ver since it was first put forward, certain materialist circles have attempted to portray the theory of evolution as scientific fact. In fact, however,
the theory, which claims that life emerged as the result of chance processes, has been utterly disproved by all branches of science. Over the 150 or
so years from the time of Charles Darwin, the founder of the theory, to the present
day, scientific fields as palaeontology, biochemistry, genetics and anatomy have demolished the theory’s assumptions one by one. The more the details of nature have
been revealed, the more extraordinary characteristics have been discovered that can
never be explained in terms of chance.
For all these reasons, in the words of the famous molecular biologist Professor
Michael Behe, evolution theory is “A theory in crisis.”
This crisis that the theory is in leads scientists who support the theory to make a number of confessions from time to time. These scientists do not reject the theory because
of their materialist preconceptions, but they are aware of the fact that the theory
conflicts with scientific findings.
In this book you will find statements made by these evolutionist scientists regarding
the theory they advocate. You will see that even though hundreds of evolutionists,
from Charles Darwin to eminent present-day supporters of his theory, such as Richard
Dawkins, Stephen Jay Gould and Richard Leakey still advocate this theory, they have
admitted that this theory is groundless, incorrect, and even ridiculous.
If you want to see that Darwinism is a tale that even Darwinism’s most determined
proponents do not believe in, you must read these confessions.
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APPENDIX
Evolutionists Who Confessed the
Atheistic Aspect of Darwinism

D

arwinism is a false and exceedingly dangerous ideology intended to deny the belief of Allah (surely Allah is beyond that) and
to engage in propaganda to that end. To attempt to reconcile this

heretical ideology with belief in Allah means falling into Darwinists’ vile
trap, and that in turn means espousing Darwinism against belief in Allah.
Some Darwinists, however, are not at all reluctant to come out and
state that Darwinist ideology eventually denies Allah (surely Allah is beyond that) and leads to atheism. The best known of these people is
Richard Dawkins. Dawkins’ admissions that Darwinist belief leads to
atheism reads as follows:
“If they called me as a witness, and a lawyer said, ‘Dr. Dawkins, has your
belief in evolution, has your study of evolution turned you toward [atheism]?’ I would have to say yes… People like me are bad news for … the
science lobby, the evolution lobby. By the way I’m being a lot more frank
and honest in this interview than many people in this field would be.”
(Expelled “No Intelligence Allowed” Movie, Ben Stein, Premise Media
Corporation, 2008)
"Darwin made it possible to be an intellectually fulfilled atheist." (Richard
Dawkins, The Blind Watchmaker, 1986, p. 6)
“It was hard to be an atheist before The Origin of Species.”
(http://www.independent.co.uk/news/people/profiles/richarddawkins-you-ask-the-questions-special-427003.html)
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William Provine, professor of history at Cornell University and also
an evolutionist, states that the world view of someone who believes in the
theory of evolution is at complete variance with religion. (William
Provine, "Evolution and the Foundation of Ethics," MBL Science, [A
Publication of Marine Biological Laboratory at Woods Hole,
Massachusetts], vol. 3, no. 1, pp. 25-29; The Scientist, September 5, 1988)
The attempt to reconcile Darwinism with belief in Allah is empty. In
fact, once again William Provine says:
“As the creationists claim, belief in modern evolution makes atheists of
people. One can have a religious view that is compatible with evolution
only if the religious view is indistinguishable from atheism.” (William
Provine, No Free Will, Chicago: University of Chicago, 1999, p. 123)

Charles Smith, president of the American Association for the
Advancement of Atheism acknowledges:
"Evolution is ATHEISM." (H. Epoch, Evolution or Creation, (1988), pp.
148-149)
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INTRODUCTION

V

arious circles regard the theory of evolution as ideologically indispensable. From the day it was first proposed right up to the
present, they have defended it by means of intense propaganda.

Certain scientific publications, schools and a number of media organs
portray it as a proven fact in terms of the origin of life. Since some scientists espouse the theory of evolution with the greatest devotion, most people imagine that the theory is scientifically valid.
In fact, however, over the last 150 years the theory of evolution has
been totally discredited by such branches of science as paleontology, genetics, microbiology, biochemistry and biophysics. Countless findings revealed by these different branches make it obvious that evolution never
happened.
Anyone reading this book may well naturally conclude that the adherents of the theory of evolution are scientists. Yet since those who find
evidence that the theory of evolution is invalid are also scientists, therefore scientists must be divided into two groups: those who support evolution, and others who present evidence disproving it.
Yet this does not fully represent the true picture-because while scientists advocating the theory of evolution are in search for a single evidence about the validity of the evolution, they eventually try to adopt the
current evidence proving the fact of Creation to their theory, so in fact
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they discover evidence that discredits the theory of evolution with their
own hands.
For instance, every new discovery about the complex structure of the
protein puts forth the fact that this structure can not be formed through
coincidences again and again. However, even though Darwinists are very
well aware of the fact that a single protein cannot be formed by coincidences and that the new found information confirm this truth, they still
are advocating this theory persistently.
No doubt, it is a most contradictory and dishonest situation. It is extremely meaningless for these people to attempt to defend this theory persistently while they find evidence that totally demolishes it. Yet that is exactly their current position.
Indeed, ever since the theory of evolution was first put forward, no
scientist espoused it because of the scientific evidence. It is impossible for
them to defend the theory with this reason, because there is not even a
single piece of evidence that would support evolution. What, then, is evolutionists' aim? And what can explain their inconsistent mindset?
The British zoologist D. M. S. Watson, himself an evolutionist, supplies the answer to those questions:
The theory of evolution (is) a theory universally accepted not because it
can be proved by logically coherent evidence to be true but because the
only alternative, special creation is clearly incredible.1

This idea of Watson's is shared by scientists who espouse the theory
of evolution. These others are well aware that no evidence proves the theory, but if they abandoned the theory of evolution, they would have to admit the existence of a Creator. Such a thing is unacceptable for proponents
of materialist ideology, which we will be examining in due course.
However, the great majority of people, being unaware of this, imagine that all the scientists who support evolution have worked along exceedingly scientific lines, with methods based solely on experiment and
observation. Therefore, they believe every word those scientists say, feeling no need to investigate any further.
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And by doing so, they commit a serious error. As their own admissions show, evolutionists espouse their theory in violation of science.
They present evolution as the scientific foundation of the ideology they
insist on, which is materialism.
Fred Alan Wolf, a particle physicist at the University of California,
describes, as a scientist himself, what the scientific approach should be:
My major concern, coming out of the ranks of science, has been my own
arrogance. How arrogant I was, to put down other people’s ideas that
didn’t agree with my scientific view. When I went around the world and
spent time with indigenous peoples and tribes, I realized that my arrogance just didn’t fit in. Like the man in the story by H. G. Wells, I thought
that in the country of scientifically blind, the one-eyed man would be
king. In fact, I was the one who was blind. I was intellectually incapacitated. As long as I held on to my scientific view, I couldn’t see. I thought
I saw everything; I didn’t see anything. So I had to give up much of what
I previously held as real, in order to see what these people saw. And when
I was finally able to attain this new vision, it totally changed my view of
science. And I began seeing science as a tool—not the be–all and end-all
of the universe, but a tool to help us begin to dig deeper into the nature
of what it means to be a human being. I don’t think we’ve arrived at that
point yet. I don’t think we’re quite awake yet. I think we are all still
asleep—dreaming, hoping, wishing—mechanically relying on our intellect to lead us out of the morass in which we constantly find ourselves.
When we can use our heart and our spirit as well as our brain, that’s when
science will begin to adapt to a new world order.2

Materialist philosophy regards matter as absolute. According to that
definition, matter has existed forever, and everything that exists consists
of matter alone. As that logic requires, materialism has opposed belief in
Allah (God) and the true religions ever since the most ancient times.
Yet when examined, materialism emerges as a philosophy devoid of
any scientific evidence, and one incompatible with the truth.
The way to test the truth of any philosophy is through investigating
that philosophy's claims regarding science. Using scientific methodology,
we can investigate the claim of materialism. We can investigate whether
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or not matter has always existed, whether atoms and molecules can organize themselves in the absence of a super-material Creator, and whether
or not they can give rise to life. When we do so, we see that materialism
has effectively collapsed.
The idea that matter has existed for all time was demolished by the
Big Bang theory, which indicated that the universe came into being from
nothing. The claim that matter can organize itself-was rendered invalid
with crystal clarity by scientific discoveries during the 20th century.
Yet contemporary materialists do not follow such a rational and scientific course. They have conditioned themselves never to abandon their
materialist beliefs, no matter what the cost. These people are "materialists
first, scientists second". They refuse to abandon their belief in evolution,
even though they clearly see that even their own experiments and research refute it. Instead, they try to keep materialism alive by supporting
evolution in any way necessary.
Richard Lewontin, a well-known geneticist and evolutionist from
Harvard University, confesses that he is a materialist first, and a scientist
second:
It is not that the methods and institutions of science somehow compel us
accept a material explanation of the phenomenal world, but, on the contrary, that we are forced by our a priori adherence to material causes to create an apparatus of investigation and a set of concepts that produce material explanations, no matter how counter-intuitive, no matter how mystifying to the uninitiated. Moreover, that materialism is absolute, so we
cannot allow a Divine [intervention]…3

The philosophical term "a priori" that Lewontin uses here is highly
significant. Latin for "from the beginning," it refers to any root assumption
accepted as a given. If you believe in the truth of an idea without question
and assume it to be accurate, then that idea is a priori. This is how evolutionists seek to adapt science to their own preconceptions. Since materialists absolutely reject the existence of a Creator, their only alternative is to
cling tightly to the theory of evolution.
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The materialist dogma underlying the evolutionist propaganda in
prominent Western media organs and well-known scientific journals is
the result of this kind of ideological and philosophical requirements. Since
ideology makes abandoning of the theory of evolution impossible, questioning Darwinism has been declared taboo by those materialists who determine scientific standards.
This book is confessions about the theory of evolution made by scientists who espouse the theory for the sake of their materialist ideologies.
As we made clear at the start of this chapter, the very scientists who support the theory of evolution also discover the evidence that demolishes it.
And generally, these scientists confess that as a result of research in their
own specialized fields:
* No such process as evolution could ever have taken place,
* The theory of evolution has not been proven,
* The theory is espoused essentially for ideological reasons, and that
* The entire universe must be the work of an Omniscient Creator.
You can come across similar confessions in practically every book,
academic study or lecture concerning evolution-for two reasons: First,
when people do all they can to conceal an obvious fact, even resorting to
lies and fraud in order to do so, still they will leave obvious clues behind
them. Whenever they speak, they will unwittingly make open or implied
confessions indicating the dilemma in which they find themselves.
Indeed, all evolutionists-beginning with Charles Darwin, who first proposed the theory-make such confessions abundantly in all their books and
lectures.
The facts of creation and the existence of a sublime Creator are perfectly obvious. No matter how unwilling people may be to accept the fact,
if they possess even a small amount of rational thought, they will see
around them, in all places and at all times, evidence of the existence of
Allah, the Creator of all things. Yet these scientists have perhaps the very
closest familiarity with the evidence of Allah's creation in the world. None
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who study the complex structure of the cell and find themselves astounded by the flawless characteristics, extraordinary planning, and
amazing intelligence inside, can avoid expressing their feelings in the face
of the miracles of Allah's creation. Albeit for a brief moment, they will act
according to the voices of their conscience and common sense.
One example of this is Francis Crick, a non-resident fellow of the Salk
Institute for Biological Studies before he died on 28 July 2004, who discovered DNA. In the face of the DNA's extraordinary complexity, Crick
was forced to admit that the origin of life cannot be explained in terms of
chance. Despite being a convinced evolutionist, Crick had to admit what
was apparent after he witnessed the miraculous structure of DNA:
An honest man, armed with all the knowledge available to us now, could
only state that, in some sense, the origin of life appears at the moment to
be almost a miracle.4
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The one-time atheist philosopher Anthony Flew admitted that the
atheism he had espoused for sixty six years was a collapsed philosophy
and announced that he now believed in Allah. A passage from Flew written during his atheist period and admitting that the Big Bang theory is
one of the proofs of Creation acknowledges:
Notoriously, confession is good for the soul. I will therefore begin by confessing that the Stratonician atheist has to be embarrassed by the contemporary cosmological consensus [the Big Bang model]. For it seems that the
cosmologists are providing a scientific proof of what St. Thomas contended could not be proved philosophically; namely, that the universe had a
beginning.5

Having read these confessions, you might well imagine that these people had admitted the scientific facts with all sincerity and finally come to
believe in the existence of Allah, as good conscience and reason demand.
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However, no matter how much some scientists have seen the truth,
the stirrings of their consciences have been very short-lived for many of
them. They have never countenanced abandoning their ideology, but
have continued in their denial despite the voice of their consciences.
Not only has our century witnessed people who, despite seeing the
truth, refuse to abandon superstitious beliefs because of their devotion to
materialist dogma. People with such mindsets have existed at all times.
The dialogues between materialists and Prophet Abraham (peace be upon him) in the Qur'an inform us of this. The materialists in his time worshipped idols that they had made with their own hands, adopting them
as their deities. They claimed that certain effigies they themselves had created, which actually have no power to do anything, were in fact the creators, regulators, and lords of the entire universe.
You might imagine that such paganism is a feature of only ancient
times, yet the logic of the Darwinists of the 21st century is exactly the
same. They too maintain that unconscious atoms and random events,
with no ability to do anything, actually created the flawlessly ordered universe and the life within it. Absolutely nothing has changed in the mindset of denial.
In his time, too, the Prophet Abraham (pbuh) employed various
means to show people how irrational and illogical their beliefs were. And
they then saw how corrupt their earlier beliefs had been and admitted
they had been despotic.
They said, "Did you do this to our deities, Abraham?" He said, "No,
this one, the biggest of them, did it. Ask them if they are able to
speak!" They consulted among themselves and said, "It is you yourselves who are wrongdoers." (Surat al-Anbiya', 62-64)

However, these stirrings of their consciences were only short-lived,
and they soon returned to their corrupt ways:
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But then they relapsed back into their disbelief: "You know full well
these idols cannot talk." He said, "Do you then worship, instead of
Allah, what cannot help or harm you in any way? Shame on you and
what you worship besides Allah! Will you not use your intellect?"
(Surat al-Anbiya', 65-67)

The evaluation of evolutionists' own confessions is exceedingly useful to better understand this mindset described in the Qur'an 1,400 years
ago. Any rational person of good conscience reading these confessions
will inevitably wonder since they admit the theory is wrong, why do they
still support it?
As has already been made clear, they believe in the theory not because there is scientific evidence that supports this theory, but because
that is what their ideology demands. Otherwise they know they would
need to admit the existence of Allah. Nor is this particular to our century
alone. In the Qur'an we are told that although their hearts realized the
truth, some ignored the true facts because of their feelings of pride and arrogance, and still denied the existence of Allah:
And they repudiated them wrongly and haughtily, in spite of their
own certainty about them. See the final fate of the corrupters. (Surat
an-Naml, 14)
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CHAPTER I.
CHARLES DARWIN'S CONFESSIONS
REGARDING HIS THEORY

I

n 1859, Charles Darwin first published
The Origin of Species by Means of Natural
Selection Or The Preservation of Favoured

Races in the Struggle for Life. In this book, which
he described as a "long argument," he sought, in
his opinion, to explain the origin of life in terms
of evolution.
But Darwin had no means of discussing scientific evidence in his book, because The Origin
of Species was the work of a time when the biro
had not yet been invented, when the cell was unknown and when all research was carried out under primitive microscopes. As a matter of fact, for that reason throughout his book, he dealt
with the subject matter very amateurishly, not based on any experiment,
relying upon conjecture and hypothesis.
Later, Darwin set out his ideas regarding human evolution at the
same scientific level in his book The Descent of Man. Yet in both books, he
admitted the weaknesses and inconsistencies in his theory and frequently reiterated his doubts concerning the truth of these hypotheses in question.
The British physicist H.S. Lipson makes this comment about these
fears of Darwin's:
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On reading The Origin of Species, I found that Darwin was
much less sure himself than he is often represented to
be; the chapter entitled "Difficulties of the Theory,"
for example, shows considerable self-doubt. As a
physicist, I was particularly intrigued by his comments on how the eye would have arisen.6

In addition, Darwin made similar confessions that were later collected in the book Life
and Letters of Charles Darwin, edited by his son,
Francis Darwin. Most of the letters written by
Darwin to close friends or eminent scientists of
his time are full of his confessions regarding his
theory. Indeed, Darwin had no qualms about exCharles Darwin

pressing his ignorance of the relevant subjects.
Yet even though the founder of this theory had
strong doubts about its accuracy and his own level of

scientific knowledge, and admitted as much in the very plainest language, today's evolutionists still remain utterly convinced by his theory.
This chapter will examine only Darwin's own general confessions
concerning the theory of evolution and also, confessions regarding his
state of mind in making these claims. Darwin was concerned that his theory was actually contradictory, inconsistent and unrealistic:
Long before having arrived at this part of my work, a crowd of difficulties will have occurred to the reader. Some of them are so grave that to this
day I can never reflect on them without being staggered.7
I have now briefly recapitulated the answers and explanations which can
be given to them. I have felt these difficulties far too heavily during many
years to doubt their weight.8
Nevertheless, I doubt whether the work (of writing The Origin of Species)
was worth the consumption of so much time.9
Pray do not think that I am so blind as not to see that there are numerous
immense difficulties in my notions.10
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The introduction of The Life
and Letters of
Charles Darwin,
edited by
Darwin's son
Francis.

From a letter to Asa Gray, a close friend and Professor of Biology at
Harvard University:
I am quite conscious that my speculations run quite beyond the bounds
of true science.11

From his letter to E. Haeckel:
You will do a wonderful amount of good in spreading the doctrine of
Evolution, supporting it as you do by so many original observations....
Has the problem of the later stages of reduction of useless structures ever
perplexed you? This problem has of late caused me much perplexity.12

From a letter to his second cousin William Darwin Fox:
All nature is perverse and will not do as I wish it, and just at present I
wish I had my old barnacles to work at and nothing new.13
Sometimes I fear I shall break down, for my subject gets bigger and bigger with each month...14

From a letter to his friend and botanist Sir Joseph Dalton Hooker:
I sometimes suspect I shall soon entirely fail.15
I fancy I have lately removed many great difficulties opposed to my notions, but God knows it may be all hallucination.16
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I was beginning to think that perhaps I was wholly in the wrong and that
(Richard Owen) was right when he said the whole subject would be forgotten in ten years.17
You ask about my book, and all that I can say is that I am ready to commit suicide; I thought it was decently written, but find so much wants
rewriting...18
... but so much has been published since the appearance of the 'Origin of
Species,' that I very much doubt whether I retain power of mind and
strength to reduce the mass into a digested whole.19

From a letter to Charles Lyell, the British geologist:
For myself, also, I rejoice profoundly; for, thinking of so many cases of
men pursuing an illusion for years, often and often a cold shudder has
run through me, and I have asked myself whether I may not have devoted my life to phantasy.20
I cannot pretend to throw the least light on such abstruse problems. The
mystery of the beginning of all thing is insoluble by us; and I for one must
be content to remain an agnostic.21

Darwin saw that the greatest dilemma facing his theory was the absence of any transitional forms. That is why he wrote in 1859, 150 years
ago, in the chapter “Difficulties on Theory” in his book The Origin of
Species:
... Why, if species have descended from other species by insensibly fine
gradations, do we not everywhere see innumerable transitional forms?
Why is not all nature in confusion instead of the species being, as we see
them, well defined?… But, as by this theory innumerable transitional
forms must have existed, why do we not find them embedded in countless numbers in the crust of the earth?… Why then is not every geological formation and every stratum full of such intermediate links?
Geology assuredly does not reveal any such finely graduated organic
chain; and this, perhaps, is the most obvious and gravest objection
which can be urged against my theory.22
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CHAPTER 2.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING DARWIN

C

harles Darwin's educational and scientific attainments were
not exactly of the highest, particularly when compared to all
the opportunities available in our own day. Darwin em-

barked on medical studies in Edinburgh, but failed to complete them and
abandoned the course half-way through. For that reason, when he
launched the theory of evolution, he was ignorant of many branches of
science closely related to his theory.
Thomas Huxley was Darwin's closest friend and greatest supporter
in terms of the theory of evolution. He is even remembered as "Darwin's
bulldog" for his vociferous defense of the theory of evolution on Darwin's
behalf. But even he admitted of this friend:
Like the rest of us, he had no proper training
in biological science.23

From a letter written to Darwin by A.
Sedgwick, his closest friend:
Parts of it I admired greatly, parts I laughed at
till my sides were almost sore; other parts I
read with absolute sorrow, because I think
them utterly false and grievously mischievous... Many of your wide conclusions are
based upon assumptions...24

A. Sedgwick
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CHAPTER 3.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING THE INVALIDITY OF THE
THEORY OF EVOLUTION

A

s stated in the Introduction, evolutionist scientists know perfectly well that not one single branch of science has corroborated their theory and that the whole concept is totally groundless.
Yet for the sake of ideology, they continue to defend the theory,

even while some evolutionists confess that it's invalid.
Pierre Paul Grassé is the former president of the French Academy of
Sciences and author of the book Evolution of Living Organisms. As he writes:
Today our duty is to destroy the myth of evolution, considered as a simple,
understood, and explained phenomenon which keeps rapidly unfolding before us.... The deceit is sometimes unconscious, but not always, since some
people, owing to their sectarianism, purposely overlook reality and refuse to
acknowledge the inadequacies and falsity of their beliefs.25

After setting out the impossibility of random mutations having met all
the needs of the living world, Grassé goes on to say:
There is no law against daydreaming, but science must not indulge in it.26

Prof. Derek Ager, who is the former president of the British
Association for the Advancement of Science (and head of the department
of geology and oceanography at University College of Swansea):
It must be significant that nearly all the evolutionary stories I learned as a
student have now been debunked.27

Dr. Robert Milikan is a Nobel Prize winner and renowned evolutionist:
The pathetic thing is that we have scientists who are trying to prove evolution, which no scientist can ever prove.28
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Dr. Lewis Thomas, the author of Lives of a Cell:
Biology needs a better word than error for the driving force in evolution....
I cannot make my peace with the randomness doctrine; I cannot abide the
notion of purposelessness and blind chance in nature. And yet I do not
know what to put in its place for the quieting of my mind.29

Jerry Coyne is of the Chicago University Evolution and Ecology
Department:
We conclude-unexpectedly-that there is little evidence for the neoDarwinian view: its theoretical foundations and the experimental evidence
supporting it are weak.30

H. S. Lipson, the British physicist:
I have always been slightly suspicious of the theory of evolution because of
its ability to account for any property of living beings (the long neck of the
giraffe, for example). I have therefore tried to see whether biological discoveries over the last thirty years or so fit in with Darwin's theory. I do not
think that they do. To my mind, the theory does not stand up at all.31

Gregory Alan Pesely is professor of philosophy:
One would immediately reject any lexicographer who tried to define a
word by the same word, or a thinker who merely restated his proposition,
or any other instance of gross redundancy; yet no one seems scandalized
that men of science should be satisfied with a major principle which is no
more than a tautology.32

Dr. Colin Patterson is an evolutionist paleontologist and curator of
London's Natural History Museum, editor of the museum's journal and
author of the book Evolution:
Now, one of the reasons I started taking this anti-evolutionary view-well, let's
call it non-evolutionary-was [that] last year I had a sudden realization. For
over twenty years, I had thought that I was working on evolution in some
way. One morning I woke up, and something had happened in the night, and
it struck me that I had been working on this stuff for twenty years, and there
was not one thing I knew about it. That was quite a shock, to learn that one
can be so misled for so long... So for the last few weeks, I've tried putting a
simple question to various people and groups of people.
The question is this: 'Can you tell me anything you know about evolution,
any one thing, any one thing that you think is true? Is there one thing you
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can tell me about evolution?' I tried this question on the geology staff at the
Field Museum of Natural History and the only answer I got was silence. I
tried it on the members of the Evolutionary Morphology seminar in the
University of Chicago- a very prestigious body of evolutionists-and all I got
there was silence for a long time. But eventually one person said, 'I do
know one thing-it ought not to be taught in high school.'33

Dr. Albert Fleischman, zoologist at the University of Erlangen:
The Darwinian theory of descent has not a single fact to confirm it in the
realm of nature. It is not the result of scientific research, but purely the
product of imagination.34

W . R. Thompson is head of the Commonwealth Institute of
Biological Control in Ottawa:
This situation, where scientific men rally to the defense of a doctrine they are
unable to define scientifically, much less demonstrate with scientific rigor, attempting to maintain its credit with the public by the suppression of criticism
and the elimination of difficulties, is abnormal and undesirable in science.35

E. O. Wiley of City University of New York's, Ichthyology
Department and the American Museum of Natural History, expresses his
thoughts on Norman Macbeth's book Darwin Retried:
Macbeth suggests that we try to look at evolution with new eyes, that we
admit to the public, and, if needed, to ourselves, that we have misgivings
about Darwinism, and the synthetic theory, that we open debate.36

Roger Lewin is a well-known evolutionist science
writer and former editor of New Scientist magazine:
Our intelligence, our reflective consciousness, our extreme
technological facility, our complex spoken language, our
sense of moral and ethical values-each of these is apparently sufficient to set us apart from nature... this gap is an
"embarrassment," something to be explained away.37

Dr. Nils Heribert-Nilsson, is a Swedish geneticist and

Roger Lewin

professor of botany at the University of Lund in Sweden:
My attempts to demonstrate evolution by an experiment carried on for more
than 40 years have completely failed. At least I should hardly be accused of
having started from any preconceived anti-evolutionary standpoint.38
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Paul Lemoine, a former director of the National Museum of
Natural History in Paris:
The theories of evolution in which our student youth was cradled constitute a dogma that all the world continues to teach. But each in his own
specialty, zoologist or botanist, comes to the conclusion that none of the
available explanations is adequate... The result of this summary is that the
theory of evolution is impossible.39

Norman Macbeth, a Harvard-trained lawyer, has made the study of
Darwinian theory his avocation for many years:
Unfortunately, in the field of evolution most explanations are not good. As
a matter of fact, they hardly qualify as explanations at all; they are suggestions, hunches, pipe dreams, hardly worthy of being called hypotheses.40

Prof. Cemal Yıldırım, a Turkish evolutionist, is professor of philosophy at Middle East Technical University and visiting scholar at
California State University in Northridge:
No scientist, whether be Darwinist or neo-Darwinist, can suggest the notion that the theory of evolution is proven.41
That's right, evolution theory is not proven.42
It is far from being convincing to attribute this order in living things,
which seems to have a particular purpose, to chance or coincidence.43

C. D. Darlington, an English biologist, geneticist and director of
the John Innes Centre:
Gradually, we are told, step by step, men produced the arts and crafts, this
and that, until they emerged in the light of history... Those soporific words
"gradually" and "step-by-step" repeated incessantly, are aimed at covering
an ignorance which is both vast and surprising. One should like to inquire: Which steps? But then one is lulled, overwhelmed and stupefied by
the gradualness of it all, which is at best a platitude, only good for pacifying the mind, since no one is willing to imagine that civilization appeared in a thunderclap.44

Eric Bapteste, an evolutionary biologist at the Pierre and Marie
Curie University in Paris, France explains how Darwin’s tree-of-life
concept is obsolete and needs to be discarded:
We have no evidence at all that the tree of life is a reality.45
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CHAPTER 4.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
THAT THEY ESPOUSE THE THEORY
FOR IDEOLOGICAL REASONS

N

umerous scientific findings in the second half of the 20th century and the current century have clearly and definitively revealed the invalidity of the theory of evolution. As stated

earlier, even the world's most prominent evolutionists are well aware of
this. Indeed, despite their blind devotion to their theory, they still admit
that the theory faces impossible quandaries. That being so, why are some
scientists so determined to support the theory, even though they know
full well that it is unscientific?
As discussed in the Introduction, the reason for scientists' devotion
to the theory of evolution lies in their ideology. Evolutionists do not behave like real scientists at all and persist with their ideology despite all
their experiments, observations and research. The basis of their ideology
is their belief in materialism, which obliges them to deny the existence of
Allah. That is why, even though all the scientific data clearly and irrefutably show the existence of a sublime Creator, a Lord of all, these materialist and evolutionist scientists still deny that Allah exists. However,
they make unequivocal statements in this point as well, just like they have
made on all subjects, and do not hesitate to confess that all evidence
points to the existence of a Creator and the flawless creation brought into
being by Him, though their ideology makes it impossible for them to admit this.
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Chandra Wickramasinghe is professor of applied mathematics and
astronomy at Cardiff University and director of the Cardiff Centre for
Astrobiology:
From my earliest training as a scientist, I was very strongly brainwashed
to believe that science cannot be consistent with any kind of deliberate
creation. That notion has had to be painfully shed. At the moment, I can't
find any rational argument to knock down the view which argues for conversion to God. We used to have an open mind; now we realize that the
only logical answer to life is creation-and not accidental random shuffling.46

Professor Fred Hoyle was a British astronomer and a mathematician at Cambridge University:
Indeed, such a theory (that life was assembled by an intelligence) is so obvious that one wonders why it is not widely accepted as being self-evident. The reasons are psychological rather than scientific.47

François Jacob is professor of cell genetics and winner of the 1965
Nobel Prize for Medicine:
All these debates raise serious questions,
heading the list of which is; is it really
possible to develop a concept of evolution
independent of biologists' preconceptions?48

Dr. Michael Walker is an anthropologist at the University of Sidney in
Australia:
One is forced to conclude that many scientists and technologists pay lip-service
to Darwinian theory only because it supposedly excludes a Creator.49

Robert Shapiro is professor emeritus

François Jacob

and senior research scientist in the
Department of Chemistry at New York University:
Another evolutionary principle is therefore needed to take us across the
gap from mixtures of simple natural chemicals to the first effective repli-
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cator. This principle has not yet been described in detail or demonstrated, but it is
anticipated, and given names such as
chemical evolution and self-organization of
matter. The existence of the principle is taken for granted in the philosophy of dialectical materialism...50

Hubert Yockey is an evolutionist biologist at University of California at Berkeley:
Faith in the infallible and comprehensive
doctrines of dialectic materialism plays a
crucial role in origin of life scenarios, and
Robert Shapiro
especially in exobiology and its ultimate
consequence: the doctrine of advanced extra-terrestrial civilization. That
life must exist somewhere in the solar system on 'suitable planets elsewhere' is widely and tenaciously believed, in spite of lack of evidence or
even abundant evidence to the contrary.51

Paul R. Ehrlich, is president of the Center for Conservation
Biology at Stanford University and fellow of the AAAS, and Richard
W. Holm is professor of biological sciences at Stanford University:
Perpetuation of today's theory [of evolution] as dogma will not encourage
progress toward more satisfactory explanations of observed phenomena.52

Theodosius Dobzhansky, UkrainianAmerican geneticist and evolutionist:
The evidence has not satisfied quite everybody; a few people who are not ignorant of
the pertinent facts are nevertheless antievolutionists.53

Pierre Paul Grassé is a French zoologist and the former president of the French
Academy of Sciences:
Chance becomes a sort of providence,
which, under the cover of atheism, is not
named but which is secretly worshipped.54

Theodosius Dobzhansky
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Prof. Cemal Yıldırım is a Turkish evolutionist, and professor of
philosophy at Middle East Technical University:
There is no need to query Darwinism's
thesis of natural selection. It moves
away from being a scientific concept to
the extent that it regards the truth as an
evident principle and acquires the nature of an ideological teaching.55

Geoffrey Clark is an anthropologist
at Arizona State University:
We select among alternative sets of research conclusions in accordance with
our biases and preconceptions-a process
that is, at once, both political and subjective. [palaeo-anthropology] has the form,
but not the substance of a science.56

Prof. Cemal Yıldırım

From an address of the evolutionist Greg Kirby at a Biology
Teachers Association meeting:
If you were to spend your life picking up bones and finding little fragments of head and little fragments of jaw, there is a very strong desire
there to exaggerate the importance of those fragments.57

The words of paleontologist David Raup:
In the years after Darwin, his advocates hoped to find predictable progressions. In general, these have not been found—yet the optimist has
died hard, and some pure fantasy has crept into textbooks.58

Harvard University biologist and geneticist Dr. Richard Lewontin:
... . . evolution is not a fact, it's a philosophy. The materialism comes first
(a priori), and the evidence is interpreted in light of that unchangeable
philosophical commitment.59
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CHAPTER 5.
EVOLUTIONISTS’ CONFESSIONS
STATING THAT NATURAL SELECTION
HAS NO EVOLUTIONARY POWER

T

he theory of evolution suggests that living things imaginarily
evolved by means of two fundamental mechanisms: natural selection and mutation. Evolutionists maintain that the character-

istics brought about by mutations in living things are then chosen by the

mechanism of natural selection and thus living things are supposedly
transformed into another species. Close inspection, however, shows that
neither mechanism has any evolutionary force at all, not giving the slightest support to the idea that living things evolve and gradually turn into
new species.
Charles Darwin, founder of the theory of evolution, first claimed that
natural selection was an evolutionary force. The title he gave to his book
emphasizes that natural selection represented the basis of his theory: The
Origin of Species, by Means of Natural Selection...
Natural selection predicts the survival of living things possessing the
most appropriate characteristics for the conditions prevailing in the natural locations they inhabit, and the extinction of those individuals that
lack these advantages. For example, in a herd of deer threatened by
wolves, those deer able to run the fastest will naturally survive. The others will be hunted down and eliminated. The result will be a remaining
herd of swift-running deer.
Yet the one important point is that no matter how long this process
continues, it will never transform deer into any other species. A deer can-
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not turn into a horse, for instance. Deer always remain deer, no matter
how swift.
Consequently, it is not possible for natural selection to make a living
thing evolve. Evolutionists are aware of this and starting with Darwin
himself, have many times admitted that natural selection cannot cause
new species to develop, much less new life forms.
Charles Darwin:
Is it possible that an animal having, for instance, the structure and habits
of a bat, could have been formed by the modification of some other animal with widely different habits and structure? Can we believe that natural selection could produce, on the one hand, an organ of trifling importance, such as the tail of a giraffe, which serves as a fly-flapper, and, on the
other hand, an organ so wonderful as the eye?60
I shall know that the theory of Natural Selection, is, in the main, safe; that
it includes, as now put forth, many errors, is almost certain, though I cannot see them.61

The late Stephen Jay Gould was a professor of geology and paleoanthropology at Harvard University and the main spokesman for evolution in the second half of the 20th century:
Paleontologists [fossil experts] have paid an exorbitant price for Darwin's
argument. We fancy ourselves as the only true students of life's history,
yet to preserve our favored account of evolution by natural selection. We
view our data as so bad that we almost never see the very process we profess to study.62
The essence of Darwinism lies in a single phrase: natural selection is the
creative force of evolutionary change. No one denies that selection will
play a negative role in eliminating the unfit. Darwinian theories require
that it create the fit as well.63

Prof. Cemal Yıldırım is a Turkish evolutionist, and professor of
philosophy at Middle East Technical University:
Yet various aspects of natural selection have never managed to avoid being the subject of debate, neither today nor when it was first put forward.
We know that theologians on the one hand and also biologists find evolution unsatisfying as an explanation.64

Harun Yahya (Adnan Oktar)

37

Scientists of the nineteenth century were easily misled into adopting the
thesis that nature is a battlefield, because more often than not, they were
imprisoned in their studies or laboratories and generally didn't bother to
acquaint themselves with nature directly. Not even a respectable scientist
like Huxley could exempt himself from this error.65

Another criticism from the scientific point of view concerns the claim
that the living world is in a constant fight for survival. Many reliable observations have revealed that organisms, particularly those at a more advanced level, display solidarity and behavior that can be defined as "cooperation." A third, more important criticism concerns the way the inadequacy of natural selection serves as an explanatory principle. According
to this criticism, living things in all stages, from amoeba to human beings,
exhibit an extraordinary organization and purposefulness incompatible
with physical and chemical explanation. It is impossible to account for
this mechanical order based on random variations by way of natural selection.
Take the human eye, for example. Is there any chance that such a delicate
and functional organ with such complex structures and workings could
have come about in a solely mechanical order with no purposeful creative
power? Is it sufficient to say that human beings, who create civilization
out of their artistry, philosophy and science evolved by way of natural
selection? Can a mother's love be explained by the blind process of natural selection, which has no spiritual aspects? For such questions, it's
hardly possible for Darwinist biologists to give satisfactory answers.66

J. B. S. Haldane is a British geneticist and famous evolutionist biologist:
To sum up, no satisfactory cause of evolution other than the action of natural selection on fortuitous variations has ever been put forward. It is by
no means clear that natural selection will explain all the facts…67
He will probably attempt to account for it as a result of natural selection,
but natural selection is more fitted to explain the origin of given adaptations than the existence of living beings to which the term adaptation can
be applied with a meaning.68
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British archaeologist Jacquetta Hawkes:
I have difficulty in believing that the dazzling beauty in birds, fish, flowers, etc., came about by natural selection. Beyond that, he asks the question whether human consciousness can be the product of such a mechanism. In his article, finally, he concludes that the human mind that produced the blessings of civilization [surely Allah is beyond their claims],
and the creative imagination that immortalized those such as Socrates,
Leonardo da Vinci, Shakespeare, Newton and Einstein cannot be the gift
of the law of the jungle called the "struggle for survival" to us.69

Roger Lewin is a prize-winning author and former news editor of
Science Magazine:
It [natural selection] may have a stabilizing effect, but it does not promote
speciation. It is not a creative force, as many people have suggested.70

Dr. Colin Patterson a senior palaeontologist at the British Museum of
Natural History:
No one has ever produced a [new] species by mechanisms of natural selection. No one has ever got near it and most of the current argument in
neo-Darwinism is about this question.71

Arthur Koestler is a Hungarian-born British novelist, journalist,
and critic:
In the meantime, the educated public continues to believe that Darwin
has provided all the relevant answers by the magic formula of random
mutations plus natural selection-quite unaware of the fact that random
mutations have turned out to be irrelevant and natural selection a tautology.72

Pierre Paul Grassé is the former president of the French Academy
of Sciences:
The "evolution in action" of J. Huxley and other biologists is simply the
observation of demographic facts, local fluctuations of genotypes, geographical distributions. Often the species concerned have remained practically unchanged for hundreds of centuries! Fluctuation as a result of circumstances, with prior modification of the genome, does not imply evolution, and we have tangible proof of this in many pan-chronic species.73
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CHAPTER 6.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
STATING THAT MUTATIONS HAVE NO
EVOLUTIONARY POWER

A

long with natural selection, the second supposed mechanism proposed by the theory of evolution is mutations.
Radiation and chemical effects result in breakages and dislo-

cations in the DNA molecule, carrying genetic data, that's located in the
cell nucleus. Mutations are accidental and either damage the nucleotides
that make up DNA or else dislocate them. They typically give rise to irreparable damage and alterations in the cell.
For that reason, the mutations that evolutionists depend on for biological development are not, as is popularly thought, some magic wand
that transports living things to a more advanced and perfect state.
Mutations' net effects are harmful. The only changes caused by mutations
are similar to those suffered by humans in Hiroshima, Nagasaki or
Chernobyl: in other words, birth defects, illness, or death.
For the sake of proving evolution, the results obtained from subjects
exposed to radiation in the laboratory go no further than fruit flies with
legs protruding from their heads. No instance of a beneficial mutation has
ever been observed. All the mutations observed to date have been harmful. During an interview, Richard Dawkins-one of the best-known evolutionists of our time-was asked if any mutations were known to be beneficial. He could not answer the question, but openly showed his discomfort
in not being able to give any facts to support evolution.74
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Both pictures show the damage in living bodies caused by the negative
impact of mutations.

Confessions by some other evolutionists stating that mutations constitute a dilemma for evolution are as follows.
Prof. Richard Goldschmidt is a zoologist at the University of
California:
It is true that nobody thus far has produced a new species or genus, etc.,
by macro-mutation [a combination of many mutations]; it is equally true
that nobody has produced even a species by the selection of micro-mutations [one or only a few mutations]. In the best-known organisms, like
Drosophila, innumerable mutants are known. If we were able to combine
a thousand or more of such mutants in a single individual, this still would
have no resemblance whatsoever to any type known as a [new] species in
nature.75

Kevin Padian is professor in the Department of Integrative
Biology at University of California, Berkeley and curator of paleontology at UC Museum of Paleontology:
How do major evolutionary changes get started? Does anyone still believe that populations sit around for tens of thousands of years, waiting
for favorable mutations to occur (and just how does that happen, by the
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way?), then anxiously guard them until enough accumulate for selection
to push the population toward new and useful change? There you have
the mathematical arguments of Neo-Darwinism that Waddington and
others rightly characterized as "vacuous."76

Pierre-Paul Grassé is a French biologist and former president at the
French Academy of Sciences:
No matter how numerous they may be, mutations do not produce any
kind of evolution.77
The opportune appearance of mutations permitting animals and plants to
meet their needs seems hard to believe. Yet the Darwinian theory is even
more demanding: A single plant, a single animal would require thousands and thousands of … appropriate events. Thus, miracles would become the rule: events with an infinitesimal probability could not fail to occur... There is no law against daydreaming, but science must not indulge
in it.78

Francisco J. Ayala is university professor of Biological Sciences,
Ecology & Evolutionary Biology at University of California:
High-energy radiations, such as X-rays, increase the rate of mutation.
Mutations induced by radiation are random, in the sense that they arise
independently of their effects on the fitness of the individuals which carry the m. Randomly induced mutations are usually deleterious. In a precisely organized and complex system like the genome of an organism,
a random change will most frequently decrease, rather than increase, the orderliness or useful information of the system.79
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James F. Crow is president of the Wisconsin University Medical
Genetics Department and an expert on radiation and mutation:
Almost every mutation is harmful, and it is the individual who pays the
price. Any human activity that tends to increase the mutation rate must
therefore raise serious health and moral problems for man.80
A random change in the highly integrated system of chemical processes
which constitute life is certain to impair-just as a random interchange of
connections [wires] in a television set is not likely to improve the picture.81

Frederick Seymour Hulse is professor emeritus at the University of
Arizona and a member of the National Academy of Sciences:
Mutations occur at random, not because it would be convenient to have
one. Any chance alteration in the composition and properties of a highly
complex operating system is not likely to improve its manner of operation, and most mutations are disadvantageous for this reason. There is a
delicate balance between an organism and its environment which a mutation can easily upset. One could as well expect that altering the position
of the foot brake or the gas pedal at random would improve the operation
of an automobile.82

David L. Stern is an evolutionist zoologist at the University of
Cambridge:
One of the oldest problems in evolutionary
biology remains largely unsolved. Which
mutations generate evolutionarily relevant
phenotypic variation? What kinds of molecular changes do they entail?83

The late Stephen Jay Gould was a professor of geology and paleoanthropology at
Harvard

University

and

the

main

spokesman for evolution in the second half
of the 20th century:
You don't make new species by mutating
the species... A mutation is not the cause of
evolutionary change.84
Stephen Jay Gould
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Hoimar Von Ditfurth is a German professor of neurology and a
well-known evolutionist science writer:
In seeking an answer to the question of whether an infinitely complex biological process, an organic order, can emerge as the result of aimless,
purposeless and random mutations, our power of judgment will remain
fairly pedestrian. . .Indeed, would we not be going much too far and corrupting those who think otherwise to claim that even if evolution had sufficient time for the emergence of new orders, new mechanisms of the kind
we are discussing, and that new organization and order was the product
of coincidences? If it is not inappropriate to say so, these strange entities
were like a deformed neonate. They were the result of a mutation. The results of mutation have almost always given birth to a catastrophe.85
At this point, objectors tend to propose a counter-thesis to the idea that
the number of mutations will not be sufficiently large from the point of
view of providing a sufficient quantity of significant and fit for purpose
characteristics by entirely coincidental means. In fact, according to the
laws of probability, not even large numbers of mutations can avoid being
harmful and even deadly, let alone support development.86

Dr. Mahlon B. Hoagland is faculty member at Harvard Medical
School and former president and scientific director of the Worcester
Foundation for Biomedical Research:
The information that resides in organisms that are alive today... is far
more refined than the work of all the world's great poets combined. The
chance that a random change of a letter or word or phrase would improve
the reading is remote; on the other hand, it is very likely that a random hit
would be harmful. It is for this reason that many biologists view with dismay the proliferation of nuclear weapons, nuclear power plants, and industrially generated mutagenic (mutation-producing) chemicals.87
You'll recall we learned that almost always, a change in an organism's
DNA is detrimental to it; that is, it leads to a reduced capacity to survive.
By way of analogy, random additions of sentences to the plays of
Shakespeare are not likely to improve them!.. The principle that DNA
changes are harmful by virtue of reducing survival chances applies
whether a change in DNA is caused by a mutation or by some foreign
genes we deliberately add to it.88
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The head of a
normal fruit fly.

The head of a fruit fly
exposed to radiation;
the legs protruding
from above the eyes.

To the side is a side view photograph of a fruit fly suffering from mutations.

Warren Weaver, an evolutionist scientist, wrote the following in a
report prepared by the Committee on Genetic Effects of Atomic
Radiation, established in the wake of the Second World War, to investigate the mutations arising as the result of the use of nuclear weapons:
Many will be puzzled about the statement that practically all known mutant genes are harmful. For mutations are necessary parts of the process
of evolution. How can a good effect-evolution to higher forms of life-result from mutations practically all of which are harmful?89
Moreover, the mutant genes, in the vast majority of cases, and in all the
species so far studied, lead to some kind of harmful effect. In extreme cases the harmful effect is death itself, or loss of the ability to produce offspring, or some other serious abnormality.90

Michael Pitman is chief scientist of Australia and foreign secretary
of the Australian Academy of Science:
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Morgan, Goldschmidt, Muller, and other geneticists have subjected generations of fruit flies to extreme conditions of heat, cold, light, dark, and
treatment by chemicals and radiation. All sorts of mutations, practically
all trivial or positively deleterious, have been produced. Man-made evolution? Not really: Few of the geneticists' monsters could have survived
outside the bottles they were bred in. In practice, mutants die, are sterile,
or tend to revert to the wild type.91

Gordon Rattray Taylor is an evolutionist author and chief science
advisor for the BBC:
It is a striking, but not much mentioned fact that, though geneticists have
been breeding fruit-flies for sixty years or more in labs all around the
world-flies which produce a new generation every eleven days-they have
never yet seen the emergence of a new species or even a new enzyme.92

Lynn Margulis is an American biologist and professor in the
Department of Geosciences at the University of Massachusetts:
New mutations don’t create a new species; they create offspring that are
impaired.93

In a statement in New Scientist in 2003 the evolutionary biologist
George Turner said:
Not long ago, we thought we knew how species formed. We believed that
the process almost always started with complete isolation of populations.
It often occurred after a population had gone through a severe "genetic
bottleneck", as might happen after a pregnant female was swept off to a
remote island and her offspring mated with each other. The beauty of this
so-called "founder effect" model was that it could be tested in the lab. In
reality, it just didn't hold up. Despite evolutionary biologists' best efforts,
nobody has even got close to creating a new species from a founder population. What's more, as far as we know, no new species has formed as a
result of humans releasing small numbers of organisms into alien environments.94

The Darwinist French zoologist, Pierre Paul Grassé:
As soon as some disorder, even slight, appears in an organized being,
sickness, then death follow. THERE IS NO POSSIBLE COMPROMISE BETWEEN THE PHENOMENON OF LIFE AND ANARCHY.95
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Pierre Paul Grassé

Pierre Paul Grassé makes this confession regarding the impossibility of the immaculate perfection in living things emerging by way of
mutations:
What is the use of their unceasing mutations, if they do not [produce evolutionary] change? In sum, the mutations of bacteria and viruses are
merely hereditary fluctuations around a median position; a swing to the
right, a swing to the left, but no final evolutionary effect.96
The opportune appearance of mutations permitting animals and plants to
meet their needs seems hard to believe. Yet the Darwinian theory is even
more demanding: a single plant, a single animal would require thousands
and thousands of lucky, appropriate events. Thus, miracles would become the rule: events with an infinitesimal probability could not fail to occur ... There is no law against day dreaming, but science must not indulge in it.97
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CHAPTER 7.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING THE DEAD-END OF
MOLECULAR EVOLUTION

T

o the question of how life on Earth originally emerged, the
theory of evolution has no answers to give, even right from
the very beginning of the debate. Evolutionists claim that life

began with one single cell that came into being by chance. According to
this scenario, under the effects of lightning and earthquakes, various
inanimate substances entered into a reaction in the primordial atmosphere of some 4 billion years ago, thus giving rise to the first cell.
This scenario cannot be true, because life is far too complex to have
emerged in any chance manner. Even the very smallest organism has literally millions of biochemical components that interact with it, each one
of them vital for the organism to survive at all.
W. H. Thorpe, an evolutionist scientist admits as much: "The most elementary type of cell constitutes a 'mechanism' unimaginably more complex than any machine yet thought up, let alone constructed, by man."98 It
is absolutely impossible for the components of this exceedingly complex
system to form all at once, in the right place, at the right time, in total compatibility with one another.
It is also impossible for such a complex system to have come into being gradually, as Darwin maintained, because it can function only when
all its parts are ready and operative. More primitive stages would serve
no purpose at all. Indeed, the thesis that inanimate substances can combine together in such a way as to give rise to life is an unscientific one that
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has never been verified by any experiment or observation. On the contrary, all the scientific findings show that life can only originate from life.
No one on Earth, not even in the most advanced laboratories, has
ever managed to combine inanimate substances and produce a living cell.
Let alone the cell, they have failed to produce even a single one of the
hundred thousands of proteins of the cell. Darwinists are speechless in the
face of single protein.
While things stand this way, the evolutionists nevertheless maintain
that the living cell-which cannot be replicated as the result of human intelligence, science and technology-assembled itself under the conditions
on the primeval Earth.
Evolutionists themselves confess the meaninglessness of this claim.
Various evolutionists have explained, with the use of different analogies,
the impossibility of life appearing spontaneously from inanimate matter:
Prof. Fred Hoyle, an English astronomer and mathematician:
A junkyard contains all the bits and pieces of a Boeing 747, dismembered
and in disarray. A whirlwind happens to blow through the yard. What is

The Intelligent
Universe, the book
in which Fred Hoyle
admitted that life
could not emerge
spontaneously from
inanimate matter.
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the chance that after its passage a fully
assembled 747, ready to fly, will be
found standing there? So small as to be
negligible, even if a tornado were to
blow through enough junkyards to fill
the whole Universe.99
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The number of possible Rubik's cube
configurations is
4 x 1019.
(10 billion,
billion!)

At all events, anyone with even a nodding acquaintance with a Rubik's cube
will concede the near-impossibility of a
solution being obtained by a blind person moving the cubic faces at random.
Now imagine 1,050 blind persons each
with a scrambled Rubik's cube, and try
to conceive of the chance of them all simultaneously arriving at the solved
form. You then have the chance of arriving by random shuffling of just one of the many bio-polymers on
which life depends. The notion that not only the bio-polymers, but the operating program of a living cell could be arrived at by chance in a primordial organic soup here on the Earth is evidently nonsense of a high order. Life must plainly be a cosmic phenomenon.100
If there were a basic principle of matter which somehow drove organic
systems toward life, its existence should easily be demonstrable in the laboratory. One could, for instance, take a swimming bath to represent the
primordial soup. Fill it with any chemicals of a non-biological nature you
please. Pump any gases over it, or through it, you please, and shine any
kind of radiation on it that takes your fancy. Let the experiment proceed
for a year and see how many of those 2,000 enzymes [proteins produced
by living cells] have appeared in the bath.
I will give the answer, and so save [you] the time and trouble and expense
of actually doing the experiment. You will find nothing at all, except possibly for a tarry sludge composed of amino acids and other simple organic chemicals. How can I be so confident of this statement? Well, if it were
otherwise, the experiment would long since have been done and would
be well-known and famous throughout the world. The cost of it would be
trivial compared to the cost of landing a man on the Moon...101
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Prof. Fred Hoyle and Chandra Wickramasinghe is a professor of
applied mathematics and astronomy at Cardiff University:
... troops of monkeys thundering away at random on typewriters could
not produce the works of Shakespeare, for the practical reason that the
whole observable universe is not large enough to contain the necessary
monkey hordes, the necessary typewriters, and certainly the waste paper
baskets required for the deposition of wrong attempts. The same is true of
living material... One to a number with 1040.000 noughts after it... is big
enough to bury Darwin and the whole theory of evolution. There was no
primeval soup, neither on this planet nor on any other, and if the beginnings of life were not random, they must therefore have been the product
of purposeful intelligence.102

Prof. Malcolm Dixon, a British biochemist, at the University of
Cambridge:
Enzyme systems are doing every minute what battalions of full-time
chemists cannot. . Can anyone seriously imagine that naturally occurring
enzymes realized themselves, along with hundreds of specific friends, by
chance? Enzymes and enzyme systems, like the genetic mechanisms
whence they originate, are masterpieces of sophistication. Further research reveals ever finer details of design.103

Prof. Michael Pitman is the Chief Scientist of Australia:
There are perhaps, 1080 atoms in the universe, and 1017 seconds have
elapsed since the alleged 'Big Bang.' More than 2,000 independent enzymes are necessary for life. The overall probability of building any one
of these polypeptides can hardly be greater than one in 1020. The chance
of getting them all by a random trial is one in 1040000, an outrageously
small probability that could not be faced even if the whole universe consisted of organic soup.104

Prof. Ali Demirsoy is a biologist at Hacettepe University:
In essence, the probability of the formation of a cytochrome-C sequence is
as likely as zero. That is, if life requires a certain sequence, it can be said
that this has a probability likely to be realized once in the whole universe.
Otherwise some metaphysical powers beyond our definition must have
acted in its formation. To accept the latter is not appropriate for the scientific cause. We thus have to look into the first hypothesis.105
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William Stokes, an American evolutionist and geologist:
[Protein] would not occur during billions of years on billions of planets,
each covered by a blanket of a concentrated watery solution of the necessary amino acids.106

Andrew Scott is an evolutionist biochemist and science writer:
Take some matter, heat while stirring and wait. That is the modern version of Genesis. The 'fundamental' forces of gravity, electromagnetism
and the strong and weak nuclear forces are presumed to have done the
rest.... But how much of this neat tale is firmly established, and how much
remains hopeful speculation? In truth, the mechanism of almost every
major step, from chemical precursors up to the first recognizable cells, is
the subject of either controversy or complete bewilderment.107

Dr. Christian Schwabe is professor of biochemistry and molecular
biology at the Medical University of South Carolina:
Molecular evolution is about to be accepted as a method superior to paleontology for the discovery of evolutionary relationships. As a molecular
evolutionist, I should be elated. Instead, it seems disconcerting that many
exceptions exist to the orderly progression of species as determined by
molecular homologies: so many in fact, that I think the exception, the
quirks, may carry the more important message.108

Prof. Cemal Yıldırım is a Turkish evolutionist, and professor of
philosophy at Middle East Technical University:
One suggestion made in order to prove that life cannot appear by chance
is the unbelievably low probability of a functional enzyme emerging. A
typical enzyme consists of 100 amino acids. Since there are 20 kinds of
amino acid, we are looking at 20,100 possible combinations The possibility of a specific enzyme forming by chance in a single step from among so
many possible combinations is 1 in 10130. The point that is ignored is that
molecular kinetics are not random, and that functional enzymes appear
all the time.109

Prof. Dr. Ali Demirsoy is a biologist at Hacettepe University:
An enzyme consists of an average of 100 amino acids. The number of possible combinations of an enzyme consisting of 100 amino acids of 20 different types is 20100. Bearing in mind that the total number of atoms in the
universe is 1080, and that the number of seconds that have gone by since
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the formation of the universe is 1016, one can better appreciate how low
the odds of an enzyme with a specific sequence forming really are. So how
did enzymes emerge?110

Scientific American is a well-known American scientific magazine
with strongly pro-evolution views:
Even the simpler molecules are produced only in small amounts in realistic experiments simulating possible primitive earth conditions. What is
worse, these molecules are generally minor constituents of tars: It remains
problematical how they could have been separated and purified through
geochemical processes whose normal effects are to make organic mixtures
more and more of a jumble. With somewhat more complex molecules,
these difficulties rapidly increase. In particular, a purely geochemical origin of nucleotides [the subunits of DNA and RNA] presents great difficulties.111

Prof. Chandra Wickramasinghe is professor of applied mathematics and astronomy at Cardiff University and director of the Cardiff
Center for Astrobiology:
The likelihood of the spontaneous formation of life from inanimate matter is one to a number with 40,000 noughts after it... It is big enough to
bury Darwin and the whole theory of evolution. There was no primeval
soup, neither on this planet nor on any other, and if the beginnings of life
were not random, they must therefore have been the product of purposeful intelligence.112

Carly P. Haskings is an evolutionist biologist. The following is excerpted from an article published in American Scientist magazine:
But the most sweeping evolutionary questions at the level of biochemical
genetics are still unanswered. How the genetic code first appeared and
then evolved and, earlier even than that, how life itself originated on earth
remain for the future to resolve... Did the code and the means of translating it appear simultaneously in evolution? It seems almost incredible that
any such coincidence could have occurred, given the extraordinary complexities of both sides and the requirement that they be coordinated a c curately for survival. By a pre-Darwinian (or a skeptic of evolution after
Darwin), this puzzle would surely have been interpreted as the most
powerful sort of evidence for special creation.113
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Alexander I. Oparin is a Russian evolutionist biochemist at
Moscow University and director of Moscow's A. N. Bakh Institute:
Unfortunately, however, the problem of the
origin of the cell is perhaps the most obscure
point in the whole study of the evolution of
organisms.114

Loren Eiseley, anthropologist:
To grasp in detail the physio-chemical organization of the simplest cell is far beyond
our capacity.115

Prof. Dr. Ali Demirsoy is a biologist at
Hacettepe University:

Alexander I. Oparin

In essence, no satisfactory explanation for
the development of groups of cells with
very different structures and functions has yet been provided.116

Prof. Dr. Klaus Dose is president of the Johannes Gutenberg
University Biochemistry Institute in Germany:
More than 30 years of experimentation on the origin of life in the fields of
chemical and molecular evolution have led to a better perception of the
immensity of the problem of the origin of life on Earth rather than to its
solution. At present, all discussions on principal theories and experiments
in the field either end in stalemate or in a confession of ignorance.117
In spite of many attempts, there have been no breakthroughs during the
past 30 years to help to explain the origin of chirality in living cells.118

Dr. David A. Kaufman of University of Florida:
Evolution lacks a scientifically acceptable explanation of the source of the
precisely planned codes within cells, without which there can be no specific proteins and hence, no life.119

Jeffrey Bada is professor of marine chemistry at the San Diego
State University:
Today, as we leave the twentieth century, we still face the biggest unsolved problem that we had when we entered the twentieth century: How
did life originate on Earth?120
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Hoimar Von Ditfurth, a German physician and scientific journalist:
Our present knowledge shows that the general principle of the universe
does not apply here; there is no question of a primitive cell gradually
turning into one with a nucleus and organelles.121

The cell has to have exactly the right amount of enzymes from the
moment it is born- in other words, before it comes into direct contact with
the oxygen in the atmosphere. Is it really possible for such a compatibility to have emerged solely by chance? Thinkers who answer that question
are divided into two groups. To say Yes, it is possible, is like a confirmation
of belief in modern science. Adopting a more pessimistic viewpoint, we
may say that the non-supporter of modern science has really no alternative but to reply Yes. Because such a person will have the intention of
coming up with an explanation by way of comprehensible natural phenomena and to produce these on the basis of natural laws without the assistance of any supernatural interventions.
But at this point, accounting for what has happened in terms of natural laws, and therefore coincidences, shows that the person in question
has been backed into a corner.
If we wish to account for a single cell, capable of behaving compatibly with oxygen, forming in a moment in exactly the required form, and
to account not just for that significant event but also the way that such a
complex chemical reaction is essential for the survival of life on Earth,
then what alternative have we other than to shelter behind the idea of coincidence?..
But the accumulation of coincidences that serve a specific purpose brings
our credibility into question.122
... In the absence of a plan setting out where and when construction is to
commence and in what order the various projects will be brought together, even the best blueprint will serve no purpose. We know that if we are
dealing with a building, we need to start with the foundations and move
onto the roof once the walls have been finished. We cannot move on to the
plastering before the wiring and plumbing are completed. Every building
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site has a time frame to which construction work adheres, in addition to
the construction blueprint.
This also applies to what nature builds, and of course to cells. However,
we know next to nothing about this before-and-after relationship in the
ordering of the cell. Biologists have still been unable to find who told the
cell what part of the blueprint to build, and when. How it is that some
genes are cut off at just the right moment, how the embargoes on some
genes are lifted, and who instructs the suppressor genes and those that lift
such suppression are all questions shrouded in darkness and waiting to
be answered...123
When we look back, we see that there is no call for surprise at the total
failure to find those transitional forms, so long almost painfully sought.
Because in all probability, such a stage never took place. Our current
knowledge shows that the general principle of evolution does not apply
here, and that there is no question of the primitive cell gradually turning
into one with a nucleus and organelles.124

Keith Graham:
We find that the same elements that supposedly created life in the beginning still exist today. Why can't they then produce life again?125

David E. Green is an American biochemist at University of
Wisconsin, Madison and Robert F. Goldberger is professor emeritus of
biochemistry and molecular biophysics and former provost of
Columbia University:
The popular conception of primitive cells as the starting point for the origin of the species is really erroneous. There was nothing functionally
primitive about such cells. They contained basically the same biochemical
equipment as do their modern counterparts.126

W . Ford Doolittle is professor emeritus in Department of
Biochemistry and Molecular Biology in Dalhouse University:
Molecular phylogenists will have failed to find the “true tree” not because
their methods are inadequate or because they have chosen the wrong
genes, but because the history of life cannot properly be represented as a
tree.127
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Prof. Dr. Ali Demirsoy is a biologist at Hacettepe University:
Complex cells never developed from primitive cells by a process of evolution.128

Dr. Alfred G. Fisher, who is an evolutionist, mentions in the fossil
section of Grolier multimedia encyclopedia:
Both the origin of life and the origin of the major groups of animals remain unknown.129

Prof. Dr. Ali Demirsoy:
In fact, the probability of the random formation of a protein and a nucleic acid (DNA-RNA) is inconceivably small. The probability against the
emergence of even a particular protein chain is astronomic.130
One of the most difficult stages to be explained in evolution is to scientifically explain how organelles and complex cells developed from these
(supposedly) primitive creatures. No transitional form has been found between these two forms. One- and multicelled creatures carry all this complicated structure, and no creature or group has yet been found with organelles of a simpler construction in any way, or which are more primitive. In other words, the organelles carried forward have developed just
as they are. They have no simple and primitive forms.131
The heart of the problem is how the mitochondria have acquired this feature, because attaining this feature by chance even by one individual, requires extreme probabilities that are incomprehensible... The enzymes
providing respiration and functioning as a catalyst in each step in a different form make up the core of the mechanism. A cell has to contain this
enzyme sequence completely, otherwise it is meaningless. Here, despite
being contrary to biological thought, in order to avoid a more dogmatic
explanation or speculation, we have to accept, though reluctantly, that all
the respiration enzymes completely existed in the cell before the cell first
came in contact with oxygen.132
However, there is a major problem here. Mitochondria use a fixed number of enzymes during the process of breaking (with oxygen). The absence
of only one of these enzymes stops the functioning of the whole system.
Besides, energy gain with oxygen does not seem to be a system which can
proceed step by step. Only the complete system performs its function.
That is why, instead of the step-by-step development to which we have
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adhered so far as a principle, we feel the urge to embrace the suggestion
that, all the enzymes (Krebs enzyme) needed to perform the reactions of
the mitochondria entered a cell all at once by coincidence or, were formed
in that cell all at once. That is merely because those systems failing to use
oxygen fully, in other words, those systems remaining in the intermediate
level would disappear as soon as they react with oxygen.133

There is a very important point that needs to be clarified here. Prof.
Demirsoy says that the probability of mitochondrial enzymes entering the
cell by chance is very small. The probability is in fact zero (mathematicians regard probabilities lower than 1 in 10 followed by 50 zeroes as nil).
There is therefore no place for enzymes to come into being by coincidence,
by combining together at the right time and place by chance and co-operating to produce a function of such perfection that it exceeds the comprehension of the human mind.
Harold F. Blum is professor of biology at Princeton University:
The spontaneous formation of a polypeptide of the size of the smallest
known proteins seems beyond all probability.134
Britannica Encyclopedia of Science, which is known to be pro- evolution,
states that the amino acids of all living organisms on earth, and the building blocks of complex polymers such as proteins, have the same lefthanded asymmetry. It adds that this is tantamount to tossing a coin a million times and always getting heads. The same encyclopedia states that it
is impossible to understand why molecules become left-handed or righthanded, and that this choice is fascinatingly related to the origin of life on
earth.135

Wendell R. Bird is the author of The Origin of Species Revisited:
This unique sequence represents a choice of one out of 102,000,000 alternative ways of arranging the bases! We are compelled to conclude that the
origin of the first life was a unique event, which we cannot be discussed
in terms of probability.136

Evolutionist George Gaylord Simpson is professor of zoology at
Columbia University:
Above the level of the virus, the simplest fully living unit is almost incredibly complex. It has become commonplace to speak of evolution from
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amoeba to man, as if the amoeba were the simple beginning of the
process. On the contrary, if, as must almost necessarily be true, life arose
as a simple molecular system, the progression from this state to that of the
amoeba is at least as great as from amoeba to man.137

Prof. Michael Pitman is chief scientist of Australia and foreign secretary of the Australian Academy of Science:
Time is no help. Bio-molecules outside a living system tend to degrade
with time, not build up. In most cases, a few days is all they would last.
Time decomposes complex systems. If a large 'word' (a protein) or even a
paragraph is generated by chance, time will operate to degrade it. The
more time you allow, the less chance there is that fragmentary 'sense' will
survive the chemical maelstrom of matter.138

John Maynard Smith and Eors Szathmary:
[accounting for the origin of this system remains] perhaps the most perplexing problem in evolutionary biology, because the existing translational machinery is at the same time so complex, so universal and so essential
that it is hard to see how it could have come into existence or how life
could have existed without it.139

Evolutionists' Confessions Stating That DNA Cannot
Form by Chance
Mathematics has now proven that chance plays no role in the formation of the data encoded in DNA. The word "impossible" fails to do justice to the probability of just one of the 30,000 genes making up DNA
forming by chance, let alone a DNA molecule consisting of billions of
components.
The evolutionist Ric¬hard Daw¬kins describes the complexity
within the cell thus:
Physics books may be complicated, but... the objects and phenomena that
a physics book describes are simpler than a single cell in the body of its
author. And the author consists of trillions of those cells ... organised with
intricate architecture and precision-engineering into a working machine
capable of writing a book. ... Each nucleus ... contains a digitally-coded
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database larger, in information content, than all 30 volumes of the
Encyclopedia Britannica put together. And this figure is for each cell.140

Dr. Francis Collins, one of the world’s most important experts on genetics and the scientist who deciphered the DNA code, has announced his
belief in Allah. Following his great discovery, Collins wrote a book describing his faith in Allah. Every rational person of good conscience will
appreciate that unconscious atoms could never spontaneously give rise to
the extraordinary system in DNA.
Francis Collins:
I felt the presence of God while working in the laboratory. There is definitely a force greater than ourselves, and I believe in that. Deciphering
DNA drew me a little closer to God.141

Some evolutionists admit that such is the case:
Carly P. Haskins is an evolutionist biologist. The following is excerpted from an article published in American Scientist magazine:
But the most sweeping evolutionary questions at the level of biochemical
genetics are still unanswered. How the genetic code first appeared and
then evolved and, earlier even than that, how life itself originated on
Earth remain for the future to resolve... Did the code and the means of
translating it appear simultaneously in evolution? It seems almost incredible that any such coincidence could have occurred, given the extraordinary complexities of both sides and the requirement that they be coordinated accurately for survival. By a pre-Darwinian (or a skeptic of evolution after Darwin) this puzzle would surely have been interpreted as the
most powerful sort of evidence for special creation.142

Leslie E. Orgel is a senior fellow and researcher professor at the
Salk Institute for Biological Sciences in San Diego:
We do not understand even the general features of the origin of the genetic code... [It] is the most baffling aspect of the problem of the origins of
life and a major conceptual or experimental breakthrough may be needed
before we can make any substantial progress.143

Paul Auger is an evolutionist and French scientist:
It is extremely improbable that proteins and nucleic acids, both of which
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are structurally complex, arose spontaneously in the same place at the
same time. Yet it also seems impossible to have one without the other.
And so, at first glance, one might have to conclude that life could never,
in fact, have originated by chemical means.144

Douglas R. Hofstadter, Pulitzer Prize winner and professor of cognitive science and computer science at Indiana University:
How a single egg cell divides to form so numerous differentiated cells,
and the perfect natural communication and the cooperation between
these cells top the events that amaze scientists.145

Francis Crick is the Nobel Prize-winning evolutionist geneticist
who, together with James Watson, discovered DNA:
An honest man, armed with all the knowledge available to us now, could
only state that, in some sense, the origin of life appears at the moment to
be almost a miracle.146

John Maddox is the former editor
of Nature magazine:
It is disappointing that the origin of
the genetic code is still as obscure as
the origin of life itself.147

Pierre Grassé is the renowned
French evolutionist and zoologist:
Any living being possesses an enormous amount of "intelligence," very
much more than is necessary to build
the most magnificent of cathedrals.
Today, this "intelligence" is called information, but it is still the same
Francis Crick
thing. It is not programmed as in a
computer, but rather it is condensed
on a molecular scale in the chromosomal DNA or in that of every other organelle in each cell. This "intelligence" is the sine qua non of life. Where
does it come from? . . This is a problem that concerns both biologists and
philosophers, and, at present, science seems incapable of solving it.148
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Confessions Regarding the Impossibility
of the "RNA World" Thesis
In the 1970s, scientists realized that the gasses actually contained in
the primeval Earth's atmosphere made protein synthesis impossible. This
came as a grave blow to the theory of evolution, when the primeval atmosphere experiments conducted by evolutionists such as Miller, Fox and
Ponnamperuma were proved to be totally invalid.
In the 1980s, therefore, evolutionists began looking elsewhere. As a
result, the thesis of the RNA world was put forward by the chemist Walter
Gilbert in 1986. He suggested that proteins did not form first, but rather
the RNA molecule that carries protein data.
Billions of years ago, according to this scenario, an imaginary RNA
molecule somehow capable of replicating itself came into being in a
chance manner. Under the effect of environmental conditions, this RNA
molecule began suddenly producing imaginary proteins. The need then
arose to store these data in another molecule, and in some way, the imaginary DNA molecule was formed.
This scenario is difficult even to imagine, and every stage of it consists of a separate impossibility. Instead of explaining the origin of life, it
actually expanded the problem and gave rise to a number of unanswerable questions. Since it's impossible to account for even one of the nucleotides making up RNA having formed by chance, how could nucleotides have come to make up RNA by combining in just the correct
imaginary sequence?
Let us remember here that Darwinists have had to espouse the RNA
world thesis as a result of their helplessness stemming from their inability to account for even a single protein. How can Darwinists, unable to account for even a single protein, explain how the far more complex RNA
might have come into existence spontaneously? It is noteworthy that no
evolutionist discussing the RNA world thesis ever touches on that subject.
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Because Darwinists, as with all their claims about the origin of life, have
nothing they can possibly say on that subject, either.
Even if we assume that this imaginary RNA, the Darwinists are referring to, has been formed somehow by coincidence, then with what
awareness could this RNA, consisting of just one nucleotide chain, have
decided to copy itself? And with what mechanism did it succeed in doing
so? Where did it find the nucleotides it would need during the replication
process?
Even if we assume that, no matter how impossible, all these things
actually happened, they are still not enough to form a single protein molecule. Because RNA is merely data regarding protein structure. The amino
acids which constitute the building structure of the proteins, are the raw
materials. Yet there is no mechanism here for producing proteins. To say
that the existence of RNA is enough for the production of protein is no
less ridiculous than saying that throwing the blueprint for a car onto the
thousands of its components is enough for that car to eventually assemble itself- spontaneously.
There are no factories or workers around to let production take place.
Even Jacques Monod, the Nobel Prize-winning French zoologist
and fanatical adherent of evolution, states that it is impossible to reduce protein manufacture solely to the information contained in nucleic acid:
The code is meaningless unless translated. The modern cell's translating
machinery consists of at least fifty macromolecular components, which
are themselves coded in DNA: the code cannot be translated otherwise
than by products of translation themselves. It is the modern expression of
omne vivum ex ovo [Latin for "All that lives arises from an egg"]. When
and how did this circle become closed? It is exceedingly difficult to imagine.149

Other confessions by evolutionists regarding the impossibility of the
RNA world are as follows.

Harun Yahya (Adnan Oktar)

63

Gerald Joyce is a researcher at The Scripps Research Institute, and
Dr. Leslie Orgel is an evolutionist microbiologists at the Salk Institute
for Biological Sciences in San Diego:
This discussion... has, in a sense, focused on a straw man: the myth of a
self-replicating RNA molecule that arose de novo from a soup of random
polynucleotides. Not only is such a notion unrealistic in light of our current understanding of prebiotic chemistry, but it would strain the credulity of even an optimist's view of RNA's catalytic potential.150

Dr. Leslie Orgel:
This scenario could have occurred, we noted, if prebiotic RNA had two
properties not evident today: A capacity to replicate without the help of
proteins and an ability to catalyze every step of protein synthesis.151

Manfred Eigen is a German biophysicist and former director of the
Max Planck Institute for Biophysical Chemistry in Göttingen:
One can safely assume that primordial routes of synthesis and differentiation provided minute concentrations of short sequences of nucleotides
that would be recognized as 'correct' by the standards of today's biochemistry.152

John Horgan is a writer for Scientific American magazine:
DNA cannot do its work, including forming more DNA, without the help
of catalytic proteins, or enzymes. In short, proteins cannot form without
DNA, but neither can DNA form without proteins.153

The biologist Francis Hitching describes how not one single fossil
supporting the theory of evolution has ever been found:
If we find fossils, and if Darwin's theory was right, we can predict what
the rock should contain; finely graduated fossils leading from one group
of creatures to another group of creatures at a higher level of complexity.
The 'minor improvements' in successive generations should be as readily
preserved as the species themselves. But this is hardly ever the case. In
fact, the opposite holds true.154
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Confessions Regarding the
Invalidity of the Miller
Experiment
The Miller experiment, to which evolutionists as signed the very great est im por tance in
terms of the origins of life, was conducted by the
American researcher Stanley Miller in 1953, to
prove that the amino acids in the conditions on
the primeval world could have formed spontaneously. In fact, however, Miller's experiment has been showed to be invalid in a number of ways by other experiments.
This experiment, which has today lost all credibility in evolutionists' eyes, is unfortunately still portrayed as significant evidence by certain evolutionist circles in Turkey.
Yet even Miller himself is aware that his experiment is meaningless in explaining the origin of life. The way evolutionists still cling to an experiment whose invalidity has been
openly admitted is an indication of their despair.
(For more detail on the Miller Experiment and the reasons why it is incorrect, see
Harun Yahya's The Evolution Deceit, 1998.)
In 1986, 33 years after his experiment, Stanley Miller himself said that primeval atmosphere experiments in which high levels of ammonia were used were not realistic:
Therefore, the chemical atmosphere of that time should have been formed mostly
of nitrogen (N2), carbon dioxide (CO2) and water vapor (H2O). However these are not as
appropriate as methane and ammonia for the production of organic molecules.1
The well-known evolutionist journal Earth carried the following lines in an article
titled “The Cooking Pot of Life” in its February 1998 edition:
Geologists now think that the primordial atmosphere consisted mainly of carbon
dioxide and nitrogen, gases that are less reactive than those used in the 1953 experiment. And even if Miller's atmosphere could have existed, how do you get simple molecules such as amino acids to go through the necessary chemical changes
that will convert them into more complicated compounds, or polymers, such as
proteins? Miller himself throws up his hands at that part of the puzzle. “It's a problem,” he sighs with exasperation. “How do you make polymers? That's not so
easy.”2
Kevin M. Kean describes the position in an article in Discover magazine:
Miller and Urey imitated the ancient atmosphere on the Earth with a mixture of
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methane and ammonia... However in the latest studies, it has been understood that
the Earth was very hot at those times, and that it was composed of melted nickel
and iron. Therefore, the chemical atmosphere of that time should have been
formed mostly of nitrogen (N2), carbon dioxide (CO2) and water vapor (H2O).
However these are not as appropriate as methane and ammonia for the production
of organic molecules.3
From an article titled “The Origin of Life on Earth” in the March 1998 edition of
National Geographic:
Many scientists now suspect that the early atmosphere was different to what Miller
first supposed. They think it consisted of carbon dioxide and nitrogen rather than
hydrogen, methane, and ammonia. That's bad news for chemists. When they try
sparking carbon dioxide and nitrogen, they get a paltry amount of organic molecules-the equivalent of dissolving a drop of food coloring in a swimming pool of
water. Scientists find it hard to imagine life emerging from such a diluted soup.4
Harold Urey (an evolutionist scientist who performed the Miller Experiment together with his student Stanley Miller):
All of us who study the origin of life find that the more we look into it, the more
we feel it is too complex to have evolved anywhere. We all believe as an article of
faith that life evolved from dead matter on this planet. It is just that its complexity
is so great, it is hard for us to imagine that it did.5
Homer Jacobson, an American microbiologist:
Directions for the reproduction of plans, for energy and the extraction of parts from
the current environment, for the growth sequence, and for the effector mechanism
translating instructions into growth-all had to be simultaneously present at that
moment [when life began]. This combination of events has seemed an incredibly
unlikely happenstance...6
Dr. Leslie Orgel:
It is extremely improbable that proteins and nucleic acids, both of which are structurally complex, arose spontaneously in the same place at the same time. Yet it also seems impossible to have one without the other. And so, at first glance, one
might have to conclude that life could never, in fact, have originated by chemical
means.7
1- Stanley Miller, Molecular Evolution of Life: Current Current Status of the Prebiotic Synthetis of Small Molecules,
1986, p. 7.
2- “Life's Crucible,” Earth, February 1998, p. 34.
3- Kevin Mc Kean, Bilim ve Teknik (“Science and Technology”), No. 189, p. 7.
4- “The Rise of Life on Earth," National Geographic, March 1998, p. 68.
5- W. R. Bird, The Origin of Species Revisited, Nashville: Thomas Nelson Co. , 1991, p. 325.
6- Homer Jacobson, "Information, Reproduction and the Origin of Life," American Scientist, January 1955, p. 121.
7- Leslie E. Orgel, "The Origin of Life on Earth," Scientific American, vol. 271, October 1994, p. 78.
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CHAPTER 8.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING THE SUDDEN
EMERGENCE OF LIFE

I

nvestigation of the geological strata and the fossil record shows
that life on Earth emerged all of a sudden. The deepest stratum in
which fossils of living things are encountered is that known as the

Cambrian, dating back 520 to 530 million years.
The fossils in Cambrian rocks belong to radically different life forms.
What comes as a terrible disappointment to evolutionists is that all of
these species emerged suddenly and with no primitive forerunners preceding them.
Most of the life forms in Cambrian strata possess complex systems,
such as eyes, gills and blood circulatory systems, and often, advanced
physiological features no different from those of creatures living today.
This is a sign that all of life was created in a single act, with no common
ancestors or evolutionary process being involved.
Darwin warned that if such a possibility were ever proven-that life
began suddenly-it would represent a lethal blow to this theory. As can be
seen from the evolutionist statements below, the theory of evolution suffers the first of many such blows from the Cambrian fossils, among the
earliest forms of life.
As the Harvard paleontologist and evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould
has said, Darwinists’ greatest alarm stems from the fossil record, and
particularly from Cambrian fossils:
The fossil record had caused Darwin more grief than joy. Nothing distressed him more than the Cambrian explosion, the coincident appearance of almost all complex organic designs.155
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Charles Darwin:
If numerous species, belonging to the same genera or families, have really started into life all at once, the fact would be fatal to the theory of descent with slow modification through natural selection.156
For instance, I cannot doubt that all the Silurian trilobites have descended from some one crustacean, which must have lived long before the
Silurian age, and which probably differed greatly from any known animal... Consequently, if my theory be true, it is indisputable that before the
lowest Silurian stratum was deposited, long periods elapsed, as long as,
or probably far longer than, the whole interval from the Silurian age to the
present day; and that during these vast, yet quite unknown, periods o f
time, the world swarmed with living creatures. To the question why we
do not find records of these vast primordial periods, I can give no satisfactory answer.157

Niles Eldredge is a paleontologist at Harvard University:
Then there was something of an explosion. Beginning about six hundred
million years ago, and continuing for about ten to fifteen million years,
the earliest known representatives of the major kinds of animals still populating today's seas made a rather abrupt appearance. This rather protracted 'event' shows up graphically in the rock record: all over the world,
at roughly the same time, thick sequences of rocks, barren of any easily
detected fossils, are overlain by sediments containing a gorgeous array of
shelly invertebrates: trilobites (extinct relatives of crabs and insects), brachiopods, mollusks. Indeed, the sudden appearance of a varied, well-preserved array of fossils, which geologists have used to mark the beginnings of the Cambrian Period (the oldest division of the Paleozoic Era)
does pose a fascinating intellectual challenge.158
No wonder paleontologists shied away from evolution for so long. It never seemed to happen. ... When do we see the introduction of evolutionary
novelty, it usually shows up with a bang... Evolution cannot forever be going on somewhere else. Yet that’s how the fossil record has struck many a
forlorn paleontologist looking to learn something about evolution.159

Daniel Axelrod is professor of geology and botany at the
University of California:
One of the major unsolved problems of geology and evolution is the occurrence of diversified, multi-called marine invertebrates in the lower
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Cambrian rocks on all the continents and their absence in rocks of greater
age.160

Barbara Jaffe Stahl is an evolutionist paleontology professor and
senior faculty member at Saint Anselm College, Manchester:
Finding vertebrate bone in Cambrian rocks, for instance, has proved that
the back-boned animals are as old as most of the known invertebrates.161

Richard Monastersky is senior writer at The Chronicle of Higher
Education in Washington:
A half-billion years ago,... the remarkably complex forms of animals we
see today suddenly appeared. The Chengyiang fauna demonstrates that
the large animal phyla of today were present already in the early
Cambrian and that they were as distinct from each other as they are today.162

Richard Dawkins is a British zoologist and one of the leading contemporary evolutionists:
For example the Cambrian strata of rocks... are the oldest ones in which
we find most of the major invertebrate groups. It is as though they were
just planted there, without any evolutionary history.163

Stephen Jay Gould is professor of geology and paleoanthropology
at Harvard University:
Where, then, are all the
Precambrian ancestorsor, if they didn't exist in
recognizable form, how
did modern complexity
get off to such a fast
start?164
The Cambrian explosion
was the most remarkable and puzzling event
in the history of life.165
The evolutionist Richard Dawkins indoctrinating
young students with evolutionary propaganda.
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The trilobite pictured
to the left is a life
form that emerged
some 530 million
years ago, in the
Cambrian Period, and
has since become extinct. Trilobites had
extraordinarily complex eyes. These, consisting of hundreds of
comb-like components
and a double-lens
structure, are a miracle of creation that
leaves evolutionists
speechless. The sudden appearance of
such a structure in the
fossil record is one of
the manifest proofs
that refute the theory
of evolution.

American paleobiologist J. William Schopf:
The long-held notion that Precambrian organisms must have been too
small or too delicate to have been preserved in geological materials… [is]
now recognized as incorrect.166

According to Berkeley paleontologist James Valentine and his colleagues:
The explosion is real, it is too big to be masked by flaws in the fossil
record… even more abrupt and extensive than previously envisioned.167

David M. Raup is a paleontologist at the University of Chicago:
The major subgroups appear early and at about the same time… Nearly
all living phyla of marine invertebrates that have reasonably good fossil
records have first occurrences either in the late Precambrian or early to
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middle Cambrian. At the class level there are 27 paleontologically important living groups and all have documented occurrences which are
Silurian or older…The same relative pattern can be seen in the geologic
records of vertebrates and land plants.168

Niles Eldredge is curator in the division of paleontology of the
American Museum of Natural History:
There is still a tremendous problem with the sudden diversification of
multi-cellular life. There is no question about that. That's a real phenomenon.169
Most families, orders, classes, and phyla appear rather suddenly in the
fossil record, often without anatomically intermediate forms smoothly interlinking evolutionarily derived descendant taxa with their presumed
ancestors.170
Darwin confesses in his own book The Origin of Species: To the question
why we do not find rich fossiliferous deposits belonging to these assumed
earliest periods prior to the Cambrian system, I can give no satisfactory
answer. … The case at present must remain inexplicable; and may be truly urged as a valid argument against the views here entertained.171

From a pro-Darwinist text book:
Most of animal phyla that are represented in the fossil record first appear,
“fully formed,” in the Cambrian some 550 million years ago... The fossil
record is therefore of no help with respect to the origin and early diversification of the various animal phyla.172

Ernst Mayr was one of the leading evolutionary biologists of the
twentieth century:
New species usually appear in the fossil record suddenly, not connected
with their ancestors by a series of intermediates.173

Marshall Kay is a geologist and professor at Columbia University
and Edwin H. Colbert is an authority on paleontology and curator at the
American Museum of Natural History:
The introduction of a variety of organisms in the early Cambrian, including such complex forms of the arthropods as the trilobites, is surprising...
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Why should such complex organic forms be in rocks about six hundred
million years old and be absent in the records of the preceding two billion
years?.. If there has been evolution of life, the absence of the requisite fossils in the rocks older than the Cambrian is puzzling.174

Of course the absence of any fossils in rocks older than the Cambrian
is baffling to Darwinists, because this is one of the most obvious and certain pieces of evidence that no such fictitious process as evolution ever
happened. A Darwinist can deny it all he likes, but he will definitely have
seen the invalidity of evolution in the face of this clear and magnificent
evidence. Indeed, the way that Charles Doolittle Walcott, a paleontologist
and founder of the Simthsonian Institute and who first discovered
Cambrian fossils, panicked in the face of this clear evidence that totally
undermined evolution and kept these fossils hidden away for seventy
years is manifest confirmation of this. (For detailed information, see The
Cambrian That Darwin Did Not Understand, by Harun Yahya)
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Snails, sponges, worms, sea anemones, starfish, swimming crustaceans and sea urchins, some of the life forms that suddenly emerged in the Cambrian Period, possess
exactly the same perfect structures as their counterparts living today.
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CHAPTER 9.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING THE LACK OF
INTERMEDIATE-FORM FOSSILS

A

ccording to the theory of evolution, life forms are descended
from one another. One species supposedly gradually developed into another, and each new species emerged in that same
way. According to the theory, this transition took place over a

very long period of time, hundreds of millions of years, and proceeded
stage by stage. That implies that countless intermediate life forms must
have emerged and lived during the course of such a lengthy transition
Darwinists claimed.
If the claims of Darwinists were to be true, semi-fish, semi-amphibian creatures that, despite having fish-like features, had also acquired
some amphibious ones must once have existed. And since these were in
an imaginary process of transition, their limbs must have been rudimentary, flawed and awkward, if not handicapped. Evolutionists refer to
these fictitious entities, which they believe existed at one time, as "intermediate forms." But this is a deception. There is no such thing as intermediate forms. Not a single intermediate form has ever been found in the
fossil record. Because no such transition of the kind alleged by evolutionists ever happened. If a transition in between species had really existed
and if those transitional forms had really lived in the past, then there must
have been untold billions of them. Traces of such monstrous creatures
should still be visible in the fossil record. Today we have approximately
300 million fossils in the fossil records, and not even one single fossil belonging to an intermediate form has ever been discovered!
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LIVING FOSSILS REFUTE EVOLUTION

Starfish
Period: Paleozoic Age,
Ordovician Period
Age: 490-443 million years

Birch Tree Leaf
Period: Cenozoic Age,
Eocene Period
Age: 50 million years
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Sun Fish
Period: Cenozoic
Age, Eocene
Period
Age: 54-37
million years

Crane Fly
Period: Cenozoic Age, Eocene
Period
Age: 48-37 million years
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In other words, no traces of half-fish, half-amphibian, or half-reptile,
half-bird-much less any half-ape, half-human creature have ever been encountered in any of the Earth's strata. All the fossils discovered represent
perfect forms of life and have been identical to present day species or else
they belong to species which lived in the past but subsequently became
extinct. It has emerged that the fossils that are the subject of such speculation and that Darwinists declare to be intermediate forms actually belong to perfect life forms. All the propaganda about intermediate forms is
therefore a deception.
What follows is a selection of evolutionist admissions on this, one of
the most serious dilemmas confronting the theory of evolution:
Charles Darwin:
But, as by this theory innumerable transitional forms must have existed,
why do we not find them embedded in countless numbers in the crust of
the Earth?175
But in the intermediate region, having intermediate conditions of life,
why do we not now find closely-linking intermediate varieties? This difficulty for a long time quite confounded me.176
First, why, if species have descended from other species by fine gradations, do we not everywhere see innumerable transitional forms? Why is
not all nature in confusion, instead of the species being, as we see them,
well defined?177
But just in proportion as this process of extermination has acted on an
enormous scale, so must the number of intermediate varieties, which
have formerly existed, be truly enormous. Why, then, is not every geological formation and every stratum full of such intermediate links?
Geology assuredly does not reveal any such finely graduated organic
chain; and this, perhaps, is the most obvious and serious objection which
can be urged against my theory.178
From these several considerations, it cannot be doubted that the geological record... becomes much more difficult to understand why we do not
therein find closely graduated varieties between the allied species which
lived at its commencement and at its close.179
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But I do not pretend that I should ever have suspected how poor was the
record in the best preserved geological sections, had not the absence of innumerable transitional links between the species which lived at the commencement and close of each formation, pressed so hardly on my theory.180
On this doctrine of the extermination of an infinitude of connecting links,
between the living and extinct inhabitants of the world, and at each successive period between the extinct and still older species, why is not every
geological formation charged with such links? Why does not every collection of fossil remains afford plain evidence of the gradation and mutation of the forms of life?181

Derek W . Ager is an English paleontologist and head of the
Department of Geology and Oceanography at University College of
Swansea:
The point emerges that if we examine the fossil record in detail, whether
at the level of orders or of species, we find–over and over again–not gradual evolution, but the sudden explosion of one group at the expense of
another.182

W . R. Thompson is an entomologist and director of the
Commonwealth Institute of Biological Control:
Modern Darwinian paleontologists are obliged, just like their predecessors and like Darwin, to water down the facts with subsidiary hypotheses...183

Mark Czarnecki is an evolutionist paleontologist:
A major problem in proving the theory [of evolution] has been the fossil record. This record has never revealed traces of Darwin's hypothetical
intermediate variants-instead, species appear and disappear abruptly,
and this anomaly has fueled the creationist argument that each species
was created by God.184

Carlton E. Brett is professor of geology at the University of
Cincinnati:
Did life on Earth change steadily and gradually through time? The fossil
record emphatically says "no."185

Dr. David Raup is a paleontologist at University of Chicago:
... most people assume that fossils provide a very important part of the
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general argument in favour of Darwinian interpretations of the history of
life. Unfortunately, this is not strictly true.186

Edmund J. Ambrose is Professor Emeritus at the University of
London and heads the department of Cell Biology at the Chester Beatty
Research Institute University of London:
We have to admit that there is nothing in the geological records that runs
contrary to the views of conservative creationists.187

Gareth Nelson of the American Museum of Natural History:
It is a mistake to believe that even one fossil species or fossil "group" can
be demonstrated to have been ancestral to another. The ancestor-descendant relationship may only be assumed to have existed in the absence of
evidence indicating otherwise... The history of comparative biology
teaches us that the search for ancestors is doomed to ultimate failure,
thus, with respect to its principal objective, this search is an exercise in futility. Increased knowledge of suggested "ancestors" usually shows them
to be too specialized to have been direct ancestors of anything else.188

Dr. Colin Patterson is an evolutionist paleontologist and curator of
London's Natural History Museum:
In a letter of reply to Luther D. Sutherland, who asked why he never referred to intermediate forms in his book Evolution, he says:
I fully agree with your comments on the lack of direct illustration of evolutionary transitions in my book. If I knew of any, fossil or living, I would
certainly have included them. As a paleontologist myself, I am much occupied with the philosophical problems of identifying ancestral forms in
the fossil record. You say that I should at least "show a photo of the fossil
from which each type of organism was derived." I will lay it on the linethere is not one such fossil for which one could make a watertight argument.189

David B. Kitts is Professor of the History of Science at Oklahoma
University:
Despite the bright promise that paleontology provides a means of "seeing" evolution, it has presented some nasty difficulties for evolutionists,
the most notorious of which is the presence of "gaps" in the fossil record.
Evolution requires intermediate forms between species, and paleontology
does not provide them.190
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John Adler and John Carey are journalists:
The more scientists have searched for the transitional forms that lie between species, the more they have been frustrated.191

Mark Ridley is a zoologist at the University of Oxford:
In any case, no real evolutionist...uses the fossil record as evidence in favor of the theory of evolution as opposed to special creation...192

Steven M. Stanley is Professor of Paleontology at The University
of Hawaii at Manoa:
The known fossil record fails to document a single example of phyletic
evolution [the evolution of a species' entire population into a new
species] accomplishing a major morphologic[structural] transition and
hence offers no evidence that the gradualistic model can be valid.193

Hoimar Von Ditfurth is a German Professor of Neurology and
Psychiatry and a well-known evolutionist science writer:
When we look back, we see there is no need to have been surprised at our
failure to find those transitional forms searched for almost painfully.
Because the great likelihood is that such transitional stages never existed.194
The most ancient fossils discovered to date are objects fossilized inside
minerals, such as non-nucleic algae. No matter how primitive these may
be, they still represent relatively complex and expertly organized forms of
life. The story of the development between these first fossil organisms and
molecules emerging by way of chemical combinations, biopolymers in
other words is a gap that we have been as yet unable to fill.... On the other hand, this "temporary" gap that has been unable to be filled is quite attractive to some people, for understandable reasons. Someone who sees
that it is impossible for life to begin in the absence of any supernatural effect can see the signs of a miracle in such a gap, intervention by a supernatural force.195

Edmund J. Ambrose is professor of cellular biology at the
University of London:
At the present stage of geological research, we have to admit that there is
nothing in the geological records that runs contrary to the view of conservative creationists, that God created each species separately..."196
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A fictitious Tree of Life

Anthropologist Jeffrey H. Schwartz:
"most paleontologists found themselves facing a situation in which there
were only gaps in the fossil record, with no evidence of transformational
evolutionary intermediates between documented fossil species.197

George Gaylord Simpson is professor of zoology at Columbia
University:
It remains true, as every paleontologist knows, that most new species,
genera, and families, and that nearly all categories above the level of families, appear in the [fossil] record suddenly, and are not led up to by gradual, completely continuous transitional sequences.198
In the early days of evolutionary paleontology it was assumed that the
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major gaps would be filled in by further discoveries, and even, falsely,
that some discoveries had already filled them. As it became more and
more evident that the great gaps remained... The failure of paleontology
to produce such evidence was so keenly felt that a few disillusioned naturalists even decided that the theory of organic evolution, or of general
organic continuity of descent, was wrong, after all.199

Thomas S. Kemp is curator of the zoological collections at the
University of Oxford:
As is now well known, most fossil species appear instantaneously in the
record, persist for some millions of years virtually unchanged, only to disappear abruptly...200
In no single adequately documented case is it possible to trace a transition, species by species, from one genus to another.201

Science magazine:
A large number of well trained scientists outside of evolutionary biology
and paleontology have unfortunately gotten the idea that the fossil record
is far more Darwinian than it is…In the years after Darwin, his advocates
hoped to find predictable progressions. In general, these have not been
found -- yet the optimism has died hard, and some pure fantasy has crept
into textbooks.202

Stephen Jay Gould and Niles Eldredge in "Punctuated Equilibria:
The Tempo and Mode of Evolution Reconsidered" published in
Paleobiology:
From such scrappy data it is hard to see how anyone could derive with
confidence the gradualistic interpretation... unless one were predisposed
to gradualism from the start...203

Stephen Jay Gould was professor of geology and paleoanthropology at Harvard University:
The evolutionary trees that adorn our textbooks have data only at the tips
and nodes of their branches...204
I regard the failure to find a clear "vector of progress" in life's history as
the most puzzling fact of the fossil record.... we have sought to impose a
pattern that we hoped to find on a world that does not really display it.205
... one feature stands out as most puzzling-the lack of clear order and
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progress through time among marine invertebrate faunas. We can tell
tales of improvement for some groups, but in honest moments, we must
admit that the history of complex life is more a story of multifarious variation about a set of basic designs than a saga of accumulating excellence.206
We fancy ourselves as the only true students of life's history, yet to preserve our favored account of evolution by natural selection, we view
our data as so bad that we never see the very process we profess to
study.207

The history of most fossil species includes two features particularly
inconsistent with gradualism:
1. Stasis. Most species exhibit no directional change during their tenure
on Earth. They appear in the fossil record looking much the same as when
they `disappear; morphological change is usually limited and directionless.
2. Sudden appearance. In any local area, a species does not arise gradually by the steady transformation of its ancestors; it appears all at once and
fully formed.208

Dr. Colin Patterson is an evolutionist paleontologist and curator of
London's Natural History Museum:
[Stephen Jay] Gould [of Harvard] and the American Museum people are
hard to contradict when they say there are no transitional fossils.209

Niles Eldredge and Ian Tattersall are paleontologists on the curatorial staff of the American Museum of Natural History.
That individual kinds of fossils remain recognizably the same throughout
the length of their occurrence in the fossil record had been known to paleontologists long before Darwin published his Origin. Darwin himself...
prophesied that future generations of paleontologists would fill in these
gaps by diligent search.... One hundred and twenty years of paleontological research later, it has become abundantly clear that the fossil record
will not confirm this part of Darwin's predictions. Nor is the problem a
miserably poor record. The fossil record simply shows that this prediction
is wrong.
The observation that species are amazingly conservative and static enti-

Harun Yahya (Adnan Oktar)

83

ties throughout long periods of time has all the qualities of the emperor's
new clothes: everyone knew it but preferred to ignore it. Paleontologists,
faced with a recalcitrant record obstinately refusing to yield Darwin's predicted pattern, simply looked the other way.210

Lewis L. Carroll is an evolutionist paleontologist and author of
Vertebrate Paleontology and Evolution:
Unfortunately, not a single specimen of an appropriate reptilian ancestor
is known prior to the appearance of true reptiles. The absence of such ancestral forms leaves many problems of the amphibian-reptilian transition
unanswered.211

Edwin H. Colbert is an authority on paleontology and curator at
the American Museum of Natural History and M. Morales is the author
of Evolution of the Vertebrates:
The ichthyosaurs, in many respects the most highly specialized of the marine reptiles, appeared in early Triassic times. Their advent into the geologic history of the reptiles was sudden and dramatic; there are no clues
in pre-Triassic sediments as to the possible ancestors of the
ichthyosaurs.... The basic problem of ichthyosaur relationships is that no
conclusive evidence can be found for linking these reptiles with any other reptilian order.212

Evolutionists' Confessions Stating That They Interpret
Fossils in a Biased Manner
Richard Leakey and Roger Lewin explain in the People of the Lake
which they have co-authored that:
Since the fossil findings were highly insufficient the way was open for different interpretations to be made. Another element making the matter
even more difficult, they went on, is the existence of a certain amount of
difference in appearance in every animal species, and said that other people around us represent a living example of this. According to Leakey and
Lewin, if such variables in extinct species were great, then the differences
in the bones they have left behind might mislead scientists into thinking
that they were dealing with several different species rather than only one.
For that reason, if we were to ask six researchers to classify the fossils as
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they considered appropriate we should not be at all surprised if each one
made a different determination. They concluded by saying that some people would certainly be unable to agree on which group to include a specific fossil in...213

Roger Lewin is the news editor of Science magazine and has degree
in biochemistry:
How is it that trained men, the greatest experts of their day, could look at
a set of modern human bones the cranial fragments and "see" a clear simian signature in them; and see in an apes jaw the unmistakable signs of humanity. The answers, inevitably, have to do with the scientist's' expectations and their effects on the interpretation of the data.214
It is, in fact, a common fantasy, promulgated mostly by the scientific profession itself, that in the search for objective truth, data dictate conclusions. If this were the case, then each scientist faced with the same data
would necessarily reach the same conclusion. But as we've seen earlier
and will see again and again, frequently this does not happen. Data are
just as often molded to fit preferred conclusions.215
The key issue is the ability correctly to infer a genetic relationship between two species on the basis of a similarity in appearance, at gross and
detailed levels of anatomy. Sometimes this approach...can be deceptive,
partly because similarity does not necessarily imply an identical genetic
heritage: a shark (which is a fish) and a porpoise (which is a mammal)
look similar.216

Dr. Tim White is an evolutionary anthropologist at the University
of California in Berkeley:
A five million-year-old piece of bone that was thought to be a collarbone
of a (imaginary) human-like creature is actually part of a dolphin rib. The
problem with a lot of anthropologists is that they want so much to find a
hominid that any scrap of bone becomes a hominid bone.217

Earnest A. Hooton of Harvard University:
To attempt to restore the soft parts is an even more hazardous undertaking. The lips, the eyes, the ears, and the nasal tip leave no clues on the underlying bony parts. You can with equal facility model on a
Neanderthaloid skull the features of a chimpanzee or the lineaments of a
philosopher. These alleged restorations of ancient types of man have very
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The Separate Reconstructions Produced on the
Basis of the Same Skull

N. Parker's reconstruction,
National Geographic,
September 1960

Maurice Wilson's
illustration

Illustration appearing on
5 April, 1964,
in the Sunday Times

little if any scientific value and are likely only to mislead the public.... So
put not your trust in reconstructions.218

Confessions Stating that the Fossil Record is Abundant
Enough
As always, some evolutionists resort to demagoguery and sleight of
hand in order to explain away their failure to find any intermediate-form
fossils. They claim that the fossil record is "not sufficiently rich" and that
the long-sought intermediate forms will eventually be discovered.
However, almost all of the fossil record has actually been unearthed.
Some 300 million fossils have been unearthed. And not a single one of
those fossils is an intermediate form. This manifestly and definitively
proves that there are no intermediate forms on Earth and that no process
of evolution ever took place. And as you will see below, most evolutionists accept the fact that it is impossible for fossilized remains of intermediate forms to ever appear.
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David M. Raup is a paleontologist at University of Chicago:
Well, we are now about 120 years after Darwin,
and the knowledge of the fossil record has been
greatly expanded. We now have a quarter of a
million fossil species, but the situation hasn't
changed much. The record of evolution is still
surprisingly jerky and, ironically, we have even
fewer examples of evolutionary transition than
we had in Darwin's time.219

Prof. Nils Heribert-Nilsson is a Swedish geneticist and Professor of Botany at the University
of Lund in Sweden:

David M. Raup

My attempts to demonstrate evolution by an experiment carried on for more than forty years have completely failed. The
fossil material is now so complete that it has been possible to construct
new classes, and the lack of transitional series cannot be explained as being due to the scarcity of material. The deficiencies are real, they will never be filled.220

D. Dwight Davis of the Chicago Natural History Museum:
The sudden emergence of major adaptive types as seen in the abrupt appearance in the fossil record of families and orders, continues to give trouble. The phenomenon lay in the genetical no-man's land beyond the limits of experimentation. A few paleontologists even today cling to the idea
that these gaps will be closed by further collecting... but most regard the
observed discontinuities as real and have sought an explanation.221

Prof. T. Neville George is a paleontologist at Glasgow University:
There is no need to apologize any longer for the poverty of the fossil
record. In some ways it has become almost unmanageably rich and discovery is outpacing integration... The fossil record nevertheless continues
to be composed mainly of gaps.222
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CHAPTER 10.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
STATING THAT THERE IS NO
EVIDENCE OF A TRANSITION FROM
INVERTEBRATES TO VERTEBRATES

E

volutionists claim that the invertebrate marine organisms
that appeared in the Cambrian Period turned into fish over
the course of tens of millions of years. But in the same way
that none of the Cambrian invertebrates have any forerun-

ners, there are also no intermediate forms to indicate any evolution between these invertebrates and fish. The fact is that the evolution of invertebrates-which have no skeletons and whose hard parts are on the outside
of their bodies-into bony fish, whose hard parts are on the inside of their
bodies, would be a transition on a giant scale (it requires change in many
more anatomic details and complex structures), and countless traces of
this should have been left behind in the fossil record.
Evolutionists have been digging up the fossil strata for the last 150
years in their search for these imaginary life forms. Millions of invertebrate fossils have been turned up, and millions of fish fossils. But nobody
has yet come across a single intermediate form.
Gerald T. Todd is an evolutionist paleontologist:
All three subdivisions of the bony fishes first appear in the fossil record at
approximately the same time... How did they originate? What allowed
them to diverge so widely?... And why is there no trace of earlier, intermediate forms?223
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J. R. Norman is in the Department of Zoology at the British
Museum of Natural History:
The geological record has so far provided no evidence as to the origin of
the fishes.224

Gordon Rattray Taylor is an evolutionist author and chief science
advisor for the BBC:
... there are no intermediate forms between finned and limbed creatures
in the fossil collections of the world.225

Dr. F. D. Ommaney is an English scientist of the 1930s:
How this earliest chordate stock evolved, what stages of development it
went through to eventually give rise to truly fish-like creatures, we do not
know. Between the Cambrian, when it probably originated, and the
Ordovician, when the first fossils of animals with really fish-like characteristics appeared, there is a gap of perhaps 100 million years, which we
will probably never be able to fill.226

A Pikaia fossil, one of the
oldest known vertebrates,
and its estimated anatomy
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CHAPTER 11.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF
A TRANSITION FROM WATER TO
DRY LAND

T

he evolutionist scenario further maintains that after a time,
fish-which had evolved from invertebrates-developed limbs
and turned into amphibians capable of living on dry land. But,

as you might imagine, there is no evidence for such a scenario. Not a single fossil of a half-fish, half-amphibian creature has ever been found.
The process of a transition from water to dry land espoused by evolutionists never happened.
In addition to the complete absence of the fossils needed to indicate
such a transition, a great many important changes would have had to take
place for any living thing to move from water to land. But such a transition is impossible, and many factors make it so. For example, fishes' gills
would have to turn into lungs for them to be able to live on land, and their
fins would have to strengthen and lengthen into legs. Radical changes
would also have to take place in a wide range of internal areas, such as
energy consumption and the circulatory and excretory systems.
Moreover, all these radical changes would have to take place at once for a
creature moving from water to dry land to survive.
But it is doubtlessly impossible for such physiological and anatomical changes to take place by chance and simultaneously. And evolutionists are in fact well aware of these impossibilities.
Hoimar Von Ditfurth is a German professor of neurology and psychiatry and a well-known evolutionist science writer:
As we have seen, life on land is a difficult and wearisome one, constantly

90

CONFESSIONS OF THE EVOLUTIONISTS

raising problems needing to be resolved. In that case one cannot refrain
from asking yet again: why, yes why, did we leave the water? The more
one ponders this, the less logical this evolutionary step appears, and what
happened seems to be an irresoluble puzzle.227

Robert L. Carroll is the author of Vertebrate Paleontology and
Evolution:
We have no intermediate fossils between rhipidistian fish and early amphibians.228
Unfortunately, not a single specimen of an appropriate reptilian ancestor
is known prior to the appearance of true reptiles. The absence of such ancestral forms leaves many problems of the amphibian-reptilian transition
unanswered.229

Edwin H. Colbert is an authority on paleontology and curator at
the American Museum of Natural History, and M. Morales is the author
of Evolution of the Vertebrates:
There is no evidence of any Paleozoic amphibians combining the characteristics that would be expected in a single common ancestor. The oldest
known frogs, salamanders, and caecilians are very similar to their living
descendants.230

From the Encyclopedia Britannica:
The origin of this highly successful order is obscured by the lack of early
fossils, although turtles leave more and better fossil remains than do other vertebrates... Intermediates between turtles and cotylosaurs... reptiles
from which turtles [supposedly] sprang, are entirely lacking.231

Lewis L. Carroll is an evolutionist paleontologist and author of
Vertebrate Paleontology and Evolution:
Unfortunately, not a single specimen of an appropriate reptilian ancestor
is known prior to the appearance of true reptiles. The absence of such ancestral forms leaves many problems of the amphibian-reptilian transition
unanswered.232

Robert L. Carroll is a vertebrate paleontologist and professor of biology at McGill University:
We have no intermediate fossils between rhipidistian fish and early amphibians.233
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CHAPTER 12.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
STATING THE IMPOSSIBILITY OF
REPTILES EVOLVING INTO BIRDS

T

he impossible scenarios of evolution also require the life forms
that emerged onto dry land, first evolved into amphibians,
then reptiles and finally turned into flying creatures. Since

evolutionists are convinced that birds had to have evolved in some way,
they maintain that they evolved from reptiles.
But none of the physical mechanisms in birds-which have a totally
different anatomy from that of terrestrial life forms-can be explained in
terms of the gradual evolutionary model. First of all, birds' wings, and
moreover even one single feather in these wings, represent an enormous
dilemma for the theory of evolution. Evolutionists themselves state the
impossibility of a reptile ever being able to fly, admitting that the idea
conflicts with the fossil record.
William Elgin Swinton is an emeritus professor of zoology at the
University of Toronto and dinosaur expert of the Natural History
Museum in London:
There is no fossil evidence of the stages through which the remarkable
change from reptile to bird was achieved.234

Alan Feduccia is professor of avian evolution, paleobiology and
systematics at the University of North Carolina:
How do you derive birds from a heavy, earthbound, bipedal reptile that
has a deep body, a heavy balancing tail, and fore-shortened forelimbs?
Biophysically, it's impossible.235
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Evolutionist John E. Hill and James D. Smith are the authors of
Bats - A Natural History:
The fossil record of bats extends back to the early Eocene.... [A]ll fossil
bats, even the oldest, are clearly fully developed bats and so they shed little light on the transition from their terrestrial ancestor.236

Robert L. Carroll is a vertebrate paleontologist:
... all the Triassic pterosaurs were highly specialized for flight... They provide little evidence of their specific ancestry and no evidence of earlier
stages in the origin of flight.237
Exactly 1 year ago, paleontologists were abuzz about photos of a so-called
"feathered dinosaur," which were passed around the halls at the annual
meeting of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontology. The Sinosauropteryx
specimen from the Yixian Formation in China made the front page of The
New York Times, and was viewed by some as confirming the dinosaurian
origins of birds. But at this year's vertebrate paleontology meeting in
Chicago late last month, the verdict was a bit different: The structures are
not modern feathers, say the roughly half-dozen Western paleontologists
who have seen the specimens... Paleontologist Larry Martin of Kansas
University, Lawrence, thinks the structures are frayed collagenous fibers
beneath the skin-and so have nothing to do with birds.238

Evolutionists' Confessions Stating the Impossibility of
Reptilian Scales turning into Bird Feathers
Evolutionists maintain that reptile scales gradually turned into bird
feathers by way of mutations and natural selection. However, as evolutionists themselves admit, this is anatomically and physiologically impossible, because reptile scales and bird feathers have totally different
structures.
A. H. Brush is Professor of Physiology and Neurobiology at the
University of Connecticut:
Every feature from gene structure and organization, to development,
morphogenesis and tissue organization is different [in feathers and
scales]... Moreover, protein structure of birds feathers are unique among
vertebrates.239
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Alan Feduccia is a famous ornithologist at University of North Carolina:
Every feature of them has aerodynamic
functions. They are extremely light, have
the ability to lift up which increases in
lower speeds, and may return to their previous position very easily.240
Feathers are features unique to birds, and
Alan Feduccia
there are no known intermediate structures between reptilian scales and feathers. Notwithstanding speculations on the nature of the elongated scales
found on such forms as Longisquama... as being feather-like structures,
there is simply no demonstrable evidence that they in fact are.241

Barbara J. Stahl is an evolutionist paleontology professor and senior faculty member at Saint Anselm College, Manchester:
No fossil structure transitional between scale and feather is known, and
recent investigators are unwilling to found a theory on pure speculation...
So far, the fossil record does not bear out that supposition.242
How [feathers] arose initially, presumably from reptiles scales, defies
analysis...
It seems, from the complex construction of feathers, that their evolution
from reptilian scales would have required an immense period of time and
involved a series of intermediate structures. So far, the fossil record does
not bear out that supposition.243

Evolutionists' Confessions About the Supposed
Intermediate Form Archaeopteryx
Asked why there are no semi-winged or half-winged fossils, evolutionists refer to one life form in particular: the fossil known as
Archaeopteryx, the best known of the small number of supposed intermediate forms all of which are invalid, so fiercely espoused by evolutionists.
According to their thesis, Archaeopteryx, the forerunner of presentday birds, lived around 150 million years ago and was a semi-bird possessing various reptilian characteristics. This unlikely tale is repeated in
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just about every evolutionist publication. The fact is, however, that the latest researches into Archaeopteryx fossils have shown that the creature was
very definitely not any intermediate form, merely a highly perfect structured extinct species of bird with some features slightly different from
those of present-day birds.
The evidence that Archaeopteryx was a true bird and not a semi-dinosaur, semi-bird transitional form can be summarized as follows:
1. The fact that it had no sternum, or breastbone, with the same structure as that in today’s flying birds was depicted as the most important evidence that Archaeopteryx could not fly. But the seventh Archaeopteryx fossil to be discovered in 1992 provoked enormous astonishment among
evolutionist circles, because it did indeed possess a sternum of the kind
evolutionists had for long failed to believe in. Nature magazine said, "This
attests to its strong flight muscles."244
This discovery totally invalidated the most fundamental basis for the
claim that Archaeopteryx was a proto-bird lacking the full ability to fly. It
has been realized that Archaeopteryx was a perfect species of bird that could fly
150 million years ago.
2. On the other hand, one of the main proofs that Archaeopteryx was
genuinely capable of flight is the animal's asymmetrical feather structure,
identical to that in present-day birds, showing that it was able to fly perfectly.
3. Features that evolutionists rely on when portraying Archaeopteryx
as an intermediate form are the claws on its wings and the teeth in its
mouth. However, these features do not demonstrate that it was connected to reptiles in any way. Two living species of birds, the Taouraco and
Hoatzin, also have claws that allow them to cling to branches. Yet they are
fully fledged birds, with no reptilian characteristics whatsoever.
Therefore, the idea that Archaeopteryx was an intermediate form because
of its clawed wings is totally invalid.
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The Archaeopteryx Fossil
Nor do the teeth in Archaeopteryx's mouth make it a transitional form.
In stating that its teeth are a reptilian characteristic, evolutionists are engaging in deliberate deception. Teeth are not a universal feature among
reptiles. Some present-day reptiles lack teeth. The fossil record shows that
there was another group that may be described as toothed birds that lived
in the same period as Archaeopteryx, and even before and after it-indeed,
until quite recent times.

Archaeopteryx

96

CONFESSIONS OF THE EVOLUTIONISTS

Even more importantly, the tooth structure of Archaeopteryx and that
of other toothed birds is very different from that of dinosaurs, birds' supposed evolutionary ancestors.

Archaeopteryx and Other Ancient Bird Fossils
In 1995, two paleontologists by the names of Lianhai Hou and
Zhonghe Zhou, researching at the Vertebrate Paleontology Institute in
China, discovered a new bird fossil they named Confuciusornis. This bird,
the same age as Archaeopteryx, had no teeth, but its beak and feathers exhibited the same features as present-day birds. The wings of this creature,
whose skeleton was also the same as that of present-day birds, had claws.

Hoatzin
Another fossil, discovered in China in November 1996, provoked yet
more controversy. The existence of this 130-million-year-old bird, called
Liaoningornis, was announced
by Hou, Martin and Alan
Feduccia in a paper published
in Science magazine. This creature was identical to presentday birds in all respects, and
yet was a contemporary of
Archaeopteryx. The only difference was the absence of teeth
in its mouth. This went to
show that, in contrast to evolutionist claims, toothed birds
were in no way "primitive."
Another fossil that totally discredited evolutionist
Hoatzin
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claim regarding Archaeopteryx was Eoalulavis. This animal was said to be
30 million years younger than Archaeopteryx-in other words, around 120
million years old-and its wing structure can still be seen in slow-flying
birds today. This proved that living things, no different in many ways to
present-day birds, were flying in the skies 120 million years ago.
These data proved beyond the shadow of a doubt that Archaeopteryx
and other birds resembling it were not intermediate forms. These fossils
did not demonstrate that different species of bird evolved from one another. On the contrary, they proved that various independent bird species not
unlike Archaeopteryx and those alive today lived alongside one another.
In fact, the majority of evolutionists are well aware that Archaeopteryx
cannot be an intermediate form, and that is simply an extinct species of
bird.
Scientists describe such creatures as the platypus as mosaic creatures.
That mosaic creatures do not count as intermediate forms is also accepted
by such foremost paleontologists as Stephen Jay Gould and Niles
Eldredge.245
The evolutionist magazine Nature described how, with every new
Archaeopteryx fossil discovery, it was realized that the animal cannot have
been half-bird and half-reptile, still unable to fly, but that on the contrary
it was a fully flying bird:
The recently discovered seventh specimen of the Archæopteryx preserves
a partial, rectangular sternum, long suspected but never previously documented. This attests to its strong flight muscles.246

Alan Feduccia:
In conclusion, the robust furcula of Archæopteryx would have provided a
suitable point of origin for a well developed pectoralis muscle... thus the
main evidence for Archæopteryx having been a terrestrial, cursorial predator is invalidated. There is nothing in the structure of the pectoral girdle
of Archæopteryx that would preclude its having been a powered flier.247
But in Archaeopteryx, it is to be noted, the feathers differ in no way from
the most perfectly developed feathers known to us.248
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Well, I've studied bird skulls for 25 years and I don't see any similarities
whatsoever. I just don't see it... The theropod origins of birds, in my opinion, will be the greatest embarrassment of paleontology of the 20th century.249

John H. Ostrom is Professor of Geology Chair at Yale University:
No fossil evidence exists of any pro-avis. It
is a purely hypothetical pre-bird, but one
that must have existed.250

John H. Ostrom from Yale University,
who actively studied specimens, has said
that it is evident that we now need to look to
periods porior to Archaeopteryx in order to
seek the ancestor of flying birds.
From Science magazine:

John Ostrom

No dinosaur had an embryonic thumb, though all birds have them, on the
feet they use for landing … All dinosaurs have saw-edged teeth, with razor-like molars. Confuciosornis (a 142-million-year-old bird fossil) has no
teeth. Although Archaeopteryx has teeth, they are not saw-edged, but are
arranged in rows like nails. There are two wide spaces at the back of all
dinosaur skulls. Birds do not have these. There is no link between them at
all, not even down to the finest detail.251
True birds have existed at least as long as Archaeopteryx so that the latter
could hardly have been their ancestor...252

Carl O. Dunbar is professor of paleontology and stratigraphy at
Yale University:
Because of its feathers, [Archaeopteryx is] distinctly to be classed as a
bird.253

Larry Martin is an American vertebrate paleontologist and curator
of the Natural History Museum and Biodiversity Research Center at the
University of Kansas:
To tell you the truth, if I had to support the dinosaur origin of birds with
those characters, I'd be embarrassed every time I had to get up and talk
about it.254
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Nicholas Hotton is an American paleontologist at the University of
Chicago:
Protoavis has a well-developed furcula bone and chest bone, assisting
flight, hollow bones and extended wing bones... Their ears indicate that
they communicate with sound, while dinosaurs' are silent.255

Richard L. Deem is an American biologist at the University of
Southern California:
The results of the recent studies show that the hands of the theropod dinosaurs are derived from digits I, II, and III, whereas the wings of birds,
although they look alike in terms of structure, are derived from digits II,
III, and IV... There are other problems with the "birds are dinosaurs" theory. The theropod forelimb is much smaller (relative to body size) than
that of Archaeopteryx. The small "proto-wing" of the theropod is not very
convincing, especially considering the rather hefty weight of these dinosaurs. The vast majority of the theropod lack the semilunate wrist bone,
and have a large number of other wrist elements which have no homology to the bones of Archaeopteryx. In addition, in almost all theropods,
nerve V1 exits the braincase out the side, along with several other nerves,
whereas in birds, it exits out the front of the braincase, though its own
hole. There is also the minor problem that the vast majority of the
theropods appeared after the appearance of Archaeopteryx.256

Evolutionists Also Admit That They Cannot
Account for the Origin of Flies
In maintaining that in their supposition dinosaurs turned into birds,
evolutionists suggest that some dinosaurs beat their forearms together in
order to catch flies, eventually grew wings and took to the air. This theory is devoid of any scientific foundation and is merely a product of the
imagination. But it also contains a logical vicious circle. Because the insect
that evolutionists cite in order to explain the origin of flight was already
able to fly to perfection!
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One example of imaginary evolutionary
scenarios: dinosaurs
that allegedly suddenly grew wings as they
chased after flies

An Example of Evolutionist Scenarios: Dinosaurs that
Suddenly Developed Wings as They Chased after Flies
Humans are unable to rise and lower their arms even ten times a second, yet some flies are capable of beating their wings 1,000 times a second.
They also beat both their wings simultaneously. Even the slightest lag in
one wing would impair the fly's balance, but such an event never occurs.
Evolutionists should account for how the perfect flying ability in
flies emerged, rather than coming up with scenarios about how flies induced a much clumsier life form-the reptile-to be able to fly.
Robin Wootton, an evolutionist British biologist, admits the signs
of the sublime Creation in the fly and sets out the dilemmas inherent in
the question:
The better we understand the functioning of insect wings, the more subtle and beautiful their designs appear... Insect wings combine both in one,
using components with a wide range of elastic properties, elegantly assembled to allow appropriate deformations in response to appropriate
forces and to make the best possible use of the air. They have few if any
technological parallels-yet.257

Pierre Paul Grassé is the former president of the French Academy
of Sciences and author of the book Evolution of Living Organisms:
We are in the dark concerning the origin of insects.258
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CHAPTER 13.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS THAT
THE THEORY OF EVOLUTION CANNOT
ACCOUNT FOR THE ORIGIN OF
MAMMALS

A

ccording to the evolutionist scenario, reptiles are the ancestors
of birds, just as they are of mammals. Yet there are huge structural differences between reptiles-whose bodies are covered in

scales, whose blood is cold, and who reproduce by laying eggs-and mammals, whose bodies are covered in fur, which are warm blooded and reproduce by giving birth.
In the same way that no biological or physiological explanation of
how reptiles supposedly turned into mammals has ever been given, so
evolutionists cannot cite even a single intermediate form fossil to indicate
that such a transition ever took place.
Moreover, it is impossible even to imagine such a transition, as
first admitted by Charles Darwin, the founder of the theory:
I cannot conceive any existing reptile being converted into a mammal.259

Roger Lewin is a well-known evolutionist science writer and former editor of New Scientist magazine:
The transition to the first mammal... is still an enigma.260
George Gaylord Simpson is one of the main evolution authorities
of 20th century and one of the founders of Neo-Darwinist theory:
The most puzzling event in the history of life on Earth is the change from
the Mesozoic, the Age of Reptiles, to the Age of Mammals. It is as if the
curtain were rung down suddenly on the stage where all the leading roles
were taken by reptiles, especially dinosaurs, in great numbers and bewildering variety, and rose again immediately to reveal the same setting but
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an entirely new cast, a cast in which the dinosaurs do not appear at all,
other reptiles are supernumeraries, and all the leading parts are played by
mammals of sorts barely hinted at in the preceding acts.261
This is true of all thirty-two orders of mammals... The earliest and most
primitive known members of every order [of mammals] already have the
basic ordinal characters, and in no case is an approximately continuous
sequence from one order to another known. In most cases, the break is so
sharp and the gap so large that the origin of the order is speculative and
much disputed... This regular absence of transitional forms is not confined to mammals, but is an almost universal phenomenon, as has long
been noted by paleontologists. It is true of almost all classes of animals,
both vertebrate and invertebrate... it is true of the classes, and of the major animal phyla, and it is apparently also true of analogous categories of
plants.262

Eric Lombard is professor of organismal biology and anatomy at
the University of Chicago:
Those searching for specific information useful in constructing phylogenies of mammalian taxa will be disappointed.263

Tom S. Kemp is a curator of the Zoological Collections at the
University of Oxford:
Each species of mammal-like reptile that has been found appears suddenly in the fossil record and is not preceded by the species that is directly ancestral to it. It disappears some time later, without leaving a directly
descended species.264

While the great majority of evolutionists are unable to suggest any
explanation for the emergence of mammals, some others have behaved
more outrageously and produced various ridiculous and irrational tales.
One such tale regarding the evolution of reptiles into mammals is described in one evolutionist publication:
Some of the reptiles in the colder regions began to develop a method of
keeping their bodies warm. Their heat output increased when it was cold
and their heat loss was cut down when scales became smaller and more
pointed, and evolved into fur. Sweating was also an adaptation to regulate the body temperature, a device to cool the body when necessary by
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evaporation of water. But incidentally, the young of these
reptiles began to lick the sweat
of the mother for nourishment. Certain sweat glands
began to secrete a richer and
richer secretion, which eventually became milk. Thus the
young of these early mammals
had a better start in life.265

The above account is a
completely

unscientific

stretch of the imagination.
There is no evidence that
anything in this account actually happened. Neither is
it possible for them to have
happened. To suggest that a
living thing caused such a
substance as milk-so finely
calculated and of such enorOne of the greatest differences between reptiles
and mammals is the scales that cover the reptilian body and bird feathers. These two structures
are totally different from each other in every respect. Unlike feathers, scales do not extend beneath the skin, merely forming a hard later on
the surface of the creature's body. They have
nothing in common, genetically, biochemically
or anatomically, with feathers. This enormous
difference between scales and feathers totally
undermines the reptile-bird evolution scenario.

mous nutritional value-by
licking sweat from its mother's body is the kind of nonsense one might have heard
in the ignorant pseudo-scientific environment of the
Middle Ages. This and other
such tales which frequently
appear in evolutionist publi-

cations show how far removed the theory of evolution is from genuine
science.
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CHAPTER 14.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING THE INVALIDITY OF
THE HORSE SERIES

U

ntil recently, the imaginary sequence showing the supposed
evolution of the horse headed the list of fossil chronologies
portrayed as evidence for the theory of evolution. However,

many evolutionists now openly admit that the horse-evolution scenario is
a fabrication.
The equine evolution scenario was proposed on the basis of evolutionists' imaginations with invented sequences of fossils, set out in order
of size, belonging to different life forms that lived at different times in
India, North America, South America and Europe. Various researchers
have proposed more than twenty different equine evolution sequences.
There is absolutely no consensus regarding these completely different alleged lines of descent. The only thing these sequences have in common is
the belief that the first ancestor of the horse was a relatively small dog-like
animal known as Eohippus (Hyracotherium) that lived in the Eocene period
some 55 million years ago. In fact, however, Eohippus, which supposedly

became extinct millions of years ago, is in fact identical to the animal
known as the hyrax, which is still to be found in Africa today, which has
nothing to do with the horse and bears no resemblance to it.
The inconsistency of the idea of equine evolution is becoming more
and more apparent with every new fossil discovery. It has been established that fossils of horse breeds living today (Equus nevadensis and E. occidentalis) have been found in the same strata as Eohippus. This shows
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that the present-day horse was living at the same time as its supposed ancestor and is therefore obvious proof that no such process as the evolution
of the horse ever took place.
One of the most important pieces of evidence that totally demolish
the claim in question is that at a time when evolutionists maintain an ancestor of the horse the size of a dog appeared, in other words 50 million
There are different breeds of horse of different sizes in the world. The “equine evolution” sequence, one of evolutionists' imaginary scenarios, is nothing more than the
consecutive arrangement of fossils belonging to these different breeds and some other species of mammal.
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years ago, perfect horses were actually already in existence. Flawless
horse skulls dating back 45 million years prove the invalidity of Darwinist
claims.
Boyce Rensberger, an evolutionist, addressed a conference held at
the Chicago Museum of Natural History in November 1980, with the participation of 150 evolutionists at which the problems of the theory of evolution were discussed. He described how the scenario of equine evolution
was unsupported by the fossil record and that no gradual equine evolution ever occurred:
The popularly-told example of horse evolution, suggesting a gradual sequence of changes from four-toed fox-sized creatures living nearly 50 million years ago to today's much larger one-toed horse, has long been
known to be wrong. Instead of gradual change, fossils of each intermediate species appear fully distinct, persist unchanged, and then become extinct. Transitional forms are unknown.266

Some other renowned evolutionists have also made confessions
about this fact.
Gordon R. Taylor is an evolutionist author and chief science advisor for the BBC:
But perhaps the most serious weakness of Darwinism is the failure of paleontologists to find convincing phylogenies or sequences of organisms
demonstrating major evolutionary change... The horse is often cited as the
only fully worked-out example. But the fact is that the line from Eohippus
to Equus is very erratic. It is alleged to show a continual increase in size,
but the truth is that some variants were smaller than Eohippus, not larger.
Specimens from different sources can be brought together in a convincing-looking sequence, but there is no evidence that they were actually
ranged in this order in time.267

Paleontologist Niles Eldredge, curator of the American Museum of
Natural History:
There have been an awful lot of stories, some more imaginative than others, about what the nature of that history [of life] really is. The most famous example, still on exhibit downstairs, is the exhibit on horse evolution prepared perhaps fifty years ago. That has been presented as the lit-
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eral truth in textbook after textbook. Now, I think that is lamentable, particularly when the people who propose those kinds of stories may themselves be aware of the speculative nature of some of that stuff.268

Prof. N. Heribert-Nilsson, a famous evolutionist botanist at the
University of Lund in Sweden:
The construction of the horse is
therefore a very artificial one, since
it is put together from non-equivalent parts, and cannot therefore be a
continuous transformation series.269

Stephen Jay Gould:
Prothero and Shubin conclude:
"This is contrary to the widely-held
myth about horse species as gradualistically varying parts of a continuum, with no real distinctions beStephen Jay Gould
tween species. Throughout the history of horses, the species are wellmarked and static over millions of years. At high resolution, the gradualistic picture of horse evolution becomes a complex bush of overlapping,
closely related species.270

Prof. Dr. Ali Demirsoy:
Nowhere have any intermediate
forms demonstrating a transition
from a five-toed ancestor to
Hyracotherium (Eohippus) with four
toes on its front feet and three on the
back.271

Prof. Ali Demirsoy
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CHAPTER 15.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING THE SO-CALLED
FOREBEARERS OF MAN

T

he theory of evolution maintains that human beings and present-day apes share an imaginary common ancestor.
According to evolutionists, these imaginary primitive crea-

tures gradually evolved, with one branch coming to form present-day
apes, and the other group present-day human beings.
Evolutionists point to Australopithecus, whose Latin name means
"South African ape," as the first supposed common ancestor between humans and apes. The various types of Australopithecus were in fact nothing
more than an extinct species of ape. Some of these were very large and
others much smaller, while other had more delicate features.
Evolutionists attach the prefix Homo, meaning "man," to the next

stage, or genus, of imaginary human evolution. They claim that creatures
in the Homo sequence were more advanced than Australopithecus and not
all that different from present-day humans. The final stage of this supposed evolutionary process is Homo sapiens sapiens, today’s man. Of
course, this complete story is a fairly comprehensive deceit.
The facts, however, are that Australopithecus is an extinct species of
ape, while those in the Neanderthal and early Homo series are races of human beings who once lived but have since become extinct. Evolutionists
have set out various ape and human fossils in order of size to produce a
chronology of human evolution. Yet scientific facts prove that these fossils
do not prove any evolutionary process: Some of these entities depicted as
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the forerunners of present-day humans were genuine apes, while others
were genuine humans. (For more details, see The Evolution Deceit, by
Harun Yahya.)
However, since evolutionists had made such a daring claim, they
needed to prove it, at least in their own minds, and so attempt to present
so-called evidence by resorting to various frauds.
In their search for evidence to substantiate the theory of evolution,
they most frequently resort to the fossil record. But when examined carefully and objectively, the fossil record does not support the theory of evolution at all, but totally undermines it. Yet because evolutionists generally offer biased evaluations of fossils and pass them on to the public, many
people imagine that the fossil record actually corroborates the theory of
evolution. Yet even though 99% of the fossil record has been unearthed
and catalogued, evolutionists still do not have a single piece of evidence
to support their claims. For that reason, some evolutionists have attempted to manufacture their own fossils as alleged evidence for their theories,
though subsequently these "remains" have been exposed as either hoaxes
or distorted misinterpretations. Fossils in the Earth’s strata today confirm
that living things have existed in perfect form ever since they were first
created. Evolutionists construct their imaginary reconstructions (models
or drawings) on the basis of fossil remains in such a way as to corroborate
the claims of evolution. Since people are most easily influenced by visual
materials, their aim is to use imagination to convince people that such
creatures actually once existed. The fact is that nothing like those creatures in these pictures ever existed.
Evolutionist researchers generally produce their reconstructions of
imaginary, human-like beings on the basis of a single tooth, fragment of
jawbone, or a tiny arm bone and then sensationally declare these to be
links in the story of human evolution. Such drawings have played a considerable role in forming the public's image of imaginary "primitive man".
The fact is, however, that no such primitive man ever lived. The pictures
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in question are intended solely as speculation. All the fossils discovered
belong to perfect life forms.
The claim of human evolution is even regarded as groundless by the
people involved in shaping it. The claim is based, not on science, but on
the beliefs and prejudices that shape the theory. But the interesting thing
is how these “admissions” from the world of paleoanthropology are never reflected in the press. On the contrary, one part of the media that supports Darwinism is careful to conceal this predicament facing the theory
of evolution and deceives the public by telling them that “new evidence
for evolution is being discovered every day.”
A great many evolutionists, beginning with Charles Darwin himself,
have generally had to admit that the commonest subject for speculation
are the claims regarding fictitious primitive man.
Charles Darwin:
You ask whether I shall discuss "man";-I think I shall avoid whole subject... My work, on which I have now been at work more or less for 20
years, will not fix or settle anything...272
... but I was dreadfully disappointed about [the evolution of] Man.273

Richard Leakey - Roger Lewin (after a lengthy exposition of hypotheses regarding human evolution):
Isolated teeth, single bones, fragments of skulls: for the most part, these
are the clues from which the story of human prehistory must be reconstructed.274

Dr. Robert Martin is senior research fellow at the Zoological
Society of London:
In recent years several authors have written popular books on human origins which were based more on fantasy and subjectivity than on fact and
objectivity. At the moment science cannot offer a full answer on the origin
of humanity, but scientific method takes us closer to the truth...275

Richard Leakey, a well-known evolutionist:
David Pilbeam [a well-known expert in human evolution] comments
wryly, “If you brought in a smart scientist from another discipline and
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Evolutionist scientists generally make deductions on the basis of a few fragments of
bone in their possession. (Richard Leakey, second from left, and Donald C. Johanson
on the far right.)

showed him the meager evidence we've got, he'd surely say, 'Forget it:
there isn't enough to go on.”276

Richard Leakey and Roger Lewin:
Many discoveries of supposed hominids consist of only a mouth fragment, a leg bone, a hip bone, or a knee joint.277
If someone went to the trouble of collecting into one room all the fossil remains so far discovered of our ancestors (and their biological relatives)
who lived, say, between five and one million years ago, he would need
only a couple of large trestle tables on which to spread them out. And if
that were not bad enough, a not unusually commodious shoe box would
be more than sufficient to accommodate the hominid fossil finds of between fifteen and six million years ago.278
The human mind has shown itself to be particularly fertile for generating
notions about the nature of mankind, but only when those notions are
subject to the scrutiny of different scientific disciplines can the more fanciful theories be weeded out. In learning about hominid history we have
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to be imaginative, but not fanciful, the inputs and caveats offered by the
psychologists, taphonomists, and others create the right condition in
which to be responsibly imaginative.279

F. Clark Howell, professor and chairman of the Anthropology
Department at the University of Chicago, discusses Piltdown Man, one
of the most notorious forgeries in history:
Piltdown was discovered in 1953 to have been nothing more than an ape's
jaw placed with a human skull. It was a hoax placed on purpose. They
recognized neither the jaw to be an ape's or the skull to be a human's.
Instead, they declared each part as [from] an in-between [species] of ape
and human. They dated it to be 500,000 years old, gave it a name
(Eoanthropus Dawsoni or "Dawson's Dawn Man"), and wrote some 500
books on it. The "discovery" fooled paleontologists for forty-five years.280

Wray Herbert is psychology editor for Science News, editor-inchief of Psychology Today, and science and medicine editor at US News
& World Report:
According to John Hopkins University anthropologist Alan Walker, there
is a long tradition of misinterpreting various bones as human clavicles; in
the past, he says, skilled anthropologists have erroneously described an
alligator femur and the toe of a three-toed horse as clavicles.281

Boyce Rensberger is author of popular science books and director
of the Knight Science Journalism Fellowships program at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology:
In 1984, a 12-year old boy of the Homo erectus species, dated at 1.6 million
years old, was dug up in Kenya. His body skeleton was virtually indistinguishable from our own.282

Jerald M. Loewenstein and Adrienne L. Zihlman in New Scientist,
dated December 1988:
... anatomy and the fossil record cannot be relied upon for evolutionary
lineages. Yet palaeontologists persist in doing just this.... The subjective element in this approach to building evolutionary trees, which many
palaeontologists advocate with almost religious fervour, is demonstrated
by the outcome: there is no single family tree on which they agree. On the
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contrary, almost every conceivable combination and permutation of living and extinct hominoids has been proposed by one cladist or another.283

David Pilbeam is professor of social sciences at Harvard University and curator of
paleontology at the Peabody Museum:
My reservations concern not so much this
book [Richard Leakey's Origins], but the
whole subject and methodology of paleoanthropology... Perhaps generations of students of human evolution, including myself, have been flailing about in the dark; ...
our data base is too sparse, too slippery, for
it to be able to mold our theories.284

David Pilbeam

Theory shapes the way we think about, even
perceive, data... We are unaware of many of our assumptions.285
In the course of rethinking my ideas about human evolution, I have
changed somewhat as a scientist. I am aware of the prevalence of implicit assumptions and try harder to dig them out of my own thinking...286
At least in paleoanthropology, data are still so sparse that theory heavily
influences interpretations. Theories have, in the past, clearly reflected our
current ideologies instead of the actual data.287

Roger Lewin is a well-known evolutionist writer:
In the physical realm, any theory of human evolution must explain how
it was that an ape-like ancestor, equipped with powerful jaws and long,
dagger-like canine teeth and able to run at speed on four limbs, became
transformed into a slow, bipedal animal whose natural means of defense
were at best puny. Add to this the powers of intellect, speech and morality, upon which we "stand raised as upon a mountain top," as Huxley put
it; and one has the complete challenge to evolutionary theory.288

Robert B. Eckhardt is professor of anthropology at Penn State
University:
Amid the bewildering array of early fossil hominids, is there one whose
morphology marks it as man's hominid ancestor? If the factor of genetic
variability is considered, the answer appears to be no.289
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Dr. Tim White is an evolution anthropologist at the University of
California in Berkeley:
Perhaps no area of science is more contentious
than the search for human origins. Elite paleontologists disagree over
even the most basic outlines of the human family
tree. [So-called] New
branches grow amid
great fanfare, only to
wither and die in the face
of new fossil finds.290

Tim White on the far right

Lyall Watson has degrees in botany and zoology and is also doctor
of philosophy degree in ethology under Desmond Morris at London Zoo:
Modern apes, for instance, seem to have sprung out of nowhere. They
have no yesterday, no fossil record. And the true origin of modern humans-of upright, naked, tool-making, big-brained beings-is, to be honest
with ourselves, an equally mysterious matter.291

William R. Fix is the author of the book, The Bone Peddlers:
As we have seen, there are numerous scientists and popularizers today
who have the temerity to tell us that there is "no doubt" how man originated. If only they had the evidence...292

Dr. Tim White:
A five million-year-old piece of bone that was thought to be a collarbone
of a human-like creature is actually part of a dolphin rib according to an
anthropologist at the University of California, Berkeley... The problem
with a lot of anthropologists is that they want so much to find a hominid
that any scrap of bone becomes a hominid bone.293

In 1994, the American anthropologist Holly Smith conducted detailed analyses indicating that Homo habilis was not Homo-in other words,
not human at all-but rather unequivocally an ape. Speaking of the analyses she made on the teeth of Australopithecus, Homo habilis, H. erectus and
H. neanderthalensis, Smith stated:
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Restricting analysis of fossils to specimens satisfying these criteria, patterns of dental development of gracile australopithecines and Homo habilis
remain classified with African apes. Those of Homo erectus and
Neanderthals are classified with humans.294

Stephen J. Gould:
What has become of our ladder if there are three coexisting lineages of
hominids (A. africanus, the robust australopithecines, and H. habilis), none
clearly derived from another? Moreover, none of the three display any
evolutionary trends during their tenure on Earth.295

Evolutionist paleontologists Claude A. Villee is professor of biological chemistry at Harvard Medical School, Eldra P. Solomon is licensed psychologist at Center for Mental Health Education, Tampa,
Florida, and Percival William Davis is a professor of life science at
Hillsborough Community College:
We [humans] appear suddenly in the fossil record...296

Niles Eldredge and Ian Tattersall are paleontologists on the curatorial staff of the American Museum of Natural History.
It is a myth that the evolutionary histories of living things are essentially
a matter of discovery. If this were true, one could confidently expect that
as more hominid fossils were found, the story of human evolution would
become clearer. Whereas if anything, the opposite has occurred.297

Henry Gee editor in Nature magazine:
... the chain of ancestry and descent... [is] a completely human invention
created after the fact, shaped to accord with human prejudices.... To take
a line of fossils and claim that they represent a lineage is not a scientific
hypothesis that can be tested, but an assertion that carries the same validity as a bedtime story-amusing, perhaps even instructive, but not scientific.298

John Durant is a historian at Oxford University; from a meeting at
the British Association for the Advancement of Science:
Could it be that, like "primitive" myths, theories of human evolution reinforce the value-systems of their creators by reflecting historically their
image of themselves and of the society which they live?299
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... Time and again, ideas about human origins turn out on closer examination to tell us as much about the present as about the past, as much
about our own experiences as about those of our remote ancestors.... [W]e
are in urgent need of the de-mythologisation of science.300

Darwinists use the following ancient method with regard to the fictitious evolution of man: they take fossils from an extinct gorilla or chimpanzee; that is an easy matter for Darwinists, because ONLY 200 OF THE
6000 MONKEY SPECIES THAT HAVE EVER EXISTED ARE STILL
ALIVE TODAY. In other words, fossils from the remaining 5880 species
are a perfect speculative tool for Darwinists.
In using these fossils, Darwinists generally come up with such illogical and utterly primitive scenarios as “all right, this is a monkey, but it
has a curved thumb and so, it must be turning into a human being.” That
idea is utterly illogical, but when these illogical accounts are published in
world-renowned Darwinist magazines, when scientific language and terminology that mobody can understand are used and when the people
saying these things are are professors who blindly defend Darwinism, in
other words, when a lie is repeated over and over again, then the idea
may seem quite convincing to people wihout much knowledge of the subject. Darwinists have been engaging in this unpleasant rrickery for years,
taking advantage of people’s ignorance, the empact of the media and various propaganda techniques.
There are numerous instances of this.

Evolutionists’ Admissions Regarding Ardi
(Ardipithecus ramidus)
In the case of Ardi, as always, Darwinists produced not an extinct
species of monkey but a living thing identical to Bonobo chimpanzee living today. They then try to deceive people with statements such as “All
right, the monkey is now standing upright.”
Darwinists took an ordinary monkey fossil and reconstructed its
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pelvic bone, which was shattered into tiny fragments just millimeters in
size, in such a way as to show that it “could walk upright.” The sole reason why the fossil concerned was chosen as the best suited candidate for
the fictitious scenario of human evolution is that the pelvic bone could be
reconstructed “as they wished” by Darwinist scientists. Darwinists did
what was needed for the sake of Darwinism and Ardi was shamelessly
presented to the world as an “upright monkey.” It was, without any
qualms, depicted as the greatest evidence for the myth of human evolution. But, like all the others , this furore was short-lived and the Darwinist
fraud was quickly exposed. And in the example of Ardi, directly through
statements by Darwinist scientists.
It is now time for them to apologise for Ardi.
William Jungers, the Darwinist departmental head of the anatomic sciences department at the Stony Brook, Long Island medical center,
issued the following statement about the claims regarding Ardi being
“the ancestor of man:”
I think some of the things they said might have been for effect.301

Tim White, a Darwinist from the University of California who
studied Ardi and suggested it represented a missing link in the fictitous
evolution of man, and his colleagues were forced to make the following
statement:
There are no apparent features sufficiently unique to warrant the exclusion of Ar. ramidus as being ancestral to Australopithecus.302

The fact that the pelvic bone, a collection of tiny fragments, and the
surrounding area were reconstructed according to Darwinist scientists’
preconceptions was openly expressed by other Darwinist scientists.
Jungers says this on the subject:
Maybe the pieces do fit together nicely, but the reality is they start out
with a very damaged specimen, and they end up with something very
similar to an australopithecine" (the group that includes "Lucy," the 3.2million-year-old Australopithecus as well as a 2.7-million-year-old
Paranthropus)... [Ardi] requires a lot of guesswork.303
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After examining the fossil, Jungers explicitly stated, “after working
with the fossils himself, there is no way that they could belong to an animal that wasn't often walking on its hind legs," unless the data "were
deliberately ignored, or if we had made them up.”304 ”By that statement,
Tim White and his team are admitting that they signed up to a new deception in the name of Darwinism.
It is not only findings regarding the pelvic bone that give the lie to
the claims about Ardi. An article published in Science magazine said that
the anatomy of its foot revealed that Ardi was a climber. Another article,
by Katherine Harmon from Scientific American magazine, titled “How
Humanlike Was Ardi?” explicitly stated that a single fragment from a foot
was not sufficient to show that the animal stood erect. The feet, and particularly the big toes, exhibit features that still exist in present-day chimpanzees and that are useful in climbing. Jungers summarizes this situation as follows:
(Ardi) it really doesn't show any adaptations for bipedalism at all.305

Devoid of any evidence to support their claims, Darwinists are finally resorting to this deception in order to be able to depict this life form as
a forebearer of human beings: “Its teeth are small, because while the
males were off hunting, the females looked after the young.” This desperate claim is in fact significant evidence of the despairing situation in
which Darwinists find themselves. Because they have no evidence, they
have no hesitation about resorting to demagoguery instead. It is a disgrace for a scientist to make such a claim and declare, on that basis, that a
literally flawless Bonobo chimpanzee is a forebearer of man. But even if
Darwinists disgrace themselves they still reiterate these feeble claims in
the name of their Darwinist ideology.
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Evolutionists’ Confessions Regarding IDA
(Darwinius masillae)
The claims made about the fossil known as IDA, that the Darwinist
David Attenborough lauded as the missing link sought for so many years
and that the press heralded under headlines such as “the ancestor of
man” and “the eighth wonder of the world,” attracted powerful criticism
even from Darwinist scientists.
Darwinists suddenly shone the spotlight onto a lemur fossil that had
been sitting quietly for the previous twenty six years. Some Darwinist scientists were initially cautious and made moderate statements to the effect
that “it is still too early to call the fossil a missing link.” But the proapaganda has reached such terrifying dimensions, and become so ,blatant,
that even Darwinist scientists have had to react against this lie.
In an article on the ABC News web site titled “The Missing Link?” the
Johns Hopkins University and Carnegie Museum of Natural History paleontologist Chris Beard says, “This fossil is not as close to monkeys,
apes, and humans AS WE ARE BEING LED TO BELIEVE.”306 In another article, this time in New Scientist magazine, titled “Why Ida Fossil is
Not The Missing Link?” Beard explicitly states that Ida has no characteristics resembling those of human beings, for which reason it cannot be described as a missing link. According to the Darwinist Beard, no matter
how much research is done on it, Ida is not, in that sense, the eighth wonder of the world.307 Instead, Beard explicitly says that the fossil is a perfect
one that will provide us with information about biology.
Richard Kay, a paleontologist from Duke University, openly admits
that we have no scientific to support the claims that Ida is the missing
link. In other words, THERE IS NO EVIDENCE AT ALL. 308 Elwyn
Simons, another Duke University paleontologist, has said that Ida tells us
nothing we did not know before.309
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The Timesonline web site carried the following criticism:
Attenborough... was just one element of the MEDIA CIRCUS turning Ida
into humanity’s newest and best link with its ancient past.
Such finds are usually unveiled to the world through the sober pages of
an academic journal, but for Ida nothing less than a glittering press conference at the American Museum of Natural History in New York would
do. Later the scientists who studied Ida outlined the details of their research. Their pronouncements were just as extravagant.310

Of course all Darwinists are well aware that Ida is not an intermediate form, but rather a perfect living fossil. Contrary to all the speculation,
Ida is a flawless life form that lived in a perfect manner some 47 milion
years ago. The fossil has been 95% preserved, making it possible to study
all its details, but it has NOT ONE STRUCTURE EXHIBITING INTERMEDIATE FORM CHARACTERISTICS. This extraordinary finding IS
PROOF OF THE FACT OF CREATION.

Evolutionists’ Confessions Regarding Australopithecus
Sediba
This fossil, discovered in 2008 in the Malapa cave in South Africa,
consisted of components belonging to two living things. Darwinists alleged that these “represented a complete skeleton.” But the fact is that
these fossils consisted of a single skull and a few bones belonging to two
living things. To put it more clearly, there was no complete skeleton of the
kind alleged by Darwinists. But for Darwinists, who have no hesitations
over producing wide-ranging reconstructions of a fictitious life form in a
social setting on the basis of a single little finger, the amount of bones
found was quite sufficient to engage in plentiful conjecture.
Darwinists, who are as yet unable to account for a single protein,
claimed that this fossil was supposedly “our forebear.” But these two living fossils, with their height of just 1 meter, a skull volume of 420-450cc
(much smaller than the 1200-1600cc skull volume of modern humans),
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long arms, identical to those of orangutans that permit them to climb
trees, short legs and all their other characteristics, are clearly a species of
ape. Yet despite all this evidence, they were still declared by Darwinists to
be “life forms that walked upright.” This famous claim of bipedalism
(walking upright) that evolutionists make in the context of every extinct
species of simian, was again in this case of course completely unfounded.
Not a single piece of evidence was produced. The fossils simply reveal
that they belong to a species of simian. What they are trying to do, just as
in the case of Ardi, is to invent a false intermediate form for supposed human evolution by portraying a perfect chimpanzee as walking on two
legs. But, just as with Ardi, this claim is entirely unsupported by any evidence and is definitely a fabrication. Moreover, again as with the furore
over Ardi, the majority of Darwinists have expressed their embarrassment over it all.
The strongest criticism of Darwinists, who declared a perfect, extinct
simian fossil to be the forerunner of man by saying “we expect it walked
upright,” even though all its physical characteristics suggested the exact
opposite, came from Darwinists embarrassed by this illogical fanfare.
Hearing of the claim in question, the renowned Darwinist scientist
Carl Zimmer challenged the deception being perpetrated regarding Ida
and complained, “please, please, not again!” In an article on the Slate
magazine web site, he said that Ida was first described as a “missing link”
in the Telegraph, and then, with no loss of time, by other news channels.
Zimmer noted that, although no information had been provided about
the fossil, the reports in questions described it in excited language along
the lines of “we have at long last found our ancestor.” When information
about the fossil was published in Science magazine approximately one
week later, the world found itself looking at the famous Australopithecus
sediba. Zimmer continued:
… these fossils are certainly significant in a lot of ways, one thing they
definitely are not is a missing link.311
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Bill Jungers, from Stony Brook University in New York, said that the
fossil in question had nothing whatever to do with the description Homo
habilis and referred to it as another perfect simian.
In a report in Nature News, Michael Cherry said:
But the researchers' suggestion that the fossils represent a transitional
species in human evolution, sitting between Australopithecus and Homo
species, has been criticized by other researchers as overstated.312

One of the supporters of Lee Berger, who examined the fossil, said:
The Malapa specimens will rekindle the debate about the validity of the
taxon Homo habilis.313

Evolutionists' Confessions Regarding "Lucy"
During the course of research in Ethiopia's Hadar Desert in 1974, a
25% intact hominid skeleton estimated to be 3 million years old was discovered and was given the nickname "Lucy." This skeleton, which evolutionists claimed was of a forerunner of present-day man, was 1.20 meters
high and had a skull volume of 410 cubic centimeters, which is very small,
even by the standard of present-day apes.
Although evolutionists were perfectly well aware that Lucy was
nothing more than an extinct form of ape, they ignored all her ape-like
characteristics for the sake of the role as the ancestor of man that they had
ascribed to her.
The fact is, however, that some Darwinists and Darwinist publications were forced to admit that this creature was nothing more than a
monkey. The prestigious French scientific journal Science et Vie adopted
Lucy as its cover story in May 1999. The report, titled "Adieu Lucy," stated
that apes from the species Australopithecus should be removed from the
human family tree.
Evolutionist scientists admitting that Lucy did not constitute evidence for the supposed evolution of man issued these statements.
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Richard Leakey:
Echoing the criticism made of his father's habilis skulls, he added that
Lucy's skull was so incomplete that
most of it was "imagination made of
plaster of Paris," thus making it impossible to draw any firm conclusion
about what species she belonged to.314

Albert W. Mehlert is an evolutionist and paleoanthropology researcher:
The evidence given above makes it
overwhelmingly likely that Lucy was
no more than a variety of pygmy chimpanzee, and walked the same way
(awkwardly upright on occasions, but
mostly quadrupedal). The "evidence"
for the alleged transformation from
ape to man is extremely unconvincing.315

Jeremy Cherfas is an evolutionist
author and has written many books on
science:
Lucy, alias Australopithecus afarensis,
had a skull very like a chimpanzee's,
and a brain to match.316

The bones of “Lucy”

Evolutionists' Confessions Regarding the Neanderthals
Neanderthals appeared suddenly in Europe around 100,000 years
ago, disappearing again-or else assimilating with other human races-just
as rapidly and silently 35,000 years ago. The only difference between
these and present-day humans is that their skeletons were rather more
powerful and their skulls, on average, slightly larger.
Neanderthals were a human race, and this is generally agreed upon
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by all. Evolutionists long attempted to portray these people as a primitive species, but
all the findings showed that the
Neanderthals were no different
to any well-built individual
walking down the street today.
For that reason, many contemporary researchers refer to
Neanderthal Man as a presentday human race. Findings
show that the Neanderthals
buried their dead, used a variety of musical instruments and
shared an advanced culture

A Neanderthal skull

with Homo sapiens sapiens ("human" according to the imaginary classifications of Darwinists), living at the same time. In short, the Neanderthals
were simply a large-bodied race of humans that gradually disappeared.
A great many evolutionist scientists, beginning with Charles Darwin
himself, have had to recognize and admit this reality.
Charles Darwin:
Nevertheless, it must be admitted that some skulls of very high antiquity,
such as the famous one of Neanderthal, are well developed and capacious.317

C. Loring Brace, an evolutionist anthropologist:
Neanderthals had short, narrow skulls, large cheekbones and noses and,
most distinctive, bunlike bony bumps on the backs of their heads. Many
modern Danes and Norwegians have identical features, Brace reported at
the annual meeting of the American Anthropological Association in
Phoenix... Indeed, the present-day European skulls resemble Neanderthal
skulls more closely than they resemble the skulls of American Indians or
Australian aborigines.318
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Erik Trinkaus is professor of physical anthropology at Washington
University in St. Louis:
Detailed comparisons of Neanderthal skeletal remains with those of modern humans have shown that there is nothing in Neanderthal anatomy
that conclusively indicates locomotor, manipulative, intellectual, or linguistic abilities inferior to those of modern humans.319

From Prevention magazine, a pro-evolution periodical:
Dr. Francis Ivanhoe (London) solved the Neanderthal puzzle by having
his research published in Nature magazine in August, 1970. Dr. Francis
Ivanhoe has claimed that the teeth of Neanderthal Man show specific evidence of rickets (caused by a Vitamin D deficiency) and that X-rays of the
bones of Neanderthal Man show the characteristic rickets ring pattern.320
He had a brain with a capacity sometimes larger than that of modern
man. He was a talented toolmaker and successful hunter, even dabbled in
art and, most importantly from a cultural standpoint, developed a rudimentary social and religious consciousness.321

Bonnie Blackwell is an evolutionist geologist at the City
University of New York's Queens College:
Neanderthals were apparently quite similar to Homo sapiens in their behavior and cognitive capacities. In both groups, musical traditions probably extend back very far into prehistory. The Slovenian bone closely resembles several hole-bearing bones that were likely to have been used as
musical instruments by humans at later European sites, according to archaeologist Randall K. White of New York University.322

Sarah Bunney is an executive editor and science writer:
Paleontologists in Israel have discovered a fossil bone which shows that
Neanderthals may have been just as capable of speech as modern humans. The bone, known as the hyoid, is from a Neanderthal who lived between 50,000 and 60,000 years ago. The hyoid, a small U-shaped bone, is
a key part of the vocal apparatus in modern human beings. According to
B. Arensberg and Yoel Rak of Tel Aviv University and their colleagues, the
fossil hyoid, in size and shape, is just like a modern human's... The researchers believe that, despite their heavy jawbones, Neanderthals spoke
a language.323
The Neanderthals were a human race, with large, powerful muscles, who
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managed to survive in a harsh environment. Their tools remained the
same for thousands upon thousands of years. There is no indication of
evolution in their technology or behaviour.324

Milford Wolpoff is professor of anthropology at the University of
Michigan:
Others helped a Neanderthal survive. Did they love him, did he make a
valuable contribution to his community, were these his children and did
they protect only their own relatives? Yes, we can invent all kinds of stories as to why this happened. The important thing is that these all belong
to human beings. There are no animal fables and this behavior of theirs
points to a social depth. They knew everything, and the Neanderthals
lacked nothing of modern man's behavioral capacity...325

Evolutionists' Confessions Regarding Cro-Magnon Fossils
Cro-magnon fossils were first discovered in March 1868 in a cave in
Les Eyzies in France. There is no major anatomical difference between
these individuals and present-day humans, yet evolutionists try to use biased interpretations to portray Cro-Magnon Man as different from today’s human beings. In fact, Cro-Magnons were a human race now estimated to have lived around 30,000 years ago.
The skull structure of
people living in Europe today does not resemble that of
Cro-Magnons. Their skull
structure and volume do,
however, resemble that of
some races currently living
in Africa and tropical climes.
On the basis of that resemblance, we can say that CroMagnons were an ancient
race originating from Africa.

A Cro-Magnon skull
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Cro-Magons disappeared very quickly. There is only one reason for
that; paleoanthropological discoveries have shown that the Cro-Magnon
and Neanderthal races combined with one another to form the basis of today's races.
Randall White is Professor of Anthropology at New York University:
Cro-Magnon artifacts have a right to stand alongside those of the entire
history of mankind. From a 20th century perspective the extraordinary
thing about the existence of Cro-Magnons is that they underwent no direct, gradual evolution from the crude and unformed to selectivity and
perfection. The history of art begins 35,000 years ago.326

James Shreeve is a science journalist in magazines like Science,
National Geographic and Smithsonian:
New dating methods have revealed that fossils thought to be 40,000
years old are actually 100,000 years old. Now, if Cro-Magnons are older
than the Neanderthals who lived 60,000 years ago, how can they be descended from them?
Dorothy Great from Britain discovered both Neanderthal and CroMagnon remains in the Stark Hills behind Tel Aviv. Assumed that they
were compatible with the previously estimated chronology, the
Neanderthals were concluded to be around 60,000 years old, and the CroMagnons around 40,000. Some researchers were unconvinced. They believed that the stratification in the caves had been damaged by water currents and determined a new date using another dating method.
Eventually it was concluded that present-day humans appeared in
the land of Israel before the Neanderthals. The new dating provoked considerable surprise, because it stated that modern-looking fossils were actually 100,000 years old. The Neanderthals, on the other hand, were
60,000 years old. On the basis of this evidence, Cro-Magnons cannot have
evolved from the Neanderthals.
There are many scenarios concerning the extinction of species... These are
full of assumptions. There is no evidence of any wars or violent conflict in
these valleys. All there is, is a strange disappearance, and isolated fossils.327
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Evolutionists' Confessions about an 800,000-Year
Human Fossil
One of the human fossils that have attracted the most attention was
one uncovered in 1995 in a cave called Gran Dolina in the Atapuerca region of Spain by three Spanish paleoanthropologists from the University
of Madrid. The fossil revealed the face of an 11-year-old boy who looked
entirely like today’s man. Yet the child had died 800,000 years ago. This
fossil even shook the convictions of Juan Luis Arsuaga Ferreras, who led
the Gran Dolina excavation. Ferreras said:
Arsuaga Ferreras:
We expected something big, something large, something inflated-you
know, something primitive... And what we found was a totally modern
face. . .To me, this is most spectacular-these are the kinds of things that
shake you. Finding something totally unexpected like that. Not finding
fossils; finding fossils is unexpected too, and it's okay. But the most spectacular thing is finding something you thought belonged to the present,
in the past. It's like finding something like a tape recorder in Gran Dolina.
That would be very surprising. We don't expect
cassettes
and
tape
recorders in the Lower
Pleistocene. Finding a
modern face 800,000 years
ago-it's the same thing.
We were very surprised
when we saw it.330

The December 1997 edition of
Discover, one of the most popular
magazines with evolutionists, took
an 800,000-year human face as its
cover story, under the following
caption, itself an expression of
evolutionist amazement: “Is this
the face of our past?”
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Evolutionists' Confessions About 3.6-Million-Year-Old
Human Footprints
In 1977, Mary Leakey discovered footprints in the Laetoli region of
Tanzania. These were in a stratum calculated to be 3.6 million years old
and, even more importantly, were identical to those any present-day human being would leave. These footprints were later examined by eminent
paleoanthropologists, evolutionist Tim White among them.
Tim White:
Make no mistake about
it,... They are like modern human footprints.
If one were left in the
sand of a California
beach today, and a fouryear old were asked
what it was, he would
instantly say that somebody had walked there.
He wouldn't be able to
tell it from a hundred
other prints on the
beach, nor would
you.329

Morpholological research into
the footprints left behind by
people who lived in the past
has shown that these should be
considered as modern-day
prints. This truth is so obvious
that even evolutionists have
had to admit as much.
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Louise Robbins is the anthropologist who worked closely with
Mary Leakey on the Laetoli project:
The arch is raised-the smaller individual had a higher arch than I do-and
the big toe is large and aligned with the second toe... The toes grip the
ground like human toes. You do not see this in other animal forms.330

Russell H. Tuttle is professor of anthropology at the University of
Chicago:
A small barefoot Homo sapiens could have made them... In all discernible
morphological features, the feet of the individuals that made the trails are
indistinguishable from those of modern humans.331
In sum, the 3.5 million-year-old footprint traits at Laetoli site G resemble
those of habitually unshod modern humans. None of their features suggest that the Laetoli hominids were less capable bipeds than we are. If the
G footprints were not known to be so old, we would readily conclude that
there were made by a member of our genus Homo... In any case, we
should shelve the loose assumption that the Laetoli footprints were made
by Lucy's kind, Australopithecus afarensis.332

Elaine Morgan is an evolutionist writer and researcher for documentary television in Britain:
Four of the most outstanding mysteries about humans are: 1) Why do
they walk on two legs? 2) why have they lost their fur? 3) why have they
developed such large brains? 4) why did they learn to speak?
The orthodox answers to these questions are: 1) "We do not yet know"; 2)
"We do not yet know"; 3) "We do not yet know"; 4) "We do not yet know."
The list of questions could be considerably lengthened without affecting
the monotony of the answers.333

Lord Solly Zuckerman is professor of anatomy at Birmingham
University and chief scientific adviser to the British government:
We then move right off the register of objective truth into those fields of
presumed biological science, like extrasensory perception or the interpretation of man's fossil history, where to the faithful, anything is possibleand where the ardent believer is sometimes able to believe several contradictory things at the same time.334
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Solely because of
these prints' age,
evolutionists ascribe
them to A. afarensis.
Research, however,
shows that the people
who left these footprints behind were not
A. afarensis with prehensile hands and feet,
but human beings
identical to those
living today.

Lord Zuckerman candidly stated that if special creation did not occur,
then no scientist could deny that man evolved from some apelike creature, without leaving any fossil traces of the steps of the transformation.335

Robert Eckhardt is Professor of Anthropology at Penn State
University:
Neither is there compelling evidence for the existence of any distinct hominid species during this interval, unless the designation "hominid"
means simply an individual ape that happens to have small teeth and a
correspondingly small face.336
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CHAPTER 16.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS THAT
THE HUMAN SOUL CANNOT BE
EXPLAINED IN TERMS OF EVOLUTION

A

nother subject that evolutionists cannot explain is how, during the process of evolution, humans acquired characteristics
that separate them from all other life forms. Human beings
are conscious entities possessed of free will, able to think,

speak, reason, take decisions and make judgments. All these characteristics are processes belonging to the human soul, which is the main feature
creating the enormous gulf between humans and other animals.
Man is the only living thing in nature with a soul, and no supposed
mechanism of evolution can account for the features of the soul and its
formation.
All evolutionists, Darwin included, are well aware of this. Here are a
few examples of evolutionist admissions on this subject:
Darwin restricts natural selection, which he proposed as a propulsive
force, to the formation of new species and forms on the biological level.
He regards various factors affecting the emergence of the various activities that we refer to as culture and civilization as having occurred during
the process of developing the emotional, mental and moral attributes we
see in their clearest form in humans. Man is not only the biological product of natural selection, but also of progress in the psychological, moral
and cultural spheres.
However, it is far from clear how the aimless, mechanical process of natural selection, can have led to such extraordinary advances. We cannot even
say that Darwin provided a satisfactory resolution of this difficulty.337
Moral (ethical) behavior is not a natural form of behavior, but a cultural
one unique to man alone. We know that Darwin failed to see that distinc-
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tion sufficiently clearly. If he had seen it, he would not have gone down
the road of locating certain activities rooted in the human mind and moral
awareness within a biological evolutionary framework. In his view,
"thought" was something to be seen as the juice of the brain. "In the same
way that gravity is a feature of matter, so thought is a characteristic of our
brains," says Darwin. But is this equation, which confuses physiology and
psychology, strictly accurate?... At this point, it is clear that Darwin is in
error.338

Hoimar Von Ditfurth is a German professor of neurology and a
well-known evolutionist science writer:
We are unable to provide any answer to how consciousness, the soul, reason and emotion came into being along the path of natural history and genetic development. Because there is no superior attribute to the soul we
possess. In the words of evolutionary theoreticians, we have no equation
by which we can perceive and understand the soul as a whole.339

Roger Lewin is a well-known evolutionist science writer and former editor of New Scientist magazine:
In the physical realm, any theory of human evolution must explain how
it was that an ape-like ancestor, equipped with powerful jaws and long,
dagger-like canine teeth and able to run at speed on four limbs, became
transformed into a slow, bipedal animal whose natural means of defense
were at best puny. Add to this the powers of intellect, speech and morality, upon which we "stand raised as upon a mountain top" as Huxley put
it; and one has the complete challenge to evolutionary theory.340

Materialist scientists in fact know that what makes human beings
human is the human soul. But they all claim not to know it.
Fred Alan Wolf expresses this fact thus:
Today, you will quickly see by perusing the latest books about the overlap of science, God, and the soul, that most if not all of them attempt either to explain away the soul as a material process, missing its essential
points (that it is sacred and immortal) and its essential purpose (that it is
necessary for consciousness to exist) or never discuss it at all in spite of
the promising book titles.341

Consiousness cannot be explained in terms of any Darwinist claim.
Despite being an evolutionist Henry Gee, editor of Nature magazine is-
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sued the following statement regarding the illogical nature of evolutionists’ claims on the subject:
For example, the [alleged] evolution of Man is said to have been driven
by improvements in posture, brain size, and the coordination between
hand and eye, which led to technological achievements such as fire, the
manufacture of tools, and the use of language. But such scenarios are subjective. They can never be tested by experiment, and so they are unscientific. They rely for their currency not on scientific test, but on assertion
and the authority of their presentation.342
Man is an entity with a soul bestowed on him by Allah, and who is able to think, rejoice, feel excitement, produce ideas, and understand the concepts of honor, respect, love, friendship, loyalty, honesty and sincerity. According to materialists, however, all these sentiments are products
of the neurons, or nerve cells, inside the brain and chemical reactions between them. Yet this
claim is neither scientific nor logical. In order not to have to accept the existence of a supra-material being, materialists prefer an idea that's totally incompatible with reason and logic. The fact
is that all these properties, which distinguish human beings from other living things, are actually
functions of the soul.
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CHAPTER 17.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS THAT
COMPLEX ORGANS CANNOT APPEAR
BY WAY OF EVOLUTION

H

ow could highly complex organs such as the eye, lung and
wings have emerged gradually during the evolutionary
process? That is one of the greatest dilemmas facing evolu-

tionists, who leave it unanswered. These interconnected structures, one of
which serves no purpose in the absence of another, cannot emerge in
stages, as evolutionists claim. Organs possessing such a characteristic,
known as irreducible complexity in the scientific literature, will become
functionless if any one of their components is missing.
The eye, for example, consists of some forty different organelles and
will be unable to see if any one of those forty-the retina, for instance-is absent. That being so, in order for an eye to function, all these forty organelles must all come into being, together with the other systems that
make sight possible-and that can only happen by way of creation.
Contrary to what evolutionists claim, it is impossible for the eye to
have formed as the result of these organelles all emerging, one by one,
over millions of years. Because in the absence of just one organelle, an eye
that's unable to see will, to use an evolutionist term, become vestigial and
disappear before it even fully forms. This also applies to all other complex
structures. Confronted by this scientific reality, evolutionists try to prevent the issue from being raised or else, as you shall see below, feel forced
into making confessions on the subject.
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The eye is made up around 40 essential components in the absence of any one of
which the eye will fail to see at all. In order, therefore, for an eye to be able to
see, it needs to form simultaneously with all these 40 organelles that make vision
possible. This can come about only through creation.

Darwin himself was one of the first to realize this predicament, and
admitted that even thinking about the eye and other complex organs gave
him a "cold shudder":
Charles Darwin:
The eye to this day gives me a cold shudder.343
I remember well the time when the thought of the eye made me cold all
over, but I have got over this stage of the complaint, and now small trifling particulars of structure often make me very uncomfortable. The
sight of a feather in a peacock's tail, whenever I gaze at it, makes me
sick.344
To recur to the eye. I really think it would have been dishonest, not to
have faced the difficulty.345
If it could be demonstrated that any complex organ existed, which could
not possibly have been formed by numerous, successive, slight modifications, my theory would absolutely break down.346

Harun Yahya (Adnan Oktar)

137

Although we must be extremely cautious in concluding that any organ
could not have been produced by successive, small, transitional gradations, yet undoubtedly serious cases of difficulty occur. One of the most
serious is that of neuter insects, which are often differently constructed
from either the males or fertile females; but this case will be treated of in
the next chapter. The electric organs of fishes offer another case of special
difficulty; for it is impossible to conceive by, what steps these wondrous
organs have been produced.347
Finally then, although in many cases it is most difficult even to conjecture
by what transitions organs have arrived at their present state; yet, considering how small the proportion of living and known forms is to the extinct
and unknown, I have been astonished how rarely an organ can be named,
towards which no transitional grade is known to lead. It certainly is true,
that new organs appearing as if created for some special purpose, rarely

It is Almighty Allah Who creates the plumage of the peacock that so perplexed
Darwin.
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or never appear in any being; as indeed is shown by that old, but somewhat exaggerated, canon in natural history of "Natura non facit saltum."
[Nature does not make leaps].348
How a nerve comes to be sensitive to light, hardly concerns us more than
how life itself originated.349
To suppose that the eye with all its inimitable contrivances for adjusting
the focus to different distances, for admitting different amounts of light,
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and for the correction of spherical and chromatic aberration, could have
been formed by natural selection, seems, I freely confess, absurd in the
highest degree.... Reason tells me, that if numerous gradations from a simple and imperfect eye to one complex and perfect can be shown to exist,
each grade being useful to its possessor, as is certainly the case; if further,
the eye ever varies and the variations be inherited, as is likewise certainly the case and if such variations should be useful to any animal under
changing conditions of life, then the difficulty of believing that a perfect
and complex eye could be formed by natural selection, though insuperable by our imagination, should not be considered as subversive of the theory. How a nerve comes to be sensitive to light, hardly concerns us more
than how life itself originated; but I may remark that, as some of the lowest organisms, in which nerves cannot be detected, are capable of perceiving light, it does not seem impossible that certain sensitive elements
in their sarcode (protoplasm) should become aggregated and developed
into nerves, endowed with this special sensibility.350

California University professor of biology Christopher Wills states
in The Wisdom of the Genes:
That the body's defense system raises one of the most complex and controversial questions in the whole field of biology. The human race has
been the target of diseases for millions of years, but we also know how to
defend ourselves against diseases we may encounter in the future. The
immune system uses immunoglobulins and proteins able to bind to molecules they have never seen before. Wills states that this state of affairs
seems to drag scientists into an area field that they prefer to avoid when
discussing evolution. He goes on to ask how the immune system can foresee the future and produce immunoglobulins capable of defending
against future attacks.351

Engin Korur:
The common feature of eyes and wings is that they can perform their
functions only when they are fully developed. To put it another way, sight
is impossible with a deficient eye, and flight is impossible with half a
wing. How these organs appeared is still one of those secrets of nature
that have not yet been fully illuminated.352
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Hoimar Von Ditfurth is a German professor of neurology and a
well-known evolutionist science writer:
The question of how the division of a fertilized egg leads to the birth of
countless cells differentiated from each other in every possible respect
heads the list of those that leave scientists scratching their heads.
Although conceptual frameworks capable of giving a rough analysis of
what is going on have been established, the phenomenon as a whole still
represents a collection of unanswerable questions.353

Richard Dawkins is a British zoologist and one of the leading contemporary evolutionists:
Evolution is very possibly not, in actual fact, always gradual. But it must
be gradual when it is being used to explain the coming into existence of
complicated, apparently designed objects, like eyes. For if it is not gradual in these cases, it ceases to have any explanatory power at all. Without
gradualness in these cases, we are back to miracle, which is simply a synonym for the total absence of explanation.354

Prof. Russell Doolittle is professor of biochemistry at the
University of California in San Diego:
How in the world did this complex and delicately balanced process
evolve?... The paradox was, if each protein depended on activation by another, how could the system ever have arisen? Of what use would any
part of the scheme be without the whole ensemble?355

From a letter that Sir Charles Lyell, a renowned mid-19th century
geologist, wrote to Darwin:
Pages would be required thus to state an objection and remove it. It
would be better, as you wish to persuade, to say nothing.356

A letter to Darwin from Asa Gray, an American botanist of the 19th
century and one of his best friends:
Well, that seems to me the weakest point on the book is the attempt to account for the formation of organs, the making of eyes, &c., by natural selection. Some of this reads quite Lamarckian.357

Hoimar Von Ditfurth:
When nature found an eye socket, it was confronted by the same dilemma. This eye, which emerged as a quite unexpected step with the succes-
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sive accumulation of light-sensitive cells in the front part of the body due
to very different causes, must have faced the threat of instant elimination
because of the way it was a functionless mechanism. Because two totally
opposing demands, illumination or clarity, could not have been met in its
state at that time. We know that the eye overcame this dilemma by using
a lens. Because no matter how large the aperture, no matter how much
light enters the chamber, the lens still provides images with no lack of
clarity by performing "net focusing." But is the universe a physicist?
Because only physicists know how the lens will overcome this difficulty,
and we who read their words.358

Frank B. Salisbury is professor and head of the Department of
Plant Science at Utah State University:
Even something as complex as the eye
has appeared several times; for example,
in the squid, the vertebrates, and the
arthropods. It's bad enough accounting
for the origin of such things once, but the
thought of producing them several times
according to the modern synthetic theory
makes my head swim.359

Professor Ali Demirsoy is a biologist
at Hacettepe University in Turkey and

Frank Salisbury

specializes in zoogeography:
It is rather hard to reply to a third objection. How was it possible for a
complicated organ to come about suddenly even though it brought benefits with it? For instance, how did the lens, retina, optic nerve, and all the
other parts in vertebrates that play a role in seeing suddenly come about?
Because natural selection cannot choose separately between the visual
nerve and the retina. The emergence of the lens has no meaning in the absence of a retina. The simultaneous development of all the structures for
sight is unavoidable. Since parts that develop separately cannot be used,
they will all be meaningless, and also perhaps disappear with time. At the
same time, their development all together requires the coming together of
unimaginably small probabilities.360
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Prof. Cemal Yıldırım, a Turkish evolutionist, is Professor of
Philosophy at Middle East Technical University:
In order to see, there is a need for a large number of mechanisms to cooperate: we may speak of links between the eye and its internal mechanisms and between the eye and the special center in the brain. How did
this complex structure come about?
According to biologists, during the process of evolution the first step in
the formation of the eye was taken with the formation of a small, lightsensitive region in the skins of certain primitive creatures. However, what
evolutionary advantage could such a small occurrence bestow on an organism all by itself? Together with that region, a nerve network connecting it to a visual center in the brain would also need to be constructed.
Unless these rather complex mechanisms are linked together, we cannot
expect the phenomenon we know as "sight" to emerge. Darwin believed
that variations emerged at random. If that were so, would it not be a mysterious puzzle how the great number of variations necessary for sight
all came together and cooperated at the same time in various different
parts of the organism's body?... The fact is that a string of complementary
changes-all of which must work together-are necessary for sight.
...
Some mollusks' eyes have retina, cornea, and a lens just like ours. How
can we account for this construction in two species on such very different evolutionary levels solely in terms of natural selection?... It is a matter for debate whether Darwinists can supply a satisfactory answer to that
question...361

Ernst Mayr is one of the 20th century's leading evolutionary biologists:
It is a considerable strain on one's credulity to assume that finely balanced
systems such as certain sense organs (the eye of vertebrates, or the bird's
feather) could be improved by random mutations.362

Evolutionists have had to admit their helplessness in the face of the
extraordinarily complex structure of the eye. But the really important fact
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that inflicts the greatest defeat on evolutionists in terms of the eye is that
IT IS NOT THE EYE THAT SEES AT ALL. The photon strikes the eye and
an electric signal goes from the eye to the brain. The electric signal departs
the eye and arrives at an area of the brain no larger than a lentil known as
the visual cortex. And the image forms in that lentil-sized space. THERE
IS AN EYE that sees the images that forms there. AND ‘THAT’ IS THE REALLY PERFECT EYE. That eye sees the electricity reaching it. And with a
flawless perception of depth and vividity, in moving three dimension and
bright color. Yet that area itself is pitch-dark.
IT IS OUR SOULS that watch the fast-moving, colored and three-dimensional world on the outside inside our brains. The soul is entirely
metaphysical and cannot be explained in terms of any material concept.
That is why materialists, who seek to account for everything in material
terms, atheists and evolutionists are in such a state of panic. The soul bestowed by Almighty Allah utterly demolishes and eradicates Darwinism
and all kinds of intellectual systems espoused by Darwinists. (For more
detail, see The Soul, Darwin’s Dilemma, by Harun Yahya)
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CHAPTER 18.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
STATING THAT THE THEORY OF
EVOLUTION CANNOT EXPLAIN
ANIMAL INSTINCTS

M

any characteristics observed in living things represent
enormous quandaries for the theory of evolution. Bees
and ants live together in enormous communities and exhibit the finest examples of excellent, disciplined social

life. Bees build those architectural marvels called honeycombs. Spiders
spin such high-quality webs that technology is barely able to begin replicating them. Even the fiercest animals show devotion to their own young
and even to other species. Countless other actions involving reason, judgment and decision-taking-features supposedly unique to human beingscannot be explained in terms of any of the mechanisms proposed by the
theory of evolution.
Evolutionists say that these modes of living, or behavior in living
things emerged as the result of "impulses" from inside. However, they are
unable to say what those impulses were.
Darwinists admit the fact that an enormous force affects the behavior of living things. They attribute the display of devotion, division of labor and perfect organization among life forms to direction by a force.
However, they then bring the issue to an end by simply referring to
this force as instinct. To describe the origin of that force, they employ the
clichéd term "Mother Nature."
In fact, however, no evolutionist to date can say where instincts are
located in living things' bodies. In what part of the anatomy do these impulses, described as instincts, lie? In the brain, weighing just a few hundred grams? Or tucked away in some of the proteins and amino acids that
make up the tissues?
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When we open up the bodies of living things to examine them, we
are still unable to establish the source of this information. This is because
instinct is an impulse that expresses the spiritual, and has no material
counterpart. This shows the serious inconsistency among Darwinists and
materialists, who reject the spiritual and maintain that all things are simply accumulations of matter.
In fact, evolutionists have been consistently unable to shed any light
on this question. If an animal shows characteristics like altruism, love, cooperation, friendship and loyalty that means that there is a
force that leads the way, that shows it what to do and that
inspires it to do such things. That power is obviously
Allah, the sole Lord and Ruler of the universe.
It is Allah Who inspires bees to
build the same flawless hexagonal
combs that they have been
constructing for millions of years.
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Given the obvious nature of these facts, evolutionists have been
forced to make confessions regarding instinct too. And as in all areas, the
clearest admissions come from Darwin.
Charles Darwin:
What shall we say to the instinct which leads the bee to make cells, and
which has practically anticipated the discoveries of profound mathematicians?363
Many instincts are so wonderful that their development will probably appear to the reader a difficulty sufficient to overthrow my whole theory.364
But it would be a serious error to suppose that the greater number of instincts have been acquired by habit in one generation, and then transmitted by inheritance to succeeding generations. It can be clearly shown that
the most wonderful instincts with which we are acquainted, namely,
those of the hive-bee and of many ants, could not possibly have been acquired by habit.365
If a working ant or other neuter insect had been an animal in the ordinary
state, I should have unhesitatingly assumed that all its characters had
been slowly acquired through natural selection; namely, by an individual
having been born with some slight profitable modification of structure,
this being inherited by its offspring, which again varied and were again
selected, and so onwards.
But with the working ant we have an insect differing greatly from its parents, yet absolutely sterile; so that it could never have transmitted successively acquired modifications of structure or instinct to its progeny. It may
well be asked, how is it possible to reconcile this case with the theory
of natural selection?366
I have not attempted to define intelligence; but have quoted your remarks
on experience, and have shown how far they apply to worms. It seems to
me that they must be said to work with some intelligence, anyhow they
are not guided by a blind instinct.367
Finally, it may not be a logical deduction, but to my imagination it is far
more satisfactory to look at such instincts as the young cuckoo ejecting its
foster-brothers,- ants making slaves, -the larvae of ichneumonidae feeding within the live bodies of caterpillars,--not as specially endowed or created instincts, but as small consequences of one general law, leading to the
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advancement of all organic beings, namely, multiply, vary, let the
strongest live and the weakest die.368
But the greater number of the more complex instincts appears to have
been gained in a wholly different manner, through the natural selection of
variations of simpler instinctive actions.
Such variations appear to arise from the same unknown causes acting on
the cerebral organization, which induce slight variations or individual
differences in other parts of the body; and these variations, owing to our
ignorance, are often said to arise spontaneously. We can, I think, come to
no other conclusion with respect to the origin of the more complex instincts, when we reflect on the marvelous instincts of sterile worker-ants
and bees, which leave no offspring to inherit the effects of experience and
of modified habits.369
... it seems to me wholly to rest on the assumption that instincts cannot
graduate as finely as structures. I have stated in my volume that it is hardly possible to know which, i.e., whether instinct or structure, change first
by insensible steps.370

Francis Darwin, son of Charles Darwin:
Chapter III. of the Sketch, which concludes the first
part, treats of the variations which occur in the instincts and habits of animals... It seems to have been
placed thus early in the Essay to prevent the hasty
rejection of the whole theory by a reader to whom
the idea of natural selection acting on instincts
might seem impossible. This is the more probable,
as the Chapter on Instinct in the Origin is specially
mentioned (Introduction, page 5) as one of the "most
apparent and gravest difficulties on the theory."371

Francis Darwin

Gordon Rattray Taylor is an evolutionist author
and chief science advisor for the BBC:
When we ask ourselves how any instinctive pattern of behavior arose
in the first place and became hereditarily fixed, we are given no answer...372

Biologists assume freely that such inheritance of specific behavior patterns is possible, and indeed that it regularly occurs. Thus Dobzhansky
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roundly asserts: "All bodily structures and functions, without exception, are
products of heredity realized in some sequence of environments. So are all
forms of behavior, without exception." This simply isn't true and it is lamentable that a man of Dobzhansky's standing should dogmatically assert it.
If in fact behavior is heritable, what are the units of behavior which are
passed on-for presumably there are units? No one has suggested an answer.373

The manifest fact is that the genetic mechanism exhibits not the
smallest indication of being able to transmit specific forms of behavior
from one generation to another. The genetic mechanism just produces
protein. It may affect behavior in general by producing greater amounts
of certain hormones; it may make an animal more aggressive or passive,
for instance, or more dependent on its mother. But there is no evidence
that it can transmit a specific form of behavior, such as the string of actions required to build a nest, from one generation to another. If behavior
really is inherited, then what is the unit of behavior transmitted from one
generation to another? These are assumed; nobody has been able to answer this question.

Evolutionists' Confessions About the
Altruism in Living Things
Contrary to what evolutionists maintain, nature is not a battleground. Quite the opposite: Nature is full of instances of acts of altruism
and rational cooperation, even at the price of the death of the individuals
concerned in order to save the family, or their coming to harm. These
countless examples of altruism, self-sacrifice and solidarity disprove evolutionists' claims that nature is simply a battleground, with the selfish,
those putting their own interests first, surviving.
John Maynard Smith, a famous evolutionist:
Here one of the key questions has to do with altruism: How is it that natural selection can favor patterns of behavior that apparently do not favor
the survival of the individual?374
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Prof. Cemal Yıldırım, a Turkish evolutionist, is Professor of
Philosophy at the Middle East Technical University:
Scientists of the 19th century were easily misled into adopting the thesis
that nature is a battlefield, because more often than not, they were imprisoned in their studies or laboratories and generally didn't bother to acquaint themselves with nature directly. Not even a respectable scientist
like Huxley could exempt himself from this error.375

Peter Kropotkin, an evolutionist author:
... the numberless followers of Darwin reduced the notion of struggle for
existence to its narrowest limits. They came to conceive the animal world
as a world of perpetual struggle among half-starved individuals, thirsting
for one another's blood... In fact, if we take Huxley, who certainly is considered as one of the ablest exponents of the theory of evolution, were we
not taught by him, in a paper on the "Struggle for Existence and its
Bearing upon Man," that, "from the point of view of the moralist, the animal world is on about the same level as a gladiators' show"... it may be remarked at once that Huxley's view of nature had as little claim to be
taken as a scientific deduction.376

From Scientific American magazine:
In spite of male baboons' lack of genetic relationship, they do display one
type of cooperative behavior. When two baboons are in some kind of contest, one of them may enlist the aid of a third baboon. The soliciting baboon
asks for help with an easily recognized signal, turning its head repeatedly
back and forth between its opponent and its potential assistant.377

From Bilim ve Teknik (Scientific and Technical) magazine:
The question is, Why do living beings help one another? According to
Darwin's theory, every animal is fighting for its own survival and the continuation of its species. Helping other creatures would decrease its own
chances of surviving, and therefore, evolution should have eliminated
this type of behavior, whereas we observe that animals can indeed behave
selflessly.
One classic way of accounting for self-sacrifice is maintaining that this
will work to the benefit of the group or species concerned, and that communities consisting of self-sacrificing individuals will be more successful
in evolution than communities made up of selfish ones. The question now
made clear here, however, is how can self-sacrificing communities pre-
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serve these characteristics? The appearance of just one selfish individual
in such a society will be able to hand on a higher level of selfish attributes to later generations, because that individual will fail to sacrifice itself.
Another unclarified point is that if evolution takes place on the societal
level, what the dimensions of that society will be. Family? Herd/Flock?
Species? Order? What would happen if the results of the evolution taking
place at more than one level if these were to be incompatible with one another?378
Nature is not a battleground in which only the fittest survive, as evolutionists would have us believe. On the contrary, it is filled with countless
examples of altruism and of rational co-operation.
Many animals even risk death, and self-sacrifice
for the sake of their young or herd-which represents no advantage to the individual concerned.
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CHAPTER 19.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
STATING THAT PLANTS CANNOT HAVE
ARISEN BY WAY OF EVOLUTION

T

he theory of evolution is at another complete loss to explain
the emergence of plants, just as it in with its claims regarding
human and animal evolution. Not a single fossil indicates that

one plant species was the forerunner of another or else constituted an intermediate form between two species. A great many plant fossils have
been unearthed to date, and all share one particular feature: they all are
flawless and bear an identical resemblance to their counterparts today.
For example, algae-which evolutionists describe as primitive cells
and claim to be the ancestors of all "higher" plants-are known to be have
been the same billions of years ago, just as they are today.
It is also impossible to account for the emergence of the photosynthesis produced by plants in terms of chance. Photosynthesis, which we
are unable to duplicate even using modern ,technology, and which we
can little understand , has been successfully achieved even by the very algae that evolutionists regard as the most "primitive" of plants, for billions
of years. All these are signs that botany disproves evolution and corroborates creation.
As always, however, evolutionists cannot admit to this manifest reality:
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Chester Arthur Arnold is professor emeritus of botany at The
University of Michigan:
As yet we have not been able to trace the phylogenetic history of a single
group of modern plants from its beginning to the present.379
It has long been hoped that extinct plants will ultimately reveal some of
the stages through which existing groups have passed during the course
of their development, but it must be freely admitted that this aspiration
has been fulfilled to a very slight extent, even though paleobotanical research has been in progress for more than one hundred years.380
[W]e have not been able to track the phylogenetic history of a single
group of modern plants from its beginning to the present.381
Not only are plant evolutionists at a loss to explain the seemingly abrupt
rise of the flowering plants to a place of dominance, but their origin is
likewise a mystery.382

Dr. Eldred Corner is professor of botany at Cambridge University:
I still think that, to the unprejudiced, the fossil record of plants is in favour
of special creation. If, however, another explanation could be found for
this hierarchy of classification, it would be the knell of the theory of evolution. Can you imagine how an orchid, a duckweed, and a palm have
come from the same ancestry, and have we any evidence for this assumption? The evolutionist must be prepared with an answer, but I think that
most would break down before an inquisition.383

Edmund J. Ambrose, is emeritus professor at the University of
London and head of the Department of Cell Biology at the Chester
Beatty Research Institute at the University of London:
At the present stage of geological research, we have to admit that there is
nothing in the geological records that runs contrary to the view of conservative creationists, that God created each species separately...384

From Science News:
Both blue-green algae and bacteria fossils dating back 3.4 billion years
have been found in rocks from South Africa. Even more intriguing, the
pleurocapsalean algae turned out to be almost identical to modern pleurocapsalean algae at the family and possibly at the generic level.385
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Prof. Ali Demirsoy:
Photosynthesis is a rather complicated event,
and it seems impossible for it to emerge in an
organelle inside a cell, because it is impossible
for all the stages to have come about at once.
And it is meaningless for them to have
emerged separately.386

Hoimar Von Ditfurth:
No cell possesses the means of "learning" a
Prof. Ali Demirsoy
biological process in the literal sense of the
word. A cell is not in a position to perform a
function such as respiration or photosynthesis
during birth, and it is impossible for it to come by the ability to enable this
process, to overcome this during the course of its later life.387

B. G. Ranganathan:
There is simply no evidence of partially evolved animals or plants in the
fossil record to indicate that evolution has occurred in the past, and certainly no evidence of partially evolved animals and plants existing today to indicate that evolution is occurring at the present.388

Daniel Axelrod is professor of geology and botany at the
University of California:
The ancestral group that gave rise to angiosperms has not yet been identified in the fossil record, and no living angiosperm points to such an ancestral alliance.389

N. F. Hughes is an author on paleobiology and paleobotany:
With few exceptions of detail, however, the failure to find a satisfactory
explanation has persisted, and many botanists have concluded that the
problem is not capable of solution, by use of fossil evidence.390

154

CONFESSIONS OF THE EVOLUTIONISTS

This 180-million-year-old plant,
dating back to the Jurassic Period,
has a structure identical to that of
similar plants existing today.

This 300-million-year-old Carboniferous
Period horsetail is identical to similar
specimens living today.

This 140-million-year-old fossil belonging
to the species Archaefructus is the oldest
known angiosperm (flowered plant). It is
no different to similar plants living today
and, its flowers and fruit possess a flawless structure.
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CHAPTER 20.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING VARIATIONS

V

ariation is a term employed in genetics for a phenomenon
that causes individuals or groups within a living species to
display different characteristics from one another. For exam-

ple, all humans on Earth possess essentially the same genetic information,
but the potential for variation allowed by that information means that
some of us have almond-shaped eyes, some have red hair, others have
long noses and still others are short in stature. This is not evolution.
Living things change within the genetic information they possess. No
new information can be added to a living thing’s genome, nor can there
be any change in that information.
Evolutionists, however, constantly attempt to present the diversity
within species as evidence for their theory. Yet diversity constitutes no
proof of evolution at all, because variation consists of different combinations of already existing genetic information, but can add no new characteristics to that information.
The confessions of evolutionists regarding this point are as follows.
Charles Darwin:
With respect to my far-distant work on species, I must have expressed
myself with singular inaccuracy, if I led you to suppose that I meant to say
that my conclusions were inevitable. They have become so, after years of
weighing puzzles, to myself alone; but in my wildest day-dream, I never
expect more than to be able to show that there are two sides to the question of the immutability of species, i.e. whether species are directly created, or by intermediate laws, (as with the life & death of individuals). I did
not approach the subject on the side of the difficulty...391
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You ask what effect studying species has had on my variation theories; I
do not think much-I have felt some difficulties more.392
Certainly I have felt it humiliating, discussing and doubting and examining over and over again, when in my own mind, the only doubt has been,
whether the form varied today or yesterday.... After describing a set of
forms, as distinct species, tearing up my M.S., and making them one
species; tearing that up and making them separate, and then making them
one again (which has happened to me) I have gnashed my teeth, cursed
species, and asked what sin I had committed to be so punished...393
Birds, which have struggled in their own homes, when settled in a body,
nearly simultaneously in a new country, would not be subject to much
modification, for their mutual relations would not be much disturbed. But
I quite agree with you, that in the time they ought to undergo some.394
When we descend to details... nor can we prove that the supposed
changes are beneficial, which is the groundwork of the theory. .. The latter case, seems to me hardly more difficult to understand precisely and in
detail than the former case of supposed change.395

Francis Darwin:
In the Autobiography, my father has stated what seemed to him the chief
flaw of the 1844 Sketch; he had overlooked "one problem of great importance," the problem of the divergence of character. This point is discussed
in the Origin of Species, but, as it may not be familiar to all readers, I will
give a short account of the difficulty and its solution. The author begins
by stating that varieties differ from each other less than species, and then
goes on: "Nevertheless, according to my view, varieties are species in
process of formation... . How then does the lesser difference between varieties become augmented into the greater difference between species?"396

Luther Burbank, a geneticist and one of the world's most eminent
authorities on the subject of livestock breeding:
There are limits to the development possible, and these limits follow a law.397

Norman Macbeth, an evolutionist known for his criticisms of
Darwinism:
The heart of the problem is whether living things do indeed vary to an unlimited extent... The species look stable. We have all heard of disappointed breeders who carried their work to a certain point, only to see the animals or plants revert to where they had started.398
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W. L. Johannsen, a Danish scientist:
The variations upon which Darwin and Wallace placed their emphasis
cannot be selectively pushed beyond a certain point, that such variability
does not contain the secret of "indefinite departure."399

The biologist Edward Deevey states that variation always takes
place within specific genetic bounds:
Remarkable things have been done by cross-breeding ... but wheat is still
wheat, and not, for instance, grapefruit. We can no more grow wings on
pigs than hens can make cylindrical eggs." A more contemporary example is the average increase in male height that has occurred the past century. Through better health care males have reached a record adult height
during the last century, but the increase is rapidly disappearing, indicating that we have reached our limit.400

Variation is caused by different characteristics within the gene pool of a living species
and occurs as these are manifested in life forms' physical appearance. For example, all
human beings on Earth possess essentially the same genetic data, but through the diversity permitted by that information, some have oriental eyes, or red hair, and different skin
colors. Variation constitutes no evidence for evolution, because variation consists of the
emergence of existing genetic information and bestows no new characteristics upon the
individual. Evolutionists today agree that variation is no proof of evolution.
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CHAPTER 21.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
STATING THAT THERE IS NO SUCH
THING AS A VESTIGIAL ORGAN

T

he idea of vestigial organs is not a scientific one. According to
that claim, the bodies of living things contain organs inherited
from their forebearers, but that have gradually lost their functions through lack of use.

This is most definitely not a scientific claim, because it was based on ignorance. Functionless organs are ones whose function has not yet been identified. As always, evolutionists use these organs, whose functions have not
yet been established, as vehicles of speculation for their own theories . The
best indication of this has been the continued shrinkage of the list of vestigial organs proposed by evolutionists. It has now been established that those
organs originally described as vestigial actually possess wide-ranging functions, and this claim has been comprehensively refuted. But nonetheless,
evolutionists still hide behind this claim in order not to have to relinquish
this important vehicle for speculation and to deceive people lacking a
knowledge of the subject. (For detailed information see, Once Upon a Time
There Was Darwinism, Harun Yahya)
Charles Darwin:
There remains, however, this difficulty. After an organ has ceased being used,
and has become in consequence much reduced, how can it be still further reduced in size until the merest vestige is left; and how can it be finally quite obliterated? It is scarcely possible that disuse can go on producing any further effect
after the organ has once been rendered functionless.401

S. R. Scadding is an evolutionist zoologist at the University of
Guelph, Ontario:
Since it is not possible to unambiguously identify useless structures, and since
the structure of the argument used is not scientifically valid, I conclude that
"vestigial organs" provide no special evidence for the theory of evolution.402
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CHAPTER 22.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING THE INVALIDITY OF
HOMOLOGY

E

fforts to provide proof of the theory of evolution have included
the interpretation of similarities among living things as evidence
of some common ancestor. On the basis of this mythical tale of

the horse that evolutionists have invented, all similarities between life
forms have been interpreted as evidence of an evolutionary relationship.
Of course similarities between living things are not evidence for evolution. In order to be able to make such a claim, evolutionists need to be able to
explain how that evolution came about, and to provide evidence for it. It will
be useful to recall here that not a single intermediate form that might represent evidence for the claim in question has ever been found, and that evolutionists are unable to account for the emergence of even a single protein.
Moreover, scientific discoveries made over the last 20 to 30 years show
that resemblances between life forms constitute no evidence for the theory
of evolution:
1- There are homologous (similar-looking) organs even between classes
between which evolutionists cannot trace any familial relationship,
2- The genetic information in bodies of different life forms with similar organs is based on very different genetic codes, and
3- These organs are very different from one another during the course
of embryological development. This shows that homology provides no basis for evolution.
These similar structures in very different life forms, among which no
evolutionary links can be established, represent a serious problem for evolutionists. Indeed, they frequently refer to the discomfort this causes them:
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Frank Salisbury is
Professor and Head of the
Department

of

Plant

Science at Utah State
University:
Even something as complex
as the eye has appeared several times; for example, in
the squid, the vertebrates,
and the arthropods. It's bad
enough accounting for the
origin of such things once,
but the thought of producing them several times according to the modern synthetic theory makes my head swim.403

William Fix, an evolutionist biologist:
The older textbooks on evolution make much of the idea of homology,
pointing out the obvious resemblances between the skeletons of the limbs
of different animals. Thus the "pentadactyl" [five-fingered] limb pattern is
found in the arm of a man, the wing of a bird, and flipper of a whale, and
this is held to indicate their common origin. Now, if these various structures were transmitted by the same gene couples, varied from time to time
by mutations and acted upon by environmental selection, the theory
would make good sense. Unfortunately this is not the case. Homologous
organs are now known to be produced by totally different gene complexes in the different species. The concept of homology in terms of similar
genes handed on from a common ancestor has broken down.404

Dr. Christian Schwabe Schwabe is professor of biochemistry and
molecular biology at the Medical University of South Carolina:
Molecular evolution is about to be accepted as a method superior to paleontology for the discovery of evolutionary relationships. As a molecular
evolutionist, I should be elated. Instead, it seems disconcerting that
many exceptions exist to the orderly progression of species as determined by molecular homologies: so many in fact that I think the exception, the quirks, may carry the more important message.405
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CHAPTER 23.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
STATING THAT THE THEORY OF
EVOLUTION VIOLATES THE SECOND
LAW OF THERMODYNAMICS

T

he Second Law of Thermodynamics, one of the fundamentals of
physics, states that left to themselves and natural conditions, all systems in the universe will gradually move towards disorder, fragmentation and corruption, in direct relation to the passage of time.

All things-living and inanimate-eventually erode, decay, fragment and
fall apart. This is the eventual and inescapable end of all entities, and according to the Second Law, no way back from the process is possible.
This fact is something you can observe in your daily life. For instance,
if you leave a car in the desert and then return a few months later, you will
observe that it is not in

better condition. You will see that the tires have

burst, the windows are cracked, the body has rusted and the battery no
longer works.
The same inevitable process takes place, but even faster, in living
things. This natural process of the Second Law of Thermodynamics is an expression of physical equations and calculations.
However, the theory of evolution is completely at odds with this law, because evolution maintains that all kinds of systems-and life in particularcame into being spontaneously, with no conscious intervention involved.
However, it is a scientifically proven that, left to natural conditions, all things
made of matter will head towards disorder. Despite the reality described
above, the presence in the universe of order and perfection is one of the
proofs that a Sublime Creator-in other words, Allah- is responsible for it.
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In fact, evolutionists are well aware that the Second Law of
Thermodynamics places their theory in an untenable position.
J. H. Rush works at the National Center for Atmospheric Research in
Boulder, Colorado:
In the complex course of its evolution, life exhibits a remarkable contrast to the
tendency expressed in the Second Law of Thermodynamics. Where the Second
Law expresses an irreversible progression toward increased entropy and disorder, life evolves continually higher levels of order.406

Roger Lewin is a well-known evolutionist science writer and former
editor of New Scientist magazine:
One problem biologists have faced is the apparent contradiction by evolution of the Second Law of Thermodynamics. Systems should decay through
time, giving less, not more, order.407

George P. Stavropoulos, in the magazine American Scientist:
Yet, under ordinary conditions, no complex organic molecule can ever form
spontaneously, but will rather disintegrate, in agreement with the Second Law.
Indeed, the more complex it is, the more unstable it will be, and the more assured, sooner or later, its disintegration. Photosynthesis and all life processes,
and even life itself, cannot yet be understood in terms of thermodynamics or
any other exact science, despite the use of confused or deliberately confusing
language.408

Jeremy Rifkin is an American economist, writer, and public speaker:
The Entropy Law says that evolution dissipates the overall available energy
for life on this planet. Our concept of evolution is the exact opposite. We believe that evolution somehow magically creates greater overall value and order on Earth.409

Prof. Ilya Prigogine, known for his research into thermodynamics at
the Université Libre de Belgique:
There is another question, which has plagued us for more than a century:
What significance does the evolution of a living being have in the world described by thermodynamics, a world of ever-increasing disorder?410
The problem of biological order involves the transition from the molecular
activity to the supermolecular order of the cell. This problem is far from being solved.411
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CHAPTER 24.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING THE
INVALIDITY OF RECAPITULATION

T

he theory of recapitulation, first proposed by Ernst Haeckel towards the end of the 19th century, claimed that during their
embryological development, living things repeated the evolutionary process experienced by their forerunners.

He suggested, for example, that during its development in its mother's womb, the human embryo exhibited first fish-like and then reptilian
features, before finally becoming human. Subsequently, however, it
emerged that this theory was totally a figment of the imagination. In fact,
Haeckel himself confessed to the frauds he had perpetrated in the illustrations he produced to support this imaginary scenario. The fact that
some evolutionists still give credence to Haeckel's imaginary scenario,
and the illustrations that he admitted were fraudulent, shows how far
they have lagged behind the scientific literature.
Ernst Haeckel:
After this compromising confession of "forgery," I should be obliged to
consider myself condemned and annihilated if I had not the consolation
of seeing side by side with me in the prisoner's dock hundreds of fellowculprits, among them many of the most trusted observers and most esteemed biologists. The great majority of all the diagrams in the best biological textbooks, treatises and journals would incur in the same degree
the charge of "forgery," for all of them are inexact, and are more or less
doctored, schematisized and constructed.412

George Gaylord Simpson professor of zoology at Columbia
University:
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HAECKEL'S FAKE DRAWINGS

Fish

Salamander

Tortoise

Chick

Hog

Calf

Rabbit

Human

Haeckel's aim in preparing this imaginary picture was to give the impression
that living things are descended from one another. But in doing so, Haeckel
perpetrated a fraud. In order to be able to point to a similarity among embryos that actually bore no resemblance to one another, he added imaginary
sections to them, or else removed others.
Haeckel's theory of recapitulation maintained that during the developmental
process, living embryos repeated the evolutionary process undergone by
their ancestors. He suggested, for example, that in its mother's womb, a human embryo first exhibited fish-like gills, followed by reptilian characteristics, before finally turning into a human being. Later years, however,
showed that this scenario was utterly imaginary. The supposed gills that appear during the earliest stages of development actually turned out to be the
middle ear canal and the beginnings of the parathyroid and thymus glands.
Another part of the embryo, equated with a fish's yolk sac was revealed to
be a sac that produces blood for the baby. That part described as the tail by
Haeckel and his followers is in fact the human backbone and resembles a
tail only because it develops before the legs. Evolutionists now describe this
hoax committed by Haeckel as one of the worst frauds in biology.
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Haeckel misstated the evolutionary principle involved. It is now
firmly established that ontogeny
does not repeat phylogeny.413

From

an

article

in

American Scientist:
Surely the biogenetic law(theory
of recapitulation) is as dead as a
doornail. It was finally exorcised
from biology textbooks in the
fifties. As a topic of serious theoretical inquiry it was extinct in the
twenties...414

From an article in Science
Ernst Haeckel

magazine:

The impression [Haeckel's drawings] give, that the embryos are exactly alike, is wrong, says Michael
Richardson, an embryologist at St. George's Hospital Medical School in
London.... So he and his colleagues did their own comparative study, reexamining and photographing embryos roughly matched by species and
age with those Haeckel drew. Lo and behold, the embryos "often looked
surprisingly different."
Not only did Haeckel add or omit features, Richardson and his colleagues
report, but he also fudged the scale to exaggerate similarities among
species, even when there were ten-fold differences in size. Haeckel further
blurred differences by neglecting to name the species in most cases, as if
one representative was accurate for an entire group of animals. In reality,
Richardson and his colleagues note, even closely related embryos such as
those of fish vary quite a bit in their appearance and developmental pathway. "It [Haeckel's series of drawings] looks like it's turning out to be
one of the most famous fakes in biology,' Richardson concludes.415

From an article in New Scientist:
[Haeckel] called this the biogenetic law, and the idea became popularly
known as recapitulation. In fact, Haeckel's strict law was soon shown to
be incorrect. For instance, the early human embryo never has functioning
gills like a fish, and never passes through stages that look like an adult
reptile or monkey.416
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CHAPTER 25.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
STATING THAT LIFE CAN
ONLY HAVE BEEN CREATED

E

very living thing in the world has been equipped with flawless
systems and immaculate harmony. The impeccable biological
characteristics and systems that living things possess to pro-

tect themselves, reproduce, feed or hunt, and their compatibility with
their environmental surroundings, is definitive evidence of the existence
of a single Creator.
The planned activity that even a tiny caterpillar demonstrates in order to protect and camouflage itself, the combs that honeybees construct
using sophisticated mathematical calculations, and the muscles possessed
by the mosquito, and equipment which today's technology can only imitate as a general concept, accurate down to millimetrical levels, through
which it is able to beat its wings 1,000 times a second, all introduce us to
the supreme and extraordinary artistry of our Omniscient Lord.
No evolutionist can explain how these characteristics came into existence, because mechanisms such as random mutations and natural selection cannot give rise to these perfections. Evolutionists are in fact perfectly well aware of this. But some are reluctant to say so, for the sake of their
ideology, while others express their despair in the face of all the miraculous attributes they observe in all living things. They have generally had
to admit that such perfection exists in these living creatures, for which
reason a conscious Intelligence has been manifested in these.
Darwin himself was one of the first to admit this.
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Charles Darwin:
I cannot anyhow be contented to view this wonderful universe, and especially the nature of man... I am inclined to look at everything as resulting from designed laws... All these laws may have been expressly designed by an omniscient Creator, who foresaw every future event and
consequence. But the more I think, the more bewildered I become.417
I am conscious that I am in an utterly hopeless muddle. I cannot think
that the world, as we see it, is the result of chance…418
I could give many most striking and curious illustrations in all [biological] classes; so many that I think it cannot be chance.419
You have most cleverly hit on one point, which has greatly troubled me;
if, as I must think, external conditions produce
little direct effect, what the devil determines each particular variation?420
I remember well the time when
the thought of the eye made me
cold all over, but I have got
over this stage of complaint... and now trifling
particulars of structure often make me very uncomfortable. The sight of a
feather in a peacock's
tail, whenever I gaze at
it, makes me sick.421

Roger Lewin is a wellknown evolutionist science
writer and former editor of
New Scientist magazine:
Much of evolution looks as if it
had been planned to result in man,
and in other animals and plants to
make the world a suitable place for him
to dwell in. Like Wallace, Broom also saw a
spiritual guiding hand behind the whole process.422
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Prof. Fred Hoyle, a British astronomer and a mathematician at
Cambridge University:
Once we see, however, that the probability of life originating at random is
so utterly minuscule as to make it absurd, it becomes sensible to think that
the favourable properties of physics on which life depends are in every respect deliberate.423
Rather than accept that fantastically small probability of life having arisen
through the blind forces of nature, it seemed better to suppose that the
origin of life was a deliberate intellectual act. By "better." I mean less likely to be wrong.424

David M. Raup:
It is certainly true that one would be most unlikely to develop a functioning flying insect, reptile, or bird by a chance collection of changes. Some
sort of guidance is necessary.425

Prof. Cemal Yıldırım:
According to some critics, equating evolution with natural selection alone
is like expecting a cat or a pigeon sat at a typewriter keyboard to be able
to write Shakespeare's Hamlet or Goethe's Faust by tapping the keys for
a million years. When we examine even the simplest life form, however, we cannot ignore the fact that a sublime intelligence has played an
active role in it.426
It is far from being convincing to attribute this order in living things,
which seems to have a particular purpose, to chance or coincidence.427

Niles Eldredge is an evolutionist paleontologist at the American
Museum of Natural History:
Indeed, the only competing explanation for the order we all see in the biological world is the notion of Special Creation.428

Hoimar Von Ditfurth is a German professor of neurology and psychiatry and a well-known evolutionist science writer:
These two polymers [egg white and nucleic acids] have been constructed in
such a complex manner and, as if that were not enough, their structures exhibit such a high level of individuality that to imagine these came to that
level by acquiring wealth solely as the result of chance goes far beyond
being even an astronomically and inconceivably small possibility.429
The statistical impossibility of the living structures in question emerging
as the result of chance alone is a rather current example of the present-day
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level of development of science. Indeed, looking at those extraordinary
individual features in the formations of a single protein carrying out biological functions, it appears impossible to explain a large number of
atoms combining together, all in the correct and requisite sequence, at
the right time and moment and with the right electrical and mechanical
features, all in terms of chance.430
No matter how large the universe may be, chance giving rise to the birth
of protein and nucleic acid is [an] impossibility that...431
It is of course possible to account for the story of the birth of the world in
all its details, and the emergence of the complex structure of the building
blocks of living organisms in particular, with the possibility of a planned
course being followed and the direct intervention of a supernatural
power. In fact, we can ascribe the conditions on Earth, and ask why subsequent developments occurred in such an astonishing way as to meet the
requirements of life, as if this had been foreseen beforehand, only to the
intention to create life from one end of the world to the other of a
Creator existing beyond nature, omnipotent.432
The question posed in a mocking tone of voice by one ever-present celebrity during a debate on the origin of life constitutes a well-known example
on this subject: "How long would a human being's 1,000 trillion atoms
have to be mixed up for a Volkswagen to emerge by chance?" Another
variation of the same question is "How long would 100 monkeys have to sit
randomly tapping the keys of a typewriter until they produced a single one
of Shakespeare's sonnets?" Such objections are really astonishing.433
The life span of the Earth would be insufficient for cytochrome-C (or
any other enzyme currently in existence) to be manufactured once again
in exactly that form out of coincidences.434
It is more reasonable seeming to think that the development of animate
and inanimate nature is the work of a single moment, a flash of creation...435
Attempting to produce a conclusion on the basis that life is the work of
a miracle may more reasonable in the current state of affairs.436

Pierre-Paul Grassé is a French biologist and former president of
the French Academy of Sciences:
The opportune appearance of mutations permitting animals and plants to
meet their needs seems hard to believe. Yet the Darwinian theory is even
more demanding: A single plant, a single animal would require thou-
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sands and thousands of … appropriate events. Thus, miracles would become the rule: events with an infinitesimal probability could not fail to occur... There is no law against daydreaming, but science must not indulge in it.437
Chance becomes a sort of providence, which, under the cover of atheism, is not named but which is secretly worshiped.438

Susumo Ohno is an American geneticist:
As far as I am concerned, the uniqueness of the immune system lies in its
ability to cope with all sorts of previously unexperienced contingencies,
thus giving an impression of having evolved in anticipation of future
needs. The Darwinian concept of evolution by natural selection does not
predict the development of a system that can cope with the future.439

Prof. Ali Demirsoy is a biologist at Hacettepe University in Turkey
and specializes in zoogeography:
In essence, the probability of the formation of a cytochrome-C sequence is
as likely as zero. That is, if life requires a certain sequence, it can be said
that this has a probability likely to be realized once in the whole universe.
Otherwise some metaphysical powers beyond our definition must have
acted in its formation. To accept the latter is not appropriate for the scientific cause. We thus have to look into the first hypothesis.440

Douglas Futuyma is professor of ecology and evocytochrome-C

lution at the State University of New York:
Organisms either appeared on the earth fully
developed or they did not. If they did not,
they must have developed from pre-existing species by some process of modification. If they did appear in a fully developed state, they must indeed have been created by some
omnipotent intelligence.441

San Francisco Chronicle:
What really astounds me is the architecture of life.... The system is extremely complex. It's like it was designed.... There's a huge intelligence
there.442
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CHAPTER 26.
MATERIALISTS' AND EVOLUTIONISTS'
CONFESSIONS STATING THAT THE
UNIVERSE DID HAVE A BEGINNING

U

p until the beginning of the 20th century, the prevailing view
was that the universe was of infinite dimensions, and that it
had always existed, and would continue to exist for ever.
According to this view, known as the Static Universe Model,

there was no question of the universe having any beginning or an end.
This perspective, which represents the basis of materialist philosophy, regarded the universe as being a stable, fixed and unchanging accumulation of matter, while denying the existence of any Creator. This view
is still accepted, in various forms, by evolutionists for ideological reasons.
They espouse their claims by maintaining that the universe is eternal end
without end. This view, refuted by science, is used by its supporters to
keep the false religion of Darwinism alive, in the face of all the scientific
evidence.
Today, in the 21st century, modern physics has proven with a certainty

that does not permit any hesitations or objections, through many experiments, observations and calculations, that the universe had a beginning and
was created in a single moment with an explosion known as the Big Bang.
This utterly repudiated all evolutionists’ accounts, claims and statements to
the effect that matter and the universe are without beginning or end.
In addition, it has been established that contrary to materialist
claims, the universe is not fixed and stable as our Almighty Lord has declared in the Qur'an, but is rather in a constant state of flux and is also expanding. These facts are today accepted by the scientific world.
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Hoimar Von Ditfurth is a German professor of neurology and a
well-known evolutionist science writer:
To put it another way, scientists encountered phenomena suggesting that
the universe had a beginning.
This idea seemed so revolutionary, or unscientific to put it in other terms,
or odd, a word beloved of many scientists, that a number of concepts and
opinions were put forward in order to avoid the striking conclusion that
would be reminiscent of those in ancient myths and religions. We are not
going to discuss these often complex concepts and universal models here.
Because as stated at the beginning, we consider that the American Penzias
and Wilson's (scientists who put forward the Big Bang theory)discoveries
represent a final answer to this question. The universe did indeed have a
beginning.443

Anthony Flew is a British philosopher known for several decades
as an atheist but who later acknowledged that atheism is an empty philosophy and stated that he believed in Allah. He expressed his views
about how the Big Bang proved Creation as follows:
Notoriously, confession is good for the soul. I will therefore begin by confessing that the Stratonician atheist has to be embarrassed by the contemporary cosmological consensus. For it seems that the cosmologists are
providing a scientific proof, that the universe had a beginning. So long as
the universe can be comfortably thought of as being not only without end
but also without beginning, it remains easy to urge that its brute existence, and whatever are found to be its most fundamental features,
should be accepted as the explanatory ultimates. Although I believe that
it remains still correct, it certainly is neither easy nor comfortable to maintain this position in the face of the Big Bang story.444

Dennis Sciama is a scientist who, together with Fred Hoyle (who
came up with the steady-state theory), spent many years defending the
fixed universe theory. In Stephen Hawking's words:
Defending the steady-state theory alongside Fred Hoyle for years, Dennis
Sciama described the final position they had reached after all the evidence
for the Big Bang theory was revealed. Sciama stated that he had taken part
in the heated debate between the defenders of the steady-state theory and
those who tested that theory with the hope of refuting it. He added that
he had defended the steady-state theory, not because he deemed it
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valid, but because he wished that it were
valid.
Fred Hoyle stood out against all objections as
evidence against this theory began to unfold.
Sciama goes on to say that he had first taken
a stand along with Hoyle but, as evidence began to pile up, he had to admit that the game
was over and that the steady-state theory had
to be dismissed.445

Stephen W . Hawking is a British theoretical physicist and professor of mathematics

Dennis Sciama

at the University of Cambridge:
Why should the Universe be in a state of high
order at one end of time, the end that we call the past? Why is it not in a
state of complete disorder at all times? After all, this might seem more
probable. And why is the direction of time in which disorder increases the
same as that in which the Universe expands? One possible view is that
God simply chose that the Universe should be in a smooth and ordered
state at the beginning of the expansion phase. We should not try to understand why, or question His reasons because the beginning of the
Universe was the work of God. But the whole history of the Universe
could be said to be the work of God.446

Don N. Page is professor of physics at the University of Alberta:
There is no mechanism known as yet that would allow the Universe to begin in an arbitrary state and then evolve to its present highly ordered
state.447

Prof. Dr. Ali Demirsoy is a biologist at Hacettepe University and
specializes in zoogeography:
Today, however, we know that infinite time and infinite space belong to
God, that the universe is finite...448

Hoimar Von Ditfurth:
We cannot know what there was before this point and at its beginning.
That is a sphere closed to science. Even the question of why there was a
beginning is unanswerable. In addition, the questions of the origins of the
first structure of the initial matter, hydrogen, its characteristics, and what
gave rise to that hydrogen, are all parts of this mystery.449
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Leonard Huxley is a biographer and writer, and elder professor of
physics at the University of Adelaide:
... "creation" in the ordinary sense of the world, is perfectly conceivable. I
find no difficulty in conceiving that, at some former period, this universe
was not in existence; and that it made its appearance in six days... in consequence of the volition of some pre-existing Being.450

Prof. Fred Hoyle is a British astronomer and a mathematician at
Cambridge University:
The Big Bang theory holds that the universe began with a single explosion. Yet as can be seen below, an explosion merely throws matter apart,
while the Big Bang has mysteriously produced the opposite effect-with
matter clumping together in the form of galaxies.451

Materialists claim that the universe has existed for all time, that it was never created,
that there is no plan or purpose within it, and that everything is the work of chance.
All these claims have been disproved by 20th century science, however. The data
obtained ever since the 1920s universe proved that the structure of the universe
came into existence at a specific time as a result of the Big Bang. In other words,
the Universe is not eternal, but was created by Allah.
In addition, scientific findings reveal that all the physical balances in the Universe
have been very finely arranged in order to support human life.
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CHAPTER 27.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
STATING THAT THE ORDER IN THE
UNIVERSE CANNOT HAVE COME ABOUT
BY CHANCE

P

aul Davies is a theoretical physicist and cosmologist at
Arizona State University:

Everywhere we look in the Universe, from the far flung galaxies to
the deepest recesses of the atom, we encounter order... Central to
the idea of a very special, orderly Universe is the concept of information.
A highly structured system, displaying a great deal of organized activity,
needs a lot of information to describe it. Alternatively, we may say that it
contains much information.
We are therefore presented with a curious question. If information and order always has a natural tendency to disappear, where did all the information that makes the world such a special place come from originally?
The Universe is like a clock slowly running down. How did it get wound
up in the first place?452
Careful measurements put the rate of expansion very close to a critical
value at which the universe will just escape its own gravity and expand
forever. A little slower and the cosmos would collapse, a little faster and
the cosmic material would have long ago completely dispersed. It is interesting to ask precisely how delicately the rate of expansion has been
"fine tuned" to fall on this narrow dividing line between two catastrophes.
If at time I S (by which the time pattern of expansion was already firmly
established) the expansion rate had differed from its actual value by more
than 10-18, it would have been sufficient to throw the delicate balance out.
The explosive vigour of the universe is thus matched with almost unbelievable accuracy to its gravitating power. The Big Bang was not evidently any old bang, but an explosion of exquisitely arranged magnitude.453
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The laws [of physics]... seem to be the product of exceedingly ingenious
design... The universe must have a purpose.454
It is hard to resist that the present structure of the universe, apparently so
sensitive to minor alterations in the numbers, has been rather carefully
thought out.... The seemingly miraculous concurrence of numerical values that nature has assigned to her fundamental constants must remain
the most compelling evidence for an element of cosmic design.455
Had nature opted for a slightly different set of numbers, the world would
be a very different place. Probably we would not be here to see it... Recent
discoveries about the primeval cosmos oblige us to accept that the expanding universe has been set up in its motion with a cooperation of astonishing precision.456
If the world's finest minds can unravel only with difficulty the deeper
workings of nature, how could it be supposed that those workings are
merely a mindless accident, a product of blind chance?457

Prof. Fred Hoyle:
If you wanted to produce carbon and oxygen in roughly equal quantities
by stellar nucleosynthesis, these are the two basic levels you would have
to fix, and your fixing would have to be just about where these levels are
actually found to be... A commonsense interpretation of the facts suggests that a superintellect has monkeyed with physics... and that there
are no blind forces worth speaking about in nature.458
I do not believe that any scientist who examined the evidence would
fail to draw the inference that the laws of nuclear physics have been deliberately designed with regard to the consequences they produce inside the stars.459

Hoimar Von Ditfurth is a German professor of neurology and psychiatry and a well-known evolutionist science writer:
If dozens of mutual relationships and just about countless natural phenomena, of which we have only become aware as the result of centuries
of experiments and a great deal of hard work by scientists, are not sources
of amazement and astonishment, genuine awe, then what will be? There
is an endless list of astonishing natural phenomena that we have only
learned as the result of scientific research, from the dimensions of the universe and the laws governing the rate of expansion of stars to the secretfilled relationship between matter and energy, and from the events taking
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place in the cell nucleus, in which is stored the blueprint for a living organism to the discovery of the electrical currents in our brains... Indeed,
looking at the unique properties inherent in the formation of a single protein molecule performing biological functions, it appears impossible to
account for the atoms needing to combine at the right moment, in the
correct sequence, and with the correct electrical and mechanical properties, to do so by chance.460

W. Press, an astrophysicist, writing in an article in Nature magazine:
There is a grand design in the Universe that favors the development of intelligent life.461

To suggest that the flawless order in the
Universe came about by chance is far more
ridiculous that claiming that sand castle on the
beach appeared spontaneously as the result of
natural conditions.
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CHAPTER 28.
EVOLUTIONISTS' CONFESSIONS
REGARDING DARWINISM'S NEGATIVE
EFFECT ON MORAL VALUES

I

n the 19th century, the theory of evolution began to exert an influence over a wide sphere, beyond such branches of science as
biology and paleontology, extending from human relations to the

analysis of history, from politics to society. Efforts were made to adapt
Darwin's idea of the struggle for survival in nature-as a result of which the
fittest would survive while the weak were eliminated-to human thought
and behavior. Applying Darwin's claim that nature was a battleground to
human societies served as a justification of class conflicts, a social order in
which the strong oppressed the weak, racism, colonialism, exploitation,
repression and other forms of inhumanity.
Reading between the lines, even evolutionists admit the inhumanity
that Darwinist ideas continue to inflict on societies.
Theodosius Dobzhansky is a geneticist and evolutionary biologist
at Columbia University:
Natural selection can favor egoism, hedonism, cowardice instead of
bravery, cheating and exploitation, while group ethics in virtually all societies tend to counteract or forbid such "natural" behavior, and to glorify
their opposites: kindness, generosity and even self-sacrifice for the good
of others of one's tribe or nation and finally mankind.462

P. J. Darlington is of Museum of Comparative Zoology, Harvard
University, Cambridge:
The first point is that selfishness and violent are inherent in us, inherited
from our remotest animal ancestors.... Violence is, then, natural to man,
a product of evolution.463
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Robert Wright, author of the book, The Moral Animal:
Evolutionary theory, after all, has a long and largely sordid history of application to human affairs. After being mingled with political philosophy
around the turn of the century to form the vague ideology known as "social Darwinism," it played into the hands of racists, fascists, and the
most heartless sort of capitalists.464

Kenneth Hsu:
We were victims of a cruel social ideology that assumes that competition
among individuals, classes, nations or races is the natural condition of
life, and that it is also natural for the superior to dispossess the inferior...
The law of natural selection is not, I will maintain, science. It is an ideology, and a wicked one...465

The neo-Nazis who carry out ruthless assaults
and killings have adopted a Darwinist perspective. On the websites they create to
spread racist propaganda, neo-Nazis declare
that Darwinism is a theory that should be accepted without question.
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Conclusion

O

f course, the evolutionist confessions collected in this book
represent only a very small fraction of those that could be
found. Evolutionists, who have had to make such clear and
honest admissions despite their dogmatic devotion to their

theory, are in an even worse state when it comes to their internal thoughts.
The famous American professor of biochemistry Michael Behe summarizes the condition of such scientists:
Over the past four decades modern biochemistry has uncovered the secrets of the cell. The progress has been hard won. It has required tens of
thousands of people to dedicate the better parts of their lives to the tedious work of the laboratory....
The result of these cumulative efforts to investigate the cell-to investigate
life at the molecular level-is a loud, clear, piercing cry of "Design!" The result is so unambiguous and so significant that it must be ranked as one of
the greatest achievements in the history of science... This triumph of science should evoke cries of "Eureka!" from ten thousand throats, should
occasion much hand-slapping and high-fiving, and perhaps even be an
excuse to take a day off.
But no bottles have been uncorked, no hands slapped. Instead, a curious
embarrassed silence surrounds the stark complexity of the cell. When the
subject comes up in public, feet start to shuffle, and breathing gets a bit
labored. In private, people are a bit more relaxed; many explicitly admit
the obvious but then stare at the ground, shake their heads, and let it go
at that.
Why does the scientific community not greedily embrace its startling discovery? Why is the discovered design handled from one side with intellectual gloves? The dilemma is that while one side of the elephant is labeled "intelligent design", the other side might be labeled God. "466

Harun Yahya (Adnan Oktar)

181

So far, someone may have remained loyal to materialism and
Darwinism and so, have set out his beliefs and perspective on life in accord
with that philosophy and theory. He may even have spent decades in defending this theory and ideology, have written books and articles on the
subject and held seminars and courses on it. But as Professor Behe states
above, advances in science have clearly set out the true facts. Science has
revealed that evolutionists are unable and never will be able to account for
a single protein, in other words, for the beginning of life. Some 300 million
fossils have been discovered, but not a single intermediate fossil has
emerged from them. Microbiology, paleontology, molecular biology, genetics and all other branches of science defy evolution. The whole world
now knows the invalidity of the theory of evolution and that it is being
propped up solely through deception, conjecture, propaganda and fraud.
It has been realized that there is an immaculate artistry in living things,
and that the whole universe was created from nothing, with this glorious
beauty, equilibrium, complexity and artistry in a wondrous creation.
Evolutions are now very well aware that “deliberately denying the
facts” after having seen this evidence and the findings of science just humiliates them before the eyes of the whole world. The world famous
British writer and philosopher Malcolm Muggeridge expresses the matter
as follows:
I myself am convinced that the theory of evolution, especially the extent to
which it's been applied, will be one of the great jokes in the history books
in the future. Posterity will marvel that so very flimsy and dubious an hypothesis could be accepted with the incredible credulity that it has.467

When even evolutionist scientists admit that the theory of evolution
has no scientific and rational basis, blindly defending the theory on their
behalf will doubtless represent the greatest irrationality and waste.
Up to here, we have set out how evolution is at variance with the scientific facts, how even the theory's adherents admit as much, and that the
theory is therefore an enormous error. What's really important, however, is
that this error is not merely a scientific one. A person may believe in a the-
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ory that is physically incorrect-for example, that the atom cannot be subdivided, a belief that was widely held at one time. But when findings show
this to be incorrect, that person will have made merely a scientific error.
The position is very different, however, when it comes to the theory
of evolution, because this theory was not put forward basing on scientific evidence. This theory attempts to answer the question of how we came
into existence and stands solely on an ideological basis. It offers an atheistic answer, for which reason it leads to atheism most of those who believe in it, and to deny the existence of Allah. They continue to espouse
these lies of evolution for these ideological reasons, at the price of embarrassing themselves, engaging in fraud, supporting deception and knowingly misleading people in the face of the scientific evidence. But the fact
is that they know full well that reason and science show the existence of
Allah and that He is the Creator of the universe and all living things.
Those who come to harbor doubts about, or deny the almighty existence of Allah by falling prey to this false theory, are ignorantly being led
into a terrible error and eternal destruction. Therefore, those who believe
in the theory of evolution, especially under the influence of various scientists, and who devote themselves to it blindly, must seriously reconsider their position. They must see how the evolutionists they have adopted
as their guides have bound themselves to a fraud that not even children
would take seriously for the sake of denying Allah, and must see how
they have been deceived and what a terrible situation they have fallen into. And they must ask this of every evolutionist who supposedly claims
to have come up with evidence; can you account for the formation of one
single protein? The answer, now and for ever, will be “no.” Because a single protein refutes and annihilates the theory of evolution.
People who have hitherto espoused evolution out of a lack of knowledge must now realize that in the life of this world that one can repent
having fallen under the influence of another person. One may be misled
out of ignorance, but when such a person sees the truth he may hope to
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rectify himelf by abandoning his error. And indeed, all people must hope
to be freed from errors, corrupt beliefs and ideas as long as they live. After
death, however, blaming anyone else for the errors into which one fell will
serve absolutely no purpose.
Every ideological movement opposed to reality and truth naturally
has its own leaders and theoreticians, as is revealed by Allah in the
Qur'an: "We made them leaders, summoning to the Fire, and on the Day
of Rising they will not be helped." (Surat al-Qasas, 41) Those who follow such leaders and thus come closer to denial have rejected with a terrible stubbornness and hatred the truths vouchsafed to them in this
world. In the hereafter, they will curse the guides and leaders whom they
followed, will want them to be punished in the very lowest pit of Hell,
and will feel a sincere regret at not having followed along Allah's path.
Their regret is described in these terms in the Qur'an:
... when they are all gathered together in it, the last of them will say to
the first, ‘Our Lord, those are the ones who misguided us, so give them
a double punishment in the Fire.’ He will say, ‘Each will receive double. But you do not know it.’ (Surat al-A’raf, 38)
They will say on the Day their faces are rolled over in the Fire, "If only we had obeyed Allah and obeyed the Messenger!" And they will
say, "Our Lord, we obeyed our masters and great men and they misguided us from the Way. Our Lord, give them double the punishment
and curse them many times over!" (Surat al-Ahzab, 66-68)

The only reason why some people still try to keep the theory of evolution alive is to keep alive materialism, a philosophy based on denial of Allah. Hitherto, people may have believed this lie of evolution, either through ignorance or through propaganda. But if they are
honest, they must see the truth that such a dogma will result in humiliation in this world and in the hereafter, and must then act accordingly. The truth, in other words Creation, is so manifest that
everything we see, even our own bodies, the Sun that rises in such
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glory every day, a single drop of rain or even a single protein is sufficient for us to grasp this evident reality. If they are honorable and
honest men of science and ideas, then they must abandon this error,
of which they are in fact all too well aware, and heed the voice of
their conscience instead, they must behave in a civilized and respectful way by saying, "We went along with a lie, as if we had been
bewitched." This should not humiliate them. On the contrary, it will
be a means whereby they enjoy great esteem, both today and in the
future.
Honesty and sincerity will receive a fine reward in this world and in
the hereafter. Any other behavior may be rewarded by endless suffering. Allah tells us that it is always possible to abandon denial, but
that those who persist in it will face eternal punishment:
... except for those who repent and put things right and make things
clear. I turn towards them. I am the Ever-Returning, the Most
Merciful. But as for those who disbelieve and die while they are disbelievers, the curse of Allah is upon them and that of the angels and
all humanity. They will be under it for ever. The punishment will not
be lightened for them. They will be granted no reprieve. (Surat alBaqara, 160-162)

They said: “Glory be to You!
We have no knowledge except what
You have taught us. You are
the All-Knowing, All-Wise.”
(Surat al-Baqara, 32)
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