel=-
dles". LEIBHIS' pronouncement in question, quoted by
UHLMANN, merely says that "if we possessed the dis-
cernment of higher spirits, we MIGHT find constant
attributes for every species which gll the individuals
belonging to it have in coummon and which are always
constantly present in the same organism ete, This
"might" expresses uncertainty rather than certainty
and shows that LEIBNIZ thought that the limited human
mind, whose definitions of the natural genera of
organisms are in his view only provisicnal anc adap=
ted to owr cognition, is not equal to the task of
discovering such constant gbtributes of species.

In any case, he cannot be dealing here with the
eternal truths, but rather with a divine choice from
the logical possibilities contained in the "yerites
eternelles", For the "eternal truths" may, according
to LEIBNIZ, also be discerned by human thought and can
therefore never be subject to doubt, They are merely
metaphysico-logical possibilitics, Eut we may un-
doubtedly say that the hierarchical arrangement in
series of the monads in their windowless enclosedness
excluded any evolutionistic conception about the for-
mation in mechanical ways of the higher ranging ones
out of the lower ones, And it is probable that this
basic characteristic of discontinuity in LEIBNIZ!'
monadology, together with the traditional doctrine of
the creation-ideas, has inflvenced the later concep-
tions concerning a constant struetwal-typical or-
dering of living nature, because LEIBIIZ in fact broke
with the Cartesian mechanistic conception of the vege=-
table~and animal worlds. Especlally the drawing up,
as part of a constant buvilding plan, of the MORPHOLO~-
GICAL SERIES OF LIVIHG ORGANISM BY IDEALISTIC MORPHOw
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LOGY betrays the influence of LEIBWIZ' thinking in
series,

LEIBNIZ' ZLEX COWTINUI AND EVOLUTIONISH,

Whether on the other hand the continuity trend
in LEIENIZ' metaphysical conception of the world-order
has paved the way for evolutionism, is a question I
find harder to answer, It is certain that LEIBNIZ!
lex continui did not intend in the least to give a
mechanistic explanation of the origin of living
belngs. Acecording to him all monads, including the
material monads, are animated and have the same per-
ceptions in vwhich the entire universe is mirrored,
They differ only in the degree of clarity of théir
perceptions, and the Jex continui intended to bridge
these differences, after the example of infinitesimal
caleulus, by infinitesimally small transitions, in or-
der to explain the harmonia praestabilita between the
monads, in particular between those of the soul and
those of the body, But there is no question of an
evolution of higher monads out of lower ones in
LEIBRIZ' metaphysice,

THE EVOLUTIONISTIC HYPOTHESIS IN KANT'S
"KRITIK LER IRTEILOEKRART",

If, therefore, the continuity principle were to

acquire an evolutiénistic-biological meaning, it had
to be disengaged at all events from L}'ZIBNIZ2 mathe=
matical metephysics and, with that, denatured in pria-
ciple, This occured for the first time, as far as I
know, in KANT's “KRITIXK DER URTEILSKRAFT" (1790) which
derived from LEIBLIZ the connection of the mechanistic
with the teleological view of nature, In the analogy
of the forms of the various elasses of organisms he
found a basis for the supposition that they are
descended from a common mother-organism, He called a
"cewagtes Abenteuer der Vernunft! (daring adventure

of the mind) the hypothesis that specifically differ-
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ing living beings have been formed out of each other,
e.g. out of aguatic animals - marsh animals, out of
these after a seriss of generations - land animals,
But he had a faint hope that something could be done
here with the principle of nature's mechanism, pro=-
vided that the teleological view would always have
to indicate the direction of evolution out of the

THE SPECTULATIVE ANL IRRATIONALISTIC EVOLUTIOHISH IN
SCHELLING'S AND OKEN'S NATURAL FHILOSOPIY,

It is only via KilNT's Kritik der Urteilskraft
that LEIBNIZ' conception of continuity acquires an
evolutionistic interpretation in SCiBLLING's work
Von der Yeltseele (1798) and in the natural philo-
sophy of his pupil OKEN, But it concerned a specu=-
lative and irrationalistic evolutionism which, in
its philosophy, had a transcendental-idealistic
basis and is therefore diametrically opposed to the
later classical mechanistic evolution-theory of

DARWIN and HAECKEL, who finally led the dogma of P

evolution to its victory in scientific, biological
thinking, lo connection can be denonstrated between
LEIBNIZY principle of continuity ancd the rise of this
theory of evolution, The latter merely gave a pseuwdo-
historical turn to the thought-pattern about organic
nature which hails from DESCARTES, and with it the
idea of the steady uvpward development from lower to
higher was transferred from the eighteenth century
dumanist view of history to the genetico-biological
way of thinking.15

151 4zrpER's Ideen zur fhilosophie der
Geschichte der Menschheit (1784) we already find the
idea of historical development based on an idea of
natural development, which sought to explain the
entire wpward line in the formation of groups of
organisms, culminating in ran as animal destined to
reason from the wnity of organic force and its dif-

BN
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A certain influence of LEIEHIZ!' continuity
principle {(without the monadology) on nineteenth cen=-

(15 contd,) ferent methods in keeping with the dif-
ferences between organs., He already views the entire
cultural development of mankind as the inevitable con=-
sequence of the development of organic nature, A4c= @ -
cording to him, man was predestined for rational
thought, cultural activity and religion, by virtue of
his natural organic development and, particularly his
erect posture,. :

In his well-known review of the first volume of
H'RUER's Ideepn, «ANT sharply criticised this concep-
tion, "But the unity of organiec force (p, 141)", he
wrote, 'which, whilst it forms the multiplicity of or-
ganic creatures and works in different ways according
to the differences between organs, wipes out the whole
distinction between its muny genera and species, is a
conception which lies entirely outside the field of
natural science and belongs to purely speculative
philosophy, where, if it found entrance, it would be
bound to play havoc among the accepted ideas, But to
want to determine which arrangement of the head, ex-
ternally in its shape and internally wita regard to
the brain, 1s necessarily connected with the predis=-
position to erect posture, and, even more, in what way
an organisaticn which is solely aimed at this objec-
tive, can contain the basis of rational power so that
animals acquire it, th.t clearly poes beyond all human
reason, whether it is groping physiologically or fly-
ing metaphysically". (Kantls W.W. Grossherzog Wilhelm
Ernst Ausg. I p. 254).

Undoubtedly HERDER was strongly influenced by
LEIBNIZA' from whom he borrowed his organic force idea,
But he rejected LEIENIZ' metaphysical monadology. He
took only one motif out of it, viz. the independent
value, which in the complete coherence of the vniverse
is due to every individuality and finds expression in
its development, In his view of the development of

natwre net a sipgle.point of contact can be found for
a mechanistic-materialistic theory of evolution, as

KANT also recognized in his review,

g
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tury scientific-biological thought can be shown
only in DE LAMARCK'S theory of eveiubion and this
vig BOI who was an adherent of LAIBHI[S' philos-
ovhy, vt 1t was not LiMIACK who determined the
triwmphal march of evelvtionism, LEVER'S thesis  that
LEIENISY lex continui opened the way to evolutionism,
cannot thercfore be maintained in its generality.

The writer shows us very instructively how
mecnanistic evoluticnism since HALCKSZL often apriori
transformed into a phylo-genetical serize of mor-
phological seriss whicu idealistic morrholcpy had
drawn vy an¢ wilch relatecd to constant types
organisms,

de establishes emphatically that it is only
palaeontology whici: 1g in a position to suvpply irref-
utable duta c¢onccrning the relation hetween the vari-
ous groivps of organisms, and that embryology and com-
parative anatomy can give us pointers in this respect
only if a phylo-genetic relation has already been
iroved palaeontologically., Dut  he remarks the fos-
sil ciscoveries give no factual basis at a1l to clas=
sic evolvtionegin., From the pre-Cambrian only algae
fossils have been preserved, Fossil records tell us
that in the Cumbrian fossil representatives of virtu-
ally all prominent provps of invertebrates a pear
fairly abruptly. "de are bount to conclude from these
remarkable data that nothing can be said with any
certainty or even with any probability about the
mutval genealogical relaticns between these sroups”
(v. 78). Jor does palaeontology rrovide us with
any evidence about the descent of vertebrates fron
invertebrates,

"We are thirefore bound to conclude that nothing
is known about the orilgin of the main proups of organ-
isms  that phyla" (p. C0). But what about the classes
orders ebe, into which these rhyla can be subdivided
in a natwral way? The writer points out that for
several of these sub-grouvps the same holds as for the
vhyla. I.g. the classes of ollusca and several clas-
seg of Zchinodermsta have existed separately ever
since the Cumbrian, and here again_ nothing can be
said with any certainty abovt their origin and their
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mutval genealogical relations.

It has been shown, though, that the different
classes of vertebrates, viz., cyclostoma, fish,
amphibians, reptiles, mammals and birds appeared one
after the other, But, after the intensive research
of the last hundred years, no fossils transitional
forms have been found here either, The same hold for
almost all orders (sub-groups) of all classes of
animals, both vertebrates and invertebrates, as G. G,
SIMPSON, a true evolutionist of (neo-) classical
persvasion, had to point out: ™A fortiori, it is also
true of the classes themselves, and of the major
animal phyla, and it is apparently also true of analo=-
gous categories of plants", (16).

S0-CALLED NEQ-EVOLUTIONISH,

This state of affairs led to the rise of a so=
called neo-evolutionistic trend which, in contrast
to the classical evolutionists, accepts original
discontinuitiss, natural jumps in development, by
means of which the higher categories of the types of
living organisms have separated from each other with=
out continuvous transitions., According to the neo-
evolutionists the further cifferentiation into lower
sub-types (species and genera, and possibly families)
took place aling continuvous lines with the aid of the
mechanisme of selection, mutation, isolation ete.,
only after these higher types had formed themselves,
by jumps, in an earlier ontogenetic phase.

In order to explain the development in jumps of
the higher types, LEVER discusses three neo-evolution-
istic hypotheses, viz. those of BOKER, SCHINDEWOLF and
A. MEYER, He deems all three of them speculative and
hardly suitable to give an acceptable explanation for
the gaps in the evolutionary process, with which the
available fogsil material confronts us, Coming back
to classical evolutionism, the author points out em-

10Tempo and Mode in Evolution (New York 1947)
p. 106 f,
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phatically that large numbers of biologists have
continued to defend it against the neo=evolutionists,
They are of the opinion that it is definitely possi-
ble for the continuity~mechanisms of the micro-evo-
lution (uutathﬂ selection, migration and geographi-
cal isolation) to fill the gaps. And LEVER prefers
the views of these 1nvest1gators to thaose of the neo-
evolutionists, especially since experimental research
is possible in the sphere of the micro-evolution,
although he also points out the restrictions to which
this research is swbject, and does refer to certain
objections which may be raised to the drawing of con-
clusions with regard to the macro-evolution from
experiments in the sphere of the micro=-evolution,

'S POSITION WITH REGARD TO THE PROBLEM OF THE
I8 OF THE TYP&Q.

LJV R
ES

T
L

4t the end of the third chapter he comes to the
following conclusion about the problem of the genesis
of the types. Creationism can, according to him, opt
for the position that in all probability an evolbt¢on-
ary process has taken place within many phyla, This
happened, however, according to a divine plan, "in
evolution e,g, of mammals CUT OF reptiles and of
amphibians OUT OF fish in view of the successions
which palaeontology has ascertained must not be deemed
impossible, "As we have seen, we get the iupression
that the intermediate forms are missing, It is
therefore possible that a pradual transformation in
the sense of classical evolutionism did not take
place at all., We should rather think in terms of a
complex of processes which took place once only in im-
probable combinations." This holds, of course, for
the genesis of the lower catepories as well,

LEVER'S POSITION WITH REGARD TO THE PROBLI: OF
FHYLO-GENESIS. HIS {YPOTHESIS CONCERNING THE CRIGIN
OF TiE PHYLA OUT OF A COIMON STOCK.
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is far as the origin of the phyla  the highest
primary types, is concerned, the writer considers
three hypothesis as possible from the "creationistic
point of view!", The first of these ccncern the
"special creation", called "crestion cut of nothing"
again, which is confusing, The writer points out
that this hypothesis cannot be contradicted by re-
search, The second possible hypothesis corresponds
with his hypotuaesis concerning the origin of "life!,
previously discussed, and says that "out of first
life, the various phyla originated in a series in a
way which has not been understood at all (as yet).
Which series that was, one cannot say". The third
hypothesis is that the phyla all originated indepen-
cently, "If this view were confirmed, it would mean
that in the case of most of the phyla we are dealing
with really irreducible grovps, in other words with
separate sub-kingdoms within creation. This would be
in line with the views of CUVIER and of idealistiec
morphology" (p. 99).17

The first of these hypothesis, which confused
creation and temporal genesis, had already implicit-
ly been rejected by the author, and, in my opinion,
rightly so, As regards the two other positicns it
seems to me that the first of thess should be the more
attractive one for the writer, in view of his remarks
in that respect in the second chapter., Eut it places
us lmmediately before a number of questions to which
we recelve no answer, becavse the writer himself does
not ask them, '

CRITICAL JUESTICHZ CONCERNIRG THIS HYPOT.®LSIS,

First of all we should ask owrselves: What
scientific significance can this h;pothesis have, when
LEVER himgelf remarked z little earlier: "is we have

171 is not clear why the writer 6 from a possible
confirmation of a hypothesis which posits the irredu-
cibility of A4LL phyla, concludes that only M0ST of
them are irreducible,
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seen, not a sensible word can be pald, actually, about
the origin of the phyla" (p. 94). Are we still in the
scientific field of biology, in fact, or have we

moved altogether into the domain of a speculative
philosophy about the origin of living nature? In the
first case, we can only speak of a scientific hypoth-
esis if 1t wouvld be possible to either confirm or
disprove it by continved experimental research, The
neo-classical evolutionists' investigations regarding
the micro-evolution are, of course, the only ones to
be considered. The wrlter says in this connection:
"We shall have to watch closely, therefore, the
research of the investigators with rather ¢lassical
tendencies, and to refrain for the time being from
bringing in a verdict on the fundamental possibility
or impossibility of their method of interpretation
which is STILL hypothetical AT THE HMOMENT" (p, 92).

The writer, quoting I YOPZHANSK KY states expressly
that it is imposcible to reproduce in a laboratory ‘
even the genealogy of the horse, and therefore, be- L
cauvse all research into micro-evolution can be related
to macro-evolutionar; processes by inference only,
without the possibility of verifying the correctness
of these conclusions experimentally, the guestion
arises whether such conclusicns can ever amount to
nore than speculations when they are brought to bear
on the explanation of the orlgin of the highest prima=-
ry types (the phyla).

The very wording of LEVER's second hypothesis
betrays a speculative tendency. He again uses the
speculative term "firgt life®, In consideration of
what he said when he eldborated his third hyrothesis
in chapter two with respect to "the genesis of life",
one can here only think of a tiny lwmp of living
protoplasm which should as yet not demonstrate even a
single typilcal cell-structure., For if the latter were
the case 1t would already appear within a highest

primary type (phylum), viz. that of the unicellular y:'w,f"'

plants or animals, and it could not be considered as
the progenitor of the successive series of phyla. It
should also lack the radical-type of plant or animal,
in so far as this already is a struvctural-type, the
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origin of which the hypothesis intends to explain.
Have we not retwrned now to the discarded Haeckelian
"ronera", or perhaps to the more recent hypothetical
bio=-molecule? Speculatively, of course, we can un-
derstand anything by "first life", but SCIENTIFICALLY
this term does not offer us any hold at all because it
certainly does nct denote any empirical datum, In
addition, the hypothesis referred to now definitely
speaks of an originating of the phyla OUT CF, and not
just VIA K6 this speculative progenitrix of dll earthly
plant-and animal life, and that in a successive series,
ACCORDING TO ITS JQRHING this hypothesis can hardly be
distinguished from the evolutionistic view, For the
addition "in a way which has not been understood at
all as yet"™ and because one cannot say which series

it was, leaves intact the basic thesis that the phyla
themselves have originated out of a common stock,

THE PHYLA AS HICHEST TYPES OF ORDERING WITHIN THE
RADICAL-TYPES OF THE PLANT-AND ANTLIAL WORLDS.

Earlier on I already implied that the phyla (in
the sense of highest primary types of the plant-and
animal worlds) cannot come into existence and die in
the genetic process, since they themselves are not
"living being" but rather TYPES OF ORDERING of
individual totalities, which make the latter possible
and which form the basis of all owr experience of
plants and animals, Classical evolutionism eliminated
those types of ordering, and consequently had to iden=
tify the phyla in a radical-nominslistic way with com-
prehensive groups of living individuals, to which
science has given the collective name PHYLA, It
wished to give a naturo-causal, essentially mechanis-
tic explanation of the origin of the phyla=-character=-
istics in large groups of individuals. This made
sense from the mechanistic point of view. DBut LEVER
in his position cannot eliminate the actuval types of
ordering. And since he rejects the mechanistic view
of classical evolutionism, the question arises what he
actvally has in mind with his second hypothesis.
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Certainly not a natwral-scientific explanation of the o

origin of the phyla-characteristics in plants and

animals, For there is no sense in that when one re-

cognizes that these characteristics belong to a typi- /Qahafiznk¢§£0
cal totality-structure of plants and animals, which ‘ ’
cannot be approached in any way with a functionalistic
causglity conception which ig oriented only towards
the physico-chemical aspect of owr experience, Apart
from that, the entirely speculative idea of a common
progenitrix of the phyla does not fit in with a
strictly natural-scientific way of thinking. 5o that,
in fact, the writer leaves us in the dark as to the
way he plcthres "the originating of the phyla" out of
a comnmon stock as well as to the real intention of
this hypothesis. From a philosophical point of view
the question arises whether 6 and if so, in which way,

he is able to place this hypothealc w1tn1n the frame-
work of the thpory of individuality-structures as
developed by the Philesorhy of the Cosmonomic Idea,
The individuality-structures of the plant-and animal
kingdom, contained in the creation order, must of
cowrse not be identified wita the type-classification
of LINNAEUS' system, But the question is whether a
hypothesis, which reduces even the highest primary
types of the plant-and animal worlds (amd evidently
the radical-types as well) to a structurally-typical
completely undefined common stock, leaves any room far
irreducible individuvality-structures which are fourded
in the divine creational order, LEVER is silent on
this point, but I must assume, of course, that his
answer to this gquestion will be affirmative in prinei-
ple. But then he will sgree that his second hypothe-
sis needs a further elaboration and explanation,
giving a more detailed answer to this question,

THE MUTUAL IRREDUCIBILITY COF THE PIYLA AS
HIGHTST PRIMARY TYPES (TYPES OF ORIERING).

As far as the third hypothesis is concerned, viz,
that the phyla all originated independent of each
‘other, this is = apart’ from its wording, which is
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again debatable - entirely consistent in its in-
tention with the present-day results of palaeonto=-
logal research, And compared with the second=hypoth-
esis it has the uncdoubted advantage that it avoids
the quicksands of evolutionistic uPCCUl&blOHS’ and
accepts the highest types of the planteand animal
kingdoms unreservedly as mutuvally irreduvcible sib-
kingdom, In other words, it is based on an honest
recognition of the limites of man's experiential
knowledge, .ind as such it fits in entirely with the
anti-spectlative way of thinking of the Philosophy of
the Cosmonomic Idea, which does not mean of course,
that it wouvld therefore be the only O/E POSSIBLE
from the Christian point of view, or that the
Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea would have tc re-
Jject LEVIR's second hypothesis a priori, before we
have seen its further elaboration and cxulanatlon.

TdE CGHCEPT OF SPECIES ANL TilE PROELEM OF EVOLUTIOH,

The fourth chapter 6 entitled "The Concept of
Speciles and the Problem of (rigin" is really a contin-
uation of the third, In my opinion it is from a
philosophical viewpoint, one of the best parts, of
LiViR's book. In an earlier elaborate treatl e,
sublished in the fifteenth volume of Philosophia
Eggormata,l the author had already expounced the
develorment of the biological concept of species,
which nowadays has broken up into a multiplicity of
largely unrelsted points of view, and set forth his

views on their future synthesis., In the fowth | N N
s , . Haw e r"“—k 0"‘%44
chapter of his book, however 6 he demcnstrates in
manj respechs a much keener critical attitude in his e Omma xe~ﬁdx,&y
historico-philosophical method, together with a more cnd w6t [
tnorough and particularly 1notruct1ve application of - Zﬁk

the theory of structural tyres, as developed in the

18Rondom het biologisch soort b egrip (Phil, Ref,
13, 119-138 (1948); Vol. 14, 6-32 (1949); Vol. 15,
1-23 (1950).
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fhllObOILy of the Cosmonomic Idea, to the sclientific
data, Especially his views on p. 129 -136 may in this
respect be called an important comtinuvation of
DIBMER's earlier attempt to make this structure-theory
of the Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea fruitful for
the biological concept of species,

The question whether the species is constant or
not,naturally raises its head again in this chapter.
If we distinguish sharply between the law-side and
the factual side of the evclutionary process - as we
have seen, LEVER does not do this explicitly - it is
understandable indeed that, especially with regard to
the most individualized structural types (the species
and the genera), the question of constancy has become
the centre of blOlOglCal interest, because factual
sclentific material is indeed ava{lable concerning the
actval structural changes in the individuals of a
species., One deals then with the REALIZATION of these
most individualized and c1fferentiated structural types
of plants and animals, an¢ not with the structural
types as LAW-TYPES or TYFES OF ORDFRING of the great
process of GENESIS cf the flora and fauvna within the
temporal order,

There can be no doubt that miny of the "genera"
and "species" which appear in LINNAEUS! system, as
well as e.g. the various classeg of vertebratep, have
come to be realized only successively in the different
phases of the evolutionary process of the plant-and
animal worlds, nor that several of the species and
genera which lsed to exist in former times have become
extinct, These wndeniable facts, however, have
nothing to do with the actual question whether the
specles and genera are constant or not. Correctly put,
the question is whethsr it is possible for a group of
plants or animals, which belongs to an existing genus
anc species, to undergo a factual, inner, genotypical
structural change of such a character that a new
species and a new genus is revealed.

According to LEVER (p. 137) it is for the biolo-
gist a rather wnimportant question which pogition one
should take up, as a Christian, with regard to the
problem of the origin of species, "because natural-
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scientific research indicates a clear answer to itH",
This statement, considered in the light of another
one to which I shall refer later and according to
which the inconstancy of the specles has been proved,
appears incomprehensible to me when I confront it with
the relevant state of scientific research.

If the concept of species is used, in what has
been the traditional sense, since RAY and LINNAEUS
we find indeed that more recent investigations into
mutation have shown irrefutably that k within so-called
poly-tynical genera, inner structural changes in the
carriers of the hereditary factors from one generation
to the next occwr frequently. Here I refer mainly to
the so-called GENO-MUTATIONS (changes in the entire
set=up of the chromosomes), the most frequent and
simplest case of which is the so-called POLY-PLOIDY,
i.e, the simple doubling, trebling, etc. of the pre-
vious chromosome material, This has been found in the
vegetable world, but also in the animal world, al-
though in a much smaller number of cases, Such,
changes occur mainly as a result of hybridization, but
also sometimes in connection with external influences
on the organism,

HAS THE INCCNSTANCY OF THE SPECIES BEEN PROVED BY
HORE RECENT INVESTIGATIONS INTO HUTATION® SPECIES
AND VARIETIES (RACES).

It is a vastly different question, however,
whether the experimental material in the field of
such structural mutations, wnich is still increas-
ing, can be used as proof for the "evolution of one
species out of another 6 or of one genus out of
another"  gpecies and genus used here in the sense
of elementary structural types, realized in groups
of individuals,

Meny leading biologists, amcng whom there are,
in particular, many practitioners of systematic
biology, so-called taxonomists, regard this as ex-
tremely douvbtful or even deny it in principle.
Their opinion is that the available data merely prove
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that new races of varieties can be formed within

an existing so-called poly-typical species, which

is of itself impossible in mono-typical species,
which do not form varieties, The only convincing
proof that really new species could be formed by way
of mutation and with the assistance of other factors, - .
wovld have to be supplied by the so-called MENDELIAN- 1 A
analysis, which natirally cannot be applied in inves- ‘ .
tigations concerning hybridization of species and
genera,

THE OBLITERATION OF THE BCORDERS BETWEEN SPECIES AND
VARIETIES BY NEO-DARWINISM AND ITS LENOLLCEAENT BY
BORGMEIER.

The Neo-Darwinists have deliberately seized on b
the poly~typical species, intending tc blur the bor-
ders between variety and species, tc attach genetic
priority to the variety as so-called "sib-species"
and thus to make plausible the gradual emergence of
new species out of varieties, Recently THOMAS
BCRGMEIER, in his treatise BASIC QUESTIOHS OF SYS-
TEMATICS (ngtematl Zoology, Vol. 6, 1957, No.2),
sharply, but in my opinion conv1n01ngly, cenounced
this evolutionistic erosion of the biological con-
cept of species,

He correctly points out that, if one adheres to
the facts, one is bound tc establish that the for-
mation of a race is possible only within g species,
in other words that the race or the variety cannot
be an independent category in systematics: "Conse-
quently there is indeed a PRIMARY DIFFERENCE between
species characters and race characters, and the fact
that the speecific characters are retaincd in every
formation of a race is clear evidence for the for-
mation of races from species, but not of species from

19 see B. BAVINK-PIERZ, Ergebnisse und Probleme
der Naturwissenschaften (9e Aufl, 1948 p. 539f.)

Y SR
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races" (p., 65 above). And the well-known geneticist=
bielegist GOLDSCAVIDT stated: "Sub-species are
actually, therefore, neither incipient species nor
models for the origin of species, They are more or
less diversified blind alleys within the species",
(cit, op. BORGEIER)

The biologist NILSSON, also mentioned in LEVIR's
book, summarized the opinion of many systematists in
his work Synthetische Artbildwng (1953, p. 252) in
his pronouncement: "The species is constant",

It is certain, at any rate, that mutations in
genes, in chromosomes, or in the entire chromosome=
pattern cannot, in themselves, cause an evolution of
the species, but hinder it rather, For, if all the
geno=-typically cdifferent individuals of a certain
species were to interbreed without limitations, these
mutations would have to result in a certain equilibri-

un in the distribution of all the available genic- 2

material among these individuals. Therefore,for the
purpose of the current evolutionistic theories, muta-
tion can be considered as a species~forming factor
only in conjunction with isolation and selection, the
task of the latter two factors being the prevention of
the above mentioned equilibrium,

THE RELATION OF BIOLOCICAL SYSTEMATICS
TO PHYLOGENETICS,

But the big stumbling=-block of these theories is
rrecisely that they do not use a clear-cut concept of
species any more. It may be said of BORGMEIER that
he has tied himself up too much to the Ray-Linnaean
concept of species, but for the time being no better
concept of species has been WCORKED OUI', and it appears
to me that his theses concerning the relation between
biological systemstics and phylogenetics are, AT LEAST
IN PRINCIPLE, entirely correct: "Systematics is
independent of the theory of descent, This is admit«
ted today even by convinced evolutionists. The
reasons are as follows: (1) Systematic methods pro-
vide definite results without reference 1o the idea of

"_){»
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evolution; phylogenetics has no special methods, it is
essentially the interpretation of systematic facts,
(2) Systematics is a science; phylogeny is a hypothe-
gis of a historical process containing a fundamentally
wiversifiable element {THOMPSON) and can therefore
never be the foundation of a science. (3) Systema-
tics 1s investigation of facts; phylogenetics is often
"g dangerous play with mere possibilities" (HENNY);
KANT called it "a daring adventure of the mind", Of
cowrse, any systematist is free to speculste on the
probable phylogeny of certain species or genera, on
the basis of systematic facts... But such theoreti-
cal considerations can only be evaluated as a sup~-
plement to systematics; they have without effects on
true systematic research" (p, 54, 55 sbove).

LEVER 'S DENOUNCEMENT OF THE "DOGMA OF THE CONSTANCY
OF SPECIES" LACKS A FACTUAL BASIS,

LZVER does not go into these important points,
which is understandable in view of the book'!s inten-
tion to avoid technical matter as much as possible,

In opposing the "dogma of the constancy of species',
still widely adhered to in orthodox Protestant circles
according to him, he remarks, however, that "by not
accepting the one and only point of the evolution=-
idea which had been proved, the philosophically
strongly anti-Christian evolutionist was handed the
weapon with which he could brand Christians as timid,
narrow-minded deniers of facts" (p. 139).

It is regrettable that at the end of this in=-

teresting chapter he puts the matter in that way.

For has it, in fact, been proven convincingly that

the structures of species in their subjective reali-
zation are not constant, in the sense in which the
evolution-theory had intended it? In view of what

has been said above, this is highly doubtful to say
the least, even if the Rae-Linnaean concept of species
is used as basis. It is all the more doubtful, and

it should even be denied, if one, believing that this
traditional concept of species does not meet the’ spec-
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ificgtions of the "ney systematics" any sore, shares
LEVER's opinion that a satisfactory concept of specles
can only be achieved on the basis of the theory of
individuality~-structures as developed by the Fhiloso-
phy of the Cosmonomic Idea, For this concept has not
yet been defined, Wow, then, could it nave been
proved that the species, as this concept sees them,
are not constant in their realization in living indi-
viduals and should be viewed only as variable evolu-
tionary forums?

LEVER is quite right, of course, when he points
out that one should not slmply’r@ad the Linnaean con-
cept of species into the creation of plants and ani-
mals after thelr kind. Eut that the typical differ-
ences between the species, however these may have to
be wnderstood in their structural theory, are like-
wise rooted in the divine creation-order and that
these in the final analysis determine the nature of
plants and animals, will under no circumstances be
denied by LEVER, nor that these at least as "ordering
types"” which make our specific experience of animals
and plants possible, cannot be variable,

THE COHCEFT OF SPECIES SUPFOZES THE CONSTANCY OF THE
SPECIES AS LOWEST PRIMARY TYPES QOF THE VEGETABLE-
‘L‘- ‘i‘uIAlA.L 1;1 4CJ)CAE.

Full recognition may be given, in tuat respect,
to actual structural changes in the constellations
of chrounosomes and genes, But they should not be
adduced as arguments against the constancy of the
structural types as TYFPES OF ORDERING OF TdE INDIVID-
UALITY, Classical and neo-classical evolutionism have
simply ELIVMINATED the latter, but in doing so they
have slso broken with any dctual concept of specles,
as LEVER rightly points out himself, 4ind, as 4GASSIZ
alrﬁdcy obgerved, there is no sense in saying that the
species are not ¢onstant if one does not hdve an actu-
al concept of species. Of course, we may not acriori
exclude the POSSIBILITY that many of the species~types
wnich are now known as such, have in fact, as types of
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ordering, realized themselves by way of a gradual

or more sulden structural transformation of groups
of individuals whose ancestors revealed a ciffer-
ent species-type, even though that possibility can-
not be verified scientifically, A. NAEF's remark,
quoted by LIVER: "If living organisms which are
nowadays present as different species, have common
ancestors, they are really one species", is not
correct in its generality. Common ancestry is, in
the final analysis, not the decisive factor in de-
termining whether the descendants belong to the same
species-type. The type realized should be matched
with the ordering-type of the species, which is
constant after its inner nature and in respect to
which the question of actual descent of the individ-
vals belonging to a species is, up to a point, in-
different, 4lthough we may say that the ordering=-
type of the species implies the possibility of pro-
ducing fertile offspring, we should qualify it thus:
within the bounds of the same type of ordering. The
concept of species which is oriented towards this
ordering-type will therefore always be tied to the
postulate of the constancy of species, in the sense
of constancy of the ordering-type of the species, no
matter how any "new systematics" may define it
further,

ILIVER recognizes (p. 122) that the scientific
concept of species "has always been, from the nature
of the case, a concept of something constant" and
that consequently evolutionism, which views the whole
world of organisms only as a stream of continuvously
varying forms,K cannot arrive at an actual concept of
species. Fuwthermore I might add that this concept of
species is not tied to the Greek=-scholastic ideas nor
to form-realism., The ordering-type of the species, as
the Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea sees it, should
certainly not be understood in this Greek-scholastie
sense, It is, therefore, meaningless to speak of a
"dogma of constancy of species" which Christian natu~
ral science ought to drop., For, as BORGMEIER points
out, the acceptance of the constancy of the species is
the basis of the entire biological systematics and is
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founded in solid facts, whereas its negation is due to
a dogmatic evolutionistic prejudice which has inter-
rreted the systematic factual material in a scientif-
ically unverifiable manner,

Objections can only be reasonably raised against
the dogmatic identification of the constant species-
types as types of ordering with the CONCEPT of species
which has been traditional since Ray and Linnaeas, amd
against the connection of this concept of species with
the scholastic doctrine of the eternal creation-ideas
in the divine Iogos., A4nd I believe that only this was
LEVER's real intention, But the way in which he for-
mulated this intention could lead to serious misunder-
standings., Because of this I found necessary to go
into more detail, '

THE ORIGIN CF MAN AND THT CRIGIN OF “LIFEY, THE
LATTER PROBLEM LIES CUTSIDE THE SPHERE OF THE
CONCEFT OF BICLOGICAL TEVELOPMENT,

The fifth chapter is devoted to the origin of
man, And it is evident that the guestion concerning
the relation of creation and evolution becomes crit-
ically significant here for the Christian biologist,
because the central problem "what is man?" comes up
for discussion, In my review of the previous chapters
it became evident that in the traditional problem of
evolubtion much more is involved than the concept of
BIOLOGICAL development proper, For the latter pre-
supposed the organic life-aspect of owr temporal
experiential world. The question concerning the
origin of "organic life" in the temporal process of
becoming, therefore, can never lie within the sphere
of the concept of biological development, This ques-
tion belongs rather to a PHILOSOPHICAL EVOLUTION-IDEA,
which implies a development of a-biotic consteliations
of matter into expressions of organic life, and within
the latter a further development from the most primi-
tive to higher and finally to the highest expressions
of life in owr temporal world. The adherents of this
idea, however, are not aware that the concept "life"
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has an analogous character, i.e, posscsses a plural-
ity of meanings,

THE TWO AXIOMS OF MECHANISTIC EVOLUTIONISH,

This evolution-idea is unable in principle to
recognize borders between mutually irreducible modal
aspects and individuality-structures of owr world of
experience, It starts from two "axioms", the second
of which had already been posited in Greek thought
viz, NATIRA NON FiCIT SALTUS (Nature takes no jumps)
and EX NIHILO WIHIL FIT (Nothing comes out of noth-
1ng) Tt is . 1og1cal tnerefore that it cannot but
view also all post-biotic aSpects of our experiential
horizon from the evolutionistic view point  and that
it a priori implies man's descent from animals,

Dogmatie evolutionism, in the way it reveals it~
self since DARWIN and HAECKEL as the preoominating
view in biological science, intended to give a natu-
ral-scientific cxmlanatlon of the origin and develop=-
ment of "life" in all its stages, so it had to en-
deavour to explain natural-scientifically the origin
of man as well. The philosophical evolution-idesg
from which it started, however, was not a natural-
scientific causality-concept at all, but rather a
transcendental-philosophical IDEA OF ORIGIN which
rresented itself DISGUISED as a natural-scientifiec
causality-concept, This masquerade of a philosophical
prejudice, influenced by religious consideraticns, as
a natwal~scientific causality view gave thisz evolu~
tionism its (pseudo-) scientific aspect. The axiom
"Bx nihilo nihil fit"  which had originally a strictly
logical meaning, was thus automatically given a
psewdo-natural-scientific twn: In order to trace the
origin of "life" and in particular of man, one must be
able, in this line of thought, to explain natural-
scientifically how they came forth out of originally
a-biotic matter, e.g. out of an animal stock,

In as far as neo-evolutionism acquiesced to the
lack of transitional forms between the higher types of
plants and animals, it wished yet to put forward at
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least a hypothesis for the natural-scientific expla-
nation of the gaps in the great process cof evolution,
The (pseudo=-) natural-scientific theory of evolution
implies a FUNCTIOWALISTIC way of thinking which tries
to reduce the structural-tynical in the temporal
process of genesis of our created world to a genetic
product of purely functional physico-chemical rela-
tions which, in the process of evolution, only become
increasingly complicated.

The evolution-idea from which this way of think=-
ing starts has, in fact, nothing to do with the actual
concept of (ontogenetical) biological development,
For the latter implies the presence in the initial
situvation, either predisposedly or potentially,6 of that
which develops, and its unfolding out of this pre-
d¢isposition under the required environmental condi-
tions in a purposive process. Although this concept
of development as such has only a modal character,
since it relates to the organic life-aspect of owr
experiential world, it can only be applied to living
organisms as individual totalities, determined by
their internal structwal types. For the same reason
the actuval biological causality-concept can only be
used in relation to the typieal totality-structures
of living organisms and their mutuval interlacenents,
It can never serve to explain the typical totality-
character of living beings out of a mechanism of
purely functional factors,

THE PROBLEM CONC:ZRNIRG THE ORIGIN OF MAN AND THE
FOSSIL DISCOVERIES MATE BY PALAECNTOLOGY,

The ontogenetic organic development of MAN'S life
starts with the HUMAN, and not with an animal  germ-
cell, But this germ=cell can develop into the ful-
grown foetus only inside the human womb, How then
shovld we imagine the temporal procesg of becoming of
the first humans to appear on earth? Should we assume
a phylogenetic connection between the humzn race and
a certain speciles of higher animal primates? This
question lies outside the sphere of the concept of
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biological development, for it is biogenetically
inexplicable how a HUMAN germ-cell could evolve

from g not-yet-hum“n parents, Classical mechanistic
evolutionism, nowever thought that it was able to
give the onld possible answer to this question, even
before the interesting and still increasing élscover-
ies had been made of fossil remains of pre-historic
men and man-like beings which, together with archae-
ological find, forced a thorovgh revision of the
earlier 6 pre-evolutionistic ideas about the age of the
human race,

LEVER gives a brief, but excellent survey of
these discoveries, Their age places them in the
Plelstocene, the epoch of the four glacial periods:
the Gunz, lindel- Riss- and Wuwrm=- glacial periods
and the three interglacial pericds which can be
distinguished between them, The majority of the fos=-
sil remains in question belong to the four main group
of "man~like beings", viz, the PITHECANTHROPUS (ERiCTUS
and ROBUSTUS), SINFANTHROTUS, HOMO NEANDERTHALENSIS
and HOMO SAPIENS DILWIALIS, and only the latter cor=-
responded roughly in angtomical structiwre with "his=-
toric man" (HOMO SAPIENS RECEANS), The former three
show, in this respect, strongly animal, as well as
hunan, caracteristics. That HOMO SAPILNS RECENS
descended from HOMO SAFIENS DILWIALIS must be ac-
cepted, as LEVER correctly observes., But it is not
a part of the problem of evolution, because diluvial
m who lived during the Wurm glacial period (esti-
xdted from 60,000 - 100,000 to lO 000 - 20,000 years
ago) and proauced the famous cave paintlngs must be
cengidered as complete man in every respect,
Zvolutionism naturally looks to anatomical transition=-
forms for support for its hypothesis concerning man's
descent from animals, and the fossil discoveries on
the Pithecanthropus, the Sinanthropus and the
Neanderthal man appeared to be just right for the pur-
pose.

LEV'R now shows us in a brief, but well-documen=
ted exposition how the latest foss i1 ciscoveries
during the last few decades have removed all semblance
of probability from the supposition that diluvial man
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is descended from anthropoids yig the Neanderthaler,
the Sinanthropus and the Pithecanthropus . Since
the sensational discoveries in South Africa or the
fossil remains of the so-called Australopithecinae, it
also appeared that the anatomical-skeletal charac-
teristics, which so far had been the assumed criteria
of human beings, are not sufficient to answer the
question whether the fossils are of human or of animal
origin, "These discoveries" LEVER writes:
greatly surprised the anthropologists. The reason
for their swprise was that these discoveries show
very clearly that we are not descended from recent
anthropoids or from quite similar beings, and also
that the typically human characteristics must be
much older than had ever been thought.
Or, as KALIN expressed it:
The sensational aspect is rather, that in the eyes
of the blologist the image of man becomes more and
more human, and that to a large extent it had be-
come impossible to speak of early, animal-like
stages of higher primates, where man's physical
independence is concerned. In the place of the
savage, animal-like primitive who lived in
ERNST HAECKEL's fantasy, an image of man has now
appeared on whose countenance the light of the
spirit ig visible from the very beginning,

THE THSUKFFICIEHRCY OF THF CRITERIA OF ANATOMY FOR
THE DISTINGUISHING OF MEN AMD ANIMALS

The above also means, nowever, that palaeontology
has not been able, on the basis of its fossil discov-
eries, to determine the age of the human race within
certain limits on the geological calendar, In order
to do that, it needs the help of archaeology, which
brings to light and investigates the objective
products of human culture, preserved in various layers
of the earth. and this means that Scilence will have
to replace the criteria of anatomy for the distinection
between man and animal more and more with the cultural
criterion, Classical evolutionism had certainly not
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expected this,

ARCHAEOQOLOGY 'S OLIEST CULTURAL DISCOVERITS,

It appears that the oldest known cultural
products, the remnants of which were found in Africa,
date back to the early beginning of the Pleistocene,
This means, assuming that the geological chronology
ig correct and that the primitive stone implements
which were found can only come from man (and there
are no reasonable grounds to doubt this); as LEVER
points out, this would entail that man was already
found on earth approximately 500,000 years ago. It
follows then, according tc the writer, that actually
nothing is known scientifically about the origin of
those earliest humans, For we have no knowledge of
any remains of beingswhich, accorcding to evolution=-
istic ideas, could be considered as man's ancestors
and 1lived in the Pliocene, a period of 10-15 million
years which preceded the Fleistocene (they were sup-
posed to be anthropoids). For it has not been proved
that the above-mentioned Australopithecinae, with the
surprisingly strong mixtwe of anthropoid =~ and man=-
like features in their anatomy, already lived at the
end of the PFliocene.

About the human beings who made the oldest
known stone implements we have no further knowledge;
but it is evident from the spread of the stone-
cultures that mankind lived in practically the entire
old world even as early as in the lower Pleistocene
and in the beginning of the !Middle Pleistocene (i.e,
about 400,000 years ago accorcing to the geological
chronology)., In the same sedimentary layers (near
Peking) in which the Sinanthropus remains were dis-
covered, not only stone implements which showed that
harmer and anvil were already in use, but also the
remants of fire-places where meat was roasted, were
found, To connect these cultural products with the
Sinanthropus, in whose habitation they were found, is
obvious, although we cannot ascertain this with cer-
tainty. Thus, cautiously, LiVER makes this connection,
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No doubt is possible however | with regard to
the culture of the '\Ieanderthalers "who lived according
to the geological chronology approx1mately 150 000 to
60=70,000 years ago, and whose stone implements how-
ever primitlve dlsplayed a considerably greater
retouching than those of the oldest stone cultures.
It is certain that_  as for the anatomy of these humans
is concerned the humans evidenced strongly ape-like
features, But it 1s also evident from the most recent
discoveries that we should possibly think here in
terms of a degeneration symptom rather than of an
original presence of these features, For these dis-
coveries proved that much older Neanderthaloid type
beings must have existed £ who showed many features
in their anatomy wnich were characteristic of diluvial
man as well so that the latter was definitely not a
descendent of the leanderthal.

- LEVER also goes into the religion of pre-historic
man_ in as far as anything can be concluded asbout it
from the manner of burying the dead the art products
and the famous discovery made in 1920 in sedimentary
layers dating from the early Neanderthal period  in
the "Drachenloch" cave in East-Switzerland which
nowadays is connected either with ritual burials of
animils or with the sacrifice of firstlings as well
as the place of sacrifices discovered by German RUST
near Ahrensburg in the vieinity of dHamburg which
dates from tne last ice-age, ie remarks that if
further studies should conclude the opinion that
Neanderthal and ice-age people believed in a God or
in gods who control 1ife on earth_ tiis wotld be an
added reason to consider them as belolglng conpletely
and in every respect to the human race,

THE ANTHROPOLOGICAL VIEW OF THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE
COSHONOMIC ITEA AWD THE FROBLEM OF EVOLUTION.

We pay particular close attention of course,
when LEVER in the latter part of the elaborate fifth
chapter starts to ¢raw his conclusions with regard to
the question how we should view from the biblical
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creation-motive and in the light of the present day
state of science, the problem of the origin of first
man in the temporal genetic process. His standpoint
on this guestion is all the more important to the
readers of this journal because his philosophical-
anthropological view agrees with the guiding prin-
ciples which I previously developed out of the
theory of the enkaptic structural whole, He has thus
freed himself in principle from the dualistic view
of man which, under the influence of the Greek form-
matter zotlve, was expressed in traditional-scholastic
anthropology. Starting from the religious centre, as
the root of hunan existence and the focal point of the
sin-obscured image of God, he sees man's entire tempo-
ral form of existence as an integral 'hole only, in
which  in spite of the fact that fowr 1ndlv1dhallty-
structures are enkaptically interlaced in it, there is
no room whatsoever any more for a dichotomy as it used
to be assumed between the material body and the so-
called "rational soul" in the traditional theory,

But with that LEVIR has also in principle blocked
for himself the neo-scholastic way-out of accepting
the evolutionistic view with regard to the human
"material body", and the psychocreationistic idea,
sanctioned by tne Roman-Catholie church's teacnlngs
with regard to the so-called "immortal rational uOLl“
Reading his circumspectly worded conclusions, one finds
indeed that he does not enter upon this road at all,
When he (p. 178 f,) brings up the question whether
from a Christian standpoint, the door should be closed
in advance on the POSSIBILITY of a genetic connection
between man and animal  he is well aware that the
mechanlstlc-evolutlonlutlc view of this genetic con-
nection, which had a point of contact in the anatomi=
cal and physiological relationship between the human
body and that of the anthropoid, starts from a
TOTALITY VIEW of man which incorporates him completely
in the animal world. LEVER realizes full well that
this view cannot be taken over IIf PART,

"This evolutionistic view of man " he writes,

"has caused a shallowness and a loss of critical
scientific capacity which did not remain confined to

o
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biology. For 1if man coes not differ qualitatively
from the animsls the human "spirit" wnust be studied
in the 1ight of the sotl of the animal as well, To
apporach man's languare we must start from the souvnds
made by animals there is an evolution of language.
Human societies, the nations, must be compared with
the communities in the animal kingdom, Wars and the
dictum "might is right" can be exvlained and justi-
fiecd with "the struggle for life' and "the survival
of the fittest" (p. 191),

Juite so  and we can add that in ethnology,
where tonls evolutionism  since HIREIRT SPRNCER, first
made 1ts a-pearance, its scientific untenability also
first came to light_  when the ethnological factual
materlal was subjected to really critical cultuwral-
scientific methods and was no longer inter:reted
accerding to aprioristic evolution=diarran

THE HUMAN BODY AS AN SHKAPTIC STRUCTURAL WihLa,

In the light of ths concert of the human body
as an enkaptic structural whole it is not surprising
that important characteristics of anatomy and physio-
logy can te found waich are cowmon to wan and the re-
cent anthropoics. The feesil discoveries of the
Australorithecinae have proved even_ that beings
have lived in the past wiilch have resembled man
mreh sore still than do the present-day anthropoids,
so much more even, as LIVER points out that on the
basis of their skeletal remains it cannot be deter-
minded any more whether they were animals or humans,

One can go fwther and recognize that the human
body displays striking characteristics in common with
the anthroproids in not only its physico-chemically
qualified stb-strrvcture bub also in that of its liv-
ing orgacism and in the sensorially gualified sub-
structire above it, Eut none of these three cub-
structures is QUALIFYING for the HUMAY body. They
are enkaptically bound in an INTEGRAL struvctural whole
qualified by vhat I called the act-struecture, This
act-structure stands in an inseverable rel:tion to the
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human I-ness as the religious centre, from which
emanate all man's temporal inner acts and all actions
wiich glve expression to these inner acts., The
realization of this act-structure in the body of the
first humans to appear on earth cannot possibly be
explained frow a structural transformation of animal
hereditary factors, which, after all, could lead at
most to the realization of a new animal species=-type
(although it has been shown that this possibility
cannot, be verified scientifically).

MAN CAWNOT BE UNDERSTOMD STARTING FROM THE
ANIMAL, BUT, CONVERSELY THE ANIMAL CAN ONLY EE UJDER-
STOOD STARTING FROM MAN, BECAUSE IT IS CNLY WITHIN
THE ACT=-STRUCTURE OF TiE HUMAN BODY THAT THE LATTER'S
ANIMAL SUB-STRUCTURE CAN DISCLOSE ITS RELATION TO COUR
INNFR ACTS AND CAN THEREFORE BE KNOWN BY US.

Since the three lower individuslity-structures
of man's body, in which he SHA4RES in the material-
vegetable-and animal kingdoms, function enkaptically
within the act-structure of his body and display the
typical HUMAN characteristics in it, the human body
as enkaptlc structural whole will continue to display,
ALSO IN ITS RELATEDNESS TC TiE ANIMAL BODY, its
FUNDAMENTAL DIFFERENCES with the latter, That thes
fundamental differences are, in recent times, es- -
pecially from a biological perspective, beginning to

- thrust themselves upon various investigators is not at

all surprising, ARNOLD GEHLEN, in his well-known Der
Mensch, has even attempted to develop, from this view=-
point ZWhioh he absolutizes), a uniform image of man
as 'acting being"  bringing into focus in a striking
manner the fundamental difference between man and the
animals which are specialised in their environment.
This is all the more interesting because GEHLEN start-
ed from NIETZSCHE's view on man as the animal not
fixed in evolution,

LEVER particulsrly points to A, PORT.UNN's con=-
tributions to a new zoological view on the problem of
man's descent, which emphasize especially the latter's
entirely unigue type of biotic development. (This
Swiss author, for that matter, was strongly influenced
by GZHLEN).
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LIVER'S HYPOTHNSIS CONCURYING A POSSIBIE
GENETIC RELATION BETWEEN AN AND ANIMAL.

Surveying all recent data, thc writer arrives at
the following statement, with which I can fully con=
cur: ‘
Correspondences in the lower individuality=-
structures between man and anthropoids, there-
fore, do not constitute a "simple faet! with
consequences for the other structures. Going to
extremes, we can even imagine beings living next
to each other who looked practically the same but
were characteristic anthropoids and complete hu-
mans respectively. It does not in any way solve
the problem of the origin of this typically human
aspect™, (p, 195).

And yet, at the end of this chapter he arrives at a
conclusion which, however circumstpectly worded, in-
tends to keep the door open, from a Christian stand-
point, for the possible genesis of man by way of
animals, as is evicent from the further explanation
in the sixth and last chapter of his book,

This conclusion reacs: 3o that, putting together
our knowledge of the life of the higher primates in .
the Pleistoccne and the revelation that man originated
within creation, we may not reject in advance the
POSSIBILITY of man's genesis yia a being which was,
at least in its skeletal characteristics, an animal
according to our norss and criteria", (p. 197).

After all that has been said earlier in this
chapter, this conclusion is rather unexpected, in the
way that, in the previous chapters, the eventual
concessions to evolutionism actually came unexpected=-
ly because there did not appear to be any justifica-
tion for them in the preceding swvey of available
factuval material and results of scientific reseagrch,
For only a little earlier we heard that the
Australopithecinae, who most likely were contempo=-
raries of the human beings who lived in the early
Pleistocene, were so similar to humans in their skele-
tal characteristics that, on the basis of the fossil
discoveries alone, we cannot determine whether they
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were humans or animals, It appeared that tae
strongly ape-like featires in tic ckeletal forms of
the Heanderthalers were much less developed in the
older Hzanderthaloid types of skeletcn., ind all the
giant-cize skeletal remains which were discovered in
recent decaces and belong to the liddle - or to the
Ilower Ileistocene_ alsc arpesred to e "man-like"
and not Manthroroid-like" sccording to the snatomical
criteriq reveiling so fur,

But I aduit that, judging by the fossil remains
of their skeletons tne Fithecanthropus, the
Sinanthropus and the eanderthaler were brllt rore
anthroroid-like, ZFvern though we msy be ~ire ths his-
torical man and his ¢iluvisl ancestors are certain
not descendants of these beings,  the fact remains t ut
hvan {e.g. probably hunan) b01qgs have lived on earth
wiich displayed these more animal-like anatomical
features,

What can be achieved with the hypothesis that man
and animal uvsed toc be penetlcally related (the avbhor
speaks again_ nhcre of a genesis of man VIA and ani-
mal)e I the eixth Chjluer LiVER rel.tes tuis possi-
bility to that of the origin of first life yig life-
less matter. Again he says (p. 221) that the
Christian need not reject "the idea thst a continuous
connaction" (he presumsbly mrane a csntlnucus
GEIETIC conneetion) "used to exist between 1ife and
the lifeless.” A4And e continuess <The same nolds for
e.g., the origin of man, dere also, we may not reject
in advance the possibility that man and animal uvsed to
be related genetically. The man act-structures
however cannot be reduced to the animal psyche. They
function within the asvects of reality creuted ia the
beginning., How this possible develoyrment from animg
to man took place is not known to uve " ete. (p. 221).

His further explanation of tnis is important:

"In order to avoid misunderstanding but possibly un-
necessarily we must point out that we do not mean to
say that e,g, a mother gorilla suddenly gave birth to
a human baby, That would be an absurdity. For man is
a unity in all his structures_, and we shcild therefore
rather imsgine that within creation viz. within the
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grovp of higher mammals, a separate line led to man,
a line in which all lower structures were directec
at the unfolding of the highest structures of man,™

This makes it clear, of course, that LEVER re=-
jects the pseucdo=natural-scientific-evolution-theory
in principle, a fact which coul¢ not be doubted any-
WaYy s

CRITICAL JULSTIONS [N CONSECTION WITH
LEVER'S HYPOTHESIS,

But here the same difficulty confronts us as in
LEVER's elucidation of his hypothesis concerning the
origin of "organic life" VIA lifeless matter, If I
understand the explanation of his hypothesis about the
origin of man yia animals correctly, it implies in any
case that, in a transitional phase from animal to man,
the individuality-structures of the material composi-
tion and of the living organism and the sensoriglly
qualified structure had already been opened and were
thus DIRECTLD at the human within this act-structure,
which, therefore, should have been realized already,
How else than within the act-structure of the human
body could e.g. the function of feeling, which has the
leading role in the sensorially qualified structire of
the animal body, be already opened into sense of log-
ie, of power, of language, of justice, etc.? Such
disclosed functions of feeling are already TYPICALLY
HUMAN in character and, consequently, cannot be re-
vealed in a being which is still animal, The
hypothesis which supposes that the realisation of the
act-structure is the result only of the disclosure
of the animal sub-structure, therefore reverses again
the only known genetic order and leacs to inner anti-
nomies, It certainly coes not belong to the concept
of psychological development, just as the hypothesis
concerning the origin of life vig a purposive (and
therefore disclosed) ordering of the atoms and
molecules of complex protein compounds does not belong
to the concept of biological development.

If the continuity in the evolution from animsl to
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man in this hypothesis is to be maintained, the lat-
ter is bound to resort to "transitional beings" which
are not animals any more, but not humans either, But
nobody 1s able to say what shouvld be understood by
such beings and in which way it could be ascertained
seientifically whether or not they ever existed. And
the question how a human being could originate yia
such a transitional being, is in my opinion no less
insoluble than the question how a human being could
develop from e.g. an impregnated ovum of a female
chimpanzee; a question which LEVER himself calls ab=-
surd, The writer has apparently realized this:

"How man's coming into being took place", he writes
(p. 197) "the Bible does not reveal to us. Science
is not able to answer this question, K either. Ue are
only just starting to realize that the origin of

man presents a much more complicated problem than had
ever been imagined,™

HAS LEVER'S HYPOTHESIS ANY SCIENTIFIC VALUL?

For anyone who, with LEVER, rejects mechanistic
evolutionism, the hypothesis concerning the origin
of man via an animal line can, strictly speaking, have
no real scientific significance, since it has nothing
to contribute to a scientific answer to the question
how that which is TYPIGALLY HUMAN originated. The
evolutionists' claim to an explanation, however, still
attracts the author, as evidenced by his statement in
the final chapter (p. 221), where he remarks, concern-
ing the question how the possible development from
aniral to man took place and how, where and when the
Mact-structure" was realized in the first humans;
"These questions may be for science to solve, We
should, therefore, not keep aloof from these problems
as if we had already solved them, 6 but occupy ourselves
with them among all other investigators®,

THE "DOCTA IGHORANTIAM™ TOWARDS THE QUESTION HOW MAN

_FIRST CAME INTO BEING IN THE TEMPORAL GENETIC PROCESS,

1o UsED.
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I believe that it is possible to adopt a third
attitude towards these questions, which does not
fit in the dilemma posited here by LiEVLER, viz. that
of the DOCTA LfGNORANTIA., If I have understood him
correctly ADCLF PORTHMANN also takes this attitude in
his above mentioned work, I readily admit that the
questimswhich LEVER refers to here do not leave me
in peace either, and that the hypothesis about the
origin of man ylg an animal line has a certain spee<
ulative fascination for me also, But as I cannot
see in which way these guestions could be brought to
a really scientific solution, anc as I do not know of
any facts which would more or less force us in
scientific respect into the direction of the said
hypothesis (unless we are biased already by the dogma
of evolution), I consider it more justificable to
reconcile ourselves to the insolubility of these prob-
lems, TFor if we were to occupy ouvrselves scientifi-
cally with them among all other investigators, as
LEVFR wants us to do, we should at least be able to
form some idea of the scientific significance of the
hypothesis concerning man's descent from animals and
of the methodical path we should have to follow in
order to proceed scientifically along its lines. The
evolutionist of the mechanistiec type has vndoubtedly
formed such an idea, but that cannot be LEVIR's., Iy
objection to his hyrothesis now is that he gives us
ne indication whatever of the way in which he pro-
poses to tse it in science,

Well worth reading are his views concerning the
question to what exlbent God's guidance and direction
of the rrocesses within the created temporal world may
be seen when it is not supernatural intervention, I
can fully subscribe to these views, but 1 do not think
that he himself wishes to contend that they show us
. the way to a scientific application of nis hypothesis.
It seems to me that the latter is not necessary for

he Christian biologist, palaeontologist and
archaeologist in order to co-operate con amore with
their colleagues who hold evolutionistic views in
investigations regarding mutations, the genesis of ouwr
present-day flora and fauna, and the earliest human
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life upon earth,

It is then my opinion that 1EVER's hypothesis
isirreconeilable with the biblical creation-motive
and with the views, developed by the Philosophy of
the Cosmonomic Idea concerning the modal and typical
structures of our temporal experiential world? I
would certainly not like to say that, for it differs
radically from the hypothesis of mechanistic evolu~
tionism, ‘And he quite correctly points out (p.226f.)
that already DR. A, KUYPER Sr, in 1839, in his well~-
known rectorial address on EVOLUTION, did not con-
sider as irreconcilable the Christian confession and
the recognition of the possibility of a general
evolution from lifeless matter to man, pguided by God
and originating in a creation in the beplnnlng. LiVER
has, as he himself remarks, only put tnils possibility
more positively since none of the earlier classical
views in Christian circles can nowadays stand up to
criticism,

And if he asked me whether I can offer a better
hypothesis concerning the becoming of the first humans
who appeared on earth and concerning the origin of the
first living organisms on earth, I could only answer
in the negative, But if it were s0, that we stand
here =t the limites of human experiential knowledge,
beyond which we can only go by way of unverifiable
and basically sense-less speculations, then I would
want to maintain that the standpoint of docta
ignorantia is better than any speculative hypothesis.
And that is in line with LEVER's own statement which
recapitulates his point of view: "He" (i.e, the
Christian man of science) "should accept ALL data,
regardless of the problems they cause him, but he
must not magnify or minimize their significance by
positive or negative speculations. He may, however,
set uvp working nypothesis which are required for
further research, provided that he continues to con-
sider thege nypoth931s as POSSIBILITIZS only" (p. 231).
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RESUME OF MY RZIGARD FOR LEVER'S BOOK, LEVER'S
CRITICAL STANDPOINT TOWARDS THE PROBLEM OF EVOLUTION
AND TEILHARD DE CHARDIN'S SPECULATION,

So far my comments on LEVIR's book, From the
length this review has acquired it is evident that
I regard it as a very important work. It is especial-
ly important for the readers of this journal because
it expertly confronts the Philosophy of the Cosmonomiec
Idea with the present-day position of science as re-
gards the problem of evolution, In this regard
LEVER's book is an, in many respect valuable, contin-
vation of the work commenced by the biologist DR,
HARRY DIEMER, who passed away under such tragic cir=-
cumstances. The book's attraction in particular is
its completely open and honest attitude towards the
factual data brouvght to light by scientific investi=~
gations, its well-founded oprosition to the tradition-
al-scholastic Christian views on the one hand and
classical evolutionism's dogmatic views on the other,
and above all the author's earnestness in attempting
to find a new path by which, starting from the
biblical ground-motive, the basic problems connected
with evolution may be approached, thereby putting to
use the view of our temporal experiential world
ceveloped in the Philosophy of the Cosmonomic Idea,
In this respect his book came at the right time as
just a year éarlier the posthumans first edition ap=-
peared of the life-wyork of the famous French geologist
and palaeontologist PIFRRE TEILHARI DE CHARDIN (1881~
1955), entitled [e Fhenomeme Homme in which from the
Roman-Catholic point of view an attempt was made to
throw new light upon the doctrine of evolution and
which made a deep impression in many circles,

fere, in an undoubtedly grand conception, an
anti-mateialistic-evolutionistic view of 1life and of
man is developed, culminating in a future view of
humanity, which only in owr centwy has consciously
accepted evolution as its task and become consecious
of its responsibility for the entire cosmos, The
general evolution from primeval atom to civilized man
of today is not, as it is with LEIVER, a hypothesis
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only here, to be given a place alongside others, but
a would=-be scientific certainty which leaves no room
for critical doubt. On the other hand, though, this
conception also keeps aloof from the scholastic view
of "special creation" as developed in modern biology
e,g. by HEDWIG CONRAD MARTIUS in her well-known work
Abstammungslehre (1949)

I have raised some critical objections to LEVER's
cautiously worded hypothesis of a general evolution
from elementary matter to man with really no other
puwrpose than to start off a discussion about it in
our philosophical circle and to prompthim to further
expound his views on this matter. I have restricted
myself to the critical philesonhical guestions which
have to be asked regarding this hypothecgis., I have
refrained from going into the guestions he nosed in
the fifth chapter of his book (p. 170 f.) concerning
the relation of Genesis 3 et. seg. to the resvlts of
palaeontological and archaeological research, the
reasons being that these questions are theological
-rather than philosophical in character, that they do
not concern the central basic motive of the Word
revelztion and, above all, that I do not consider
myself competent to assess the hypotheses which
LEVER raises here and which I do not particularly
like, if only because of their speculative nature.
But i must not refrain from referring, also in this
connection, to my remarks in respect to the first
chapter of LIVER's book about this general view of
the relation between Holy Scriptwe and the results
of ceientific research, This view appears to me to
be entirely correct IN PRINCIFLE, and in accordance
with Scripture's testimony about itself, For the
Bible is not a scientific book, but the embodiment
of God's Word revelation., And only thus does it
rresent itself,
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